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Date: 12.1.2023

Dear [

RE: East Hampshire Local Plan Issues and Priorities Reg. 18 Consultation

Abri is pleased to submit representations to this consultation. As one of the largest housing providers
based in the south of England with a long history in East Hampshire, we are proud to work in
partnership with the Council to deliver more homes for those in need, in communities where everybody
has the opportunity to belong, grow and thrive. Our comments focus on how the emerging Local Plan
can best support delivery of affordable housing to meet local housing need.

Issue: The Climate Emergency

In response to CLIM5 we support the Local Plan setting out detailed criteria for tackling climate
change, provided this is aimed at being a useful framework for designing development and flexible
enough to take account of site-specific constraints and characteristics. As this particular topic now
often involves requiring significant technical interventions it is appropriate that policies are set in the
local plan, allowing for proposals to be subject to consistent viability testing. As set out in our
comments on the Climate Change and Sustainable Construction SPD in which we set out our
commitment to decarbonisation in existing and new housing development, it would not be appropriate
to delegate strategic and detailed climate change-related policies with viability implications to
supplementary guidance, neighbourhood plans or design codes.

The flexible approach taken to understanding 20-minute neighbourhoods within the Settlement
Hierarchy background paper is broadly supported, providing a balanced view of how communities live
and access services. In response to CLIM6, provided this flexibility is baked in to the plan, and not
treated as a rigid mechanism to refuse development that may otherwise be considered necessary and
sustainable, we support this concept.

Issue: Population and Housing

The timing of the issuing of this consultation, and the Government’'s own proposed changes to the
NPPF produce an additional challenge to responding to this section of the plan. It remains important,
whether the NPPF is amended in 2023 or not, for East Hampshire District Council to plan to meet as
much of the local need as possible to ensure that local people can access homes that meet their
needs, affordably. We support the Council in seeking to manage affordability and in response to POP1
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would support the Council in applying the standard method in accordance with existing and emerging
national policy. Reductions in the housing requirement will, particularly in light of continuing economic
uncertainty and rising costs within development, materially affect the levels of affordable housing that
can be delivered, further entrenching the housing crisis by failing to meet the very real needs of
households across East Hampshire. As a Registered Provider of affordable housing we are committed
to meeting need wherever we can, and we have the backing of Homes England as a Strategic Partner.
With appropriate housing targets and allocations, we can do more.

In accordance with our earlier comments, in response to POP2 we encourage the Council to maximise
its housing requirement in order to meet as much of its housing need as possible. While the proposed
figure of 517 homes per annum is higher than the existing local plan target the difference is marginal
and possible in the context of completions across East Hampshire which averaged 630 over the last
five years (reported in the 2021 AMR between 2016/17 to 2020/21).

In respect of meeting neighbours’ needs, including for SDNPA, an informed decision cannot be made
until the respective evidence bases have been updated, but in response to POP4 in general terms
East Hampshire should aim to assist with meeting unmet need, particularly where there is a direct
relationship with East Hampshire’s communities.

It can be very useful for local plan policies to provide a guide to the proportions of house types that
would best meet need across the local plan period. It is important however that such a guide is not
set rigidly and used to the detriment of individual proposals meeting needs more specific to a local
area. We would support, as proposed under HOUS5, the inclusion of information that indicates the
broad proportions of house types that will likely be acceptable to the Council in meeting need,
particularly if this is shown as ranges (i.e. 20-30% rented and 30-40% affordable home ownership).
For the plan to be responsive to the range of site constraints and changes over the plan period it would
be preferable to limit any requirement for a percentage of smaller homes to be delivered only on large
development sites (HOUG). Again, any requirement should be flexibly worded to allow for pragmatic
responses to individual sites.

The percentage requirement for delivery of affordable housing should be set ambitiously to maximise
the potential delivery of affordable housing from major development schemes. The 2021 AMR shows
that the current 40% target is not being met, making clear that any change to the target will need to
be viability tested to understand what can be delivered in future in light of the changing economic
landscape. In response to HOU7 we support the Council in being ambitious in target setting to best
meet local needs.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if it would be helpful to discuss any of the points raised in this
representation. | would be grateful if Abri is retained on your contact database for future consultations.

Yours faithfully,

Abri Groui
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Planning Policy

East Hampshire District Council
Penns Place

Petersfield

Hampshire

GU31 4EX

By E-mail: localplan@easthants.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam
East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040 — Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 — Part 1

I write on behalf of our clients Manor Oak Homes (MOH) to provide our representations to the above
consultation document. These representations are made in the context of Manor Oak Homes interest in land
west of Somerset Fields, Bentley, GU10 5BF, which corresponds with the Council’s Land Availability Site Ref:
LAA/BEN-017.

Background

MOH act as promoters of land alongside the owners to secure viable planning permissions and have a successful
track record in achieving planning permission for high quality and sustainable residential schemes. In the context
of their interest in the East Hampshire Local Plan their land interests extend to approximately 2.5ha of land
immediately to the west of Somerset Fields in Bentley. Somerset Fields comprises a modern completed scheme
of some 37 no. homes, by Linden Homes.

In granting planning permission for that scheme under reference 55417/001 the committee report records the
following:

e The site is well located for village facilities.

e  Facilities provision in Bentley is good compared to other level 4 villages and it is one of the larger more
sustainable village settlements, by comparison with others at that level.

e  The scale of development, at 37 dwellings, would not be especially significant proportionally.
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Land west of Somerset Fields, Bentley Representations on behalf of Manor Oak Homes
East Hampshire Reg 18 LP

e The impact on the conservation area and neighbouring listed buildings would be neutral. It was found that
heritage impacts and the impact on local character were satisfactorily mitigated by the loose and spacious
form of development set around a central area of public open space, with properties set back from the
southern boundary with the Conservation Area.

In acknowledging the established nature of that development, the Reg 18 Local Plan consulted upon in 2019,
proposed that development to be included in a revised and extended settlement boundary. This is shown in the
extract from that plan below, which shows how well our clients land relates to the remainder of the settlement.
Indeed we consider the settlement boundary should be further extended around the site as an allocated housing
site providing for the next phase of growth at Bentley. This is shown in the extract below with our clients land
shown edged in a dotted red line, immediately west of the Linden Homes scheme and the proposed extension to
the settlement policy boundary.
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The eastern part of the site (c. 1ha) is the subject of a live planning application for a rural exception scheme of
12 dwellings which proposes 9no affordable homes and 3no. market homes. The application (ref. 55417/009) is
pending consideration at the time of writing. The remaining land extends to around 1.5ha and is similarly available
for residential development.

As accepted by the Council in their Land Availability Assessment (Nov 2022), the wider site is included as one of
the developable sites which have been promoted to the Council, potentially capable of allocation to meet the
Council’s outstanding housing needs to 2040. The Council’s Land Availability Assessment considers both parts of
the site as one, noting the following features:
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East Hampshire Land Availability Assessment (Nov 2022)

Site Ref LAA/BEN-017

Site name Land west of Hole Lane

Promoted Residential

Capacity 37

Stage 2 Co. Included

Suitability Southern part of the site susceptible to surface water flooding, southern boundary adjoins
Bentley Conservation Area

Area (ha) 2.45

Availability Yes

Achievability Yes

Timescale 0-5 years

Conclusion Developable

Additional information

Representations

These representations have been prepared with regard to the parts and policies of the Local Plan, upon which
MOH wishes to comment. They have been structured under relevant sub-headings and questions to correspond
with the manner in which they are presented in the consultation document.

The Plan Period (page 6)
The draft LP indicates an anticipated adoption date of 2025 with an end date for the plan period of 2040. This is
intended to achieve the minimum 15 year period from adoption required by paragraph 22 of the NPPF.

It is considered that the plan period should be extended by a minimum of 2 years to 2042, with housing allocations
included in the Local Plan to meet the needs of this additional 2 year period. This is due to the length of time it
has taken to reach this relatively early stage in plan-making. The Council embarked on the process in 2017, some
six years ago and consulted on a draft Regulation 18 Local Plan in 2019, some four years ago.

Given the delays incurred thus far it would seem sensible and appropriate on a precautionary basis to plan for an
additional 2 year plan period at this stage to avoid the plan being found unsound due to being contrary to national
policy. It is also important to consider this matter now to ensure sufficient homes are planned for sufficient to
provide for this minimum 15 year period.

Vision (page 11)
The Vision statement in the consultation document states as follows:

By 2040 our residents will live in healthy, accessible and inclusive communities, where quality
homes, local facilities and employment opportunities provide our communities with green and
welcoming places to live, work and play and respond positively to the climate emergency.

VIS1 How do you feel about this vision? (very happy / happy / neutral / unhappy /very unhappy)

Very unhappy

VIS2 Does the vision cover the key matters of importance that the Local Plan can influence and inform? (Y/N)

No

VIS2a If no, please tell us what is missing from the vision and why this is important.
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The vision statement lacks a longer-term vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years), as required by
paragraph 22 of the NPPF.

More importantly however the Vision Statement represents a less ambitious approach to making sufficient
provision for housing (including affordable housing). This is by comparison to its predecessor document, consulted
on in 2019, and is not considered to reflect the emphasis which the NPPF places on making sufficient provision
for housing needs (paragraph 20a) and significantly boosting the supply of homes (paragraph 60).

This is a particular concern in respect of issues affecting East Hampshire where the costs of new homes are
extremely high and affordable housing needs acute. The Regulation 18 Local Plan published for consultation in
2019 referenced at the Foreword ‘A Front Door for Everyone’, its intention to provide sufficient homes for
everyone. This was described as the most pressing and urgent task the Council has.

The vision statement as now worded dilutes and lacks this important objective.

VIS3 Should the vision be more specific about areas of the district being planned for through the Local Plan?

(Y/N).
Yes
VIS3a Please explain your answer.

The vision statement should include wording to reflect the importance of meeting the future development needs
of the District, in particular housing needs. A suggested wording which amends the draft vision statement is set
out below. Amendments are shown struck through and underlined:

By 2040 our residents will live in healthy, accessible and inclusive communities, where a good
quality homes-will be provided to meet the differing needs of all our residents. These will be
supported by improved local facilities and employment opportunities to provide our communities
with green and welcoming places to live, work and play and respond positively to the climate
emergency.

Issues and Priorities (page 12)
Overview Consultation Question
OV1 Please sort these key issues and priorities in order of preference to you

Issue Rank
Climate emergency 3
Environment 3
Population and housing 1
Type of housing needs 2
Infrastructure 3

It is considered that population and housing requirements are key to understanding housing needs and in turn
being able to plan for sufficient housing and the right type if housing in line with NPPF paragraph 20a. Contrary
to how the question is framed it is not accepted that these issues are incompatible. Planning for future
development needs in a coordinated way to appropriate standards can help address environmental and climate
emergency issues. What is clear in an area where median affordability ratio is recorded as being 14.51 (i.e median
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house prices are 14.51 times median incomes) it is clear that addressing future housing needs, including for those
unable to access the housing they need must be prioritized.

Population and Housing Consultation Question (pages 24/25)
POP1 How do you think we should proceed? (select one option):

e  Use the standard method for calculating housing need as the basis for determining the requirements against
which the five-year housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test are measured

POP1a Please explain your answer

It is necessary to use the standard method to comply with national policy and in turn satisfy tests of soundness.!
This is the minimum approach necessary to address the significant housing needs and affordability issues
surrounding housing delivery in East Hampshire where accessing housing needs is beyond the reach of a large
part of the population. To explore alternative methods intent on reducing housing requirements across the plan-
period would exacerbate these issues with real life consequences for those large numbers unable to access the
housing they need. This is directly in conflict with the NPPF and the emphasis it places on making sufficient
provision for housing? and significantly boosting the supply of homes, with the minimum number of homes
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method.3

POP2 Are there any strong reasons not to use the housing need figure of 517 new homes per year for the Local
Plan? (Y/N)

No
POP2a Please explain your answer.

The housing need figure is a recognized approach to calculating housing need which is consistent with national
policy. The figure should be treated as a minimum to be exceeded where possible in order to significantly boost
the supply of homes and the acute affordability issues affecting the area.

It is considered that considerably greater numbers of housing sites should be planned for in the emerging Local
Plan. This will help address issues of delivery, with the Council currently unable to demonstrate a Syear housing
land supply (latest published position 4.78years). It will also serve as an important safeguard in the event that
the housing targets for the South Downs National Park area within East Hampshire (115dpa) are not met. This is
considered to be a legitimate concern given that the National Park Authority is subject to a statutory purpose ‘to
conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.’

1 NPPF paragraph 35
2 NPPF paragraph 20a
3 NPPF paragraph 60 & 61
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Issue: Type of Housing Needs
Types of housing consultation question (page 36)

HOU? The current requirement is that 40% of new homes on qualifying sites are affordable homes. Should the
% requirement for affordable homes be:

«Tnereased
+Deereased
e  Stay the same (select one option)

HOUZa Please explain your answer

The HEDNA (2022), explains that the continuation of a 40% affordable housing requirement is appropriate. It
notes that the high cost of housing in the district allied to restricted supply is such that the level of affordable
housing need equates to 613 affordable homes per annum. This represents 97% of projected total housing needs
across the whole East Hampshire area.

When considering that affordable housing delivery has averaged at 127 affordable homes per annum or 25% of
total housing completions across all sites* it is clear that increasing the affordable housing target is unrealistic
and would be counterproductive. In summary an increase in the affordable housing target is expected to make
housing delivery less viable across all tenures with the effect of slowing and reducing delivery when the opposite
is needed.

Development Strategy and Spatial Distribution

Development strategy consultation question (page 61)

DEV1 Please rank these options in order of preference

Options Rank of preference (1 most
favoured)

Option 1: Disperse new development to a wider range of settlements 1

Option 2: Concentrate development in the largest settlements 3

Option 3: Distribute new development by population 2

Option 4: Concentrate development in a new settlement 4

DEV2 Why have you ranked the options in this way?

East Hampshire is characterized by a wide range of settlements of differing sizes, some of which like Bentley,
have access to local service provision and good public transport provision, including a main line station providing
quick links to higher order centres at Alton and Farnham and further afield.

A greater focus on developable site opportunities, such as that at our clients site, LAA Site Ref. LAA/BEN-017, is
important in maintaining a deliverable supply of housing sites, appropriate in scale and kind to the settlements
where they are located.

Through our clients live planning application it has been established and accepted that there is an identified need
for affordable housing specific to the settlement. The level of housing need exceeds that which can be delivered

4 HEDNA (2022), paragraph 5.29



Land west of Somerset Fields, Bentley Representations on behalf of Manor Oak Homes
East Hampshire Reg 18 LP

via the current application. This is in addition to wider more general housing needs which exist across the District
for housing of all tenures. In turn such housing will help sustain and invigorate the viability of the existing services
and facilities located in these smaller scale settlements and help ensure they continue to play an important role
in providing for prosperous, balanced and sustainable communities in the future.

It has been accepted by the Council that the site is developable and is of a scale which could be brought forward
quickly within a 5 year period. Allocation of smaller sites like this in the emerging Local Plan will be important in
maintaining confidence and certainty in future housing delivery and help ensure the Council is able to maintain a
5 year supply of deliverable housing sites. Something it is currently unable to demonstrate.

The background paper to the Regulation 18 consultation ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ repositions Bentley at the third
tier of the settlement hierarchy, from its current position at tier 4. This is based on an updated assessment of
how the respective settlements perform when measured by key services and facilities available within a 20minute
or 1,200m neighbourhood area. In considering the scoring at appendix d of the Settlement Hierarchy document
it is noted that Bentley receives nil credits for community hall, mainline rail station, pub, restaurant or outdoor
sports facilities, despite the facilities plan (Enclosure 1) demonstrating that our clients site performs extremely
strongly against such criteria.

This reinforces the important role which Bentley could play in meeting future housing needs.
Summary and Conclusions

I trust that the content of this letter is clear and will be considered as the Local Plan progresses. In the event you
should have any queries or require any additional information please do not hesitate to contact either myself or

Yours faithfully

Enclosures
Enclosure 1 — Facilities Plan
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Enclosure 1
Facilities Plan
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Planning Policy

East Hampshire District Council,
Penns Place,

Petersfield,

Hampshire,

GU31 4EX

Dear Planning Policy Team,

EHDC REPLACEMENT LOCAL PLAN - ISSUES AND PRIORITIES REGULATION
18 - PART 1

In response to your request for feedback on the above consultation
document, on behalf of the Whitehil & Bordon Regeneration
Company (WBRC) and Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) we
enclose a completed questionnaire form.

We have summarised some of our key points included in the
questionnaire below (and also included some new points) in order to
focus consideration of the matters we see as important in shaping the
next local plan consultation stages as follows:

Vision

e A reference to sustainability would be helpful to include as
would inclusion of promoting humans to flourish (particularly in a
local context) - tailoring the vision more to the context of East
Hampshire would also be beneficial for the ‘Vision' to be less
generic and more meaningful to this district and existing and
future residents.

Housing

e A focus on creating balanced communities is needed,
particularly in relation to affordable housing and also retirement
living/accommodation for the elderly.

¢ The potential upcoming changes to the NPPF later in 2023 may
impact on how EHDC has currently calculated it's housing need
figures going forward, as will other potential NPPF changes to
the local plan system.

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Introduction

Our new Local Plan will ensure that we deliver the required housing, alongside the
jobs, and supporting community infrastructure and services in a way that is
appropriate for the rural nature and historic character of East Hampshire. We want
the best quality homes to be built in the best places, to meet all the needs of our
residents in the most sustainable way possible. We want our new Local Plan to be
as proactive as possible in meeting the challenges of the climate emergency and to
ensure any development is as sustainable as possible.

We are seeking comments and information on the key issues and priorities that
should be addressed in the new Local Plan.

All feedback will help inform the next version of the Local Plan (Regulation 18 — Part
2) which will include the development strategy, allocate the sites to deliver the
strategy and will also include policies to inform the location and type of development,
and other matters such as the built and natural environment, infrastructure, design
etc.

How to Respond

This Issues & Priorities consultation is available for public consultation for a period of
eight weeks between 21 November 2022 and 16 January 2023.

There are a series of consultation questions throughout the document and on our
dedicated digital engagement platform. which is easy to use and our preferred
method of how to respond.

If, however, you do not have access to the internet, please use this form which
simply replicates the consultation questions in the Issues & Priorities document and
return to:

Planning Policy

East Hampshire District Council,
Penns Place,

Petersfield,

Hampshire,

GU31 4EX


https://www.easthants.gov.uk/planning-policy-consultation
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/lp-consultation

Please do not resubmit comments made before, particularly about topics and
sites that aren’t included in this consultation. This consultation does not include
proposed development sites or detailed planning policies.

All submitted representations will be made public and personal information will be
removed in accordance with the Council’s Planning Policy Service privacy notice.

If you need this consultation form in an alternative format, please contact us.

If you have any questions about this form, please contact the Planning Policy
Team on 01730 234102.

Thank you for submitting your views to this important consultation.

r 1}
— — i .

Your Details:

s — = — il

Title

I
Name
I
Avison Young (OBO WBRC/DIO - see attached covering letter

Address

Post Code

The following section sets out all the consultation questions — you do not need to
respond to all of them. Please use this form to answer the questions as this will
ensure that we know which question you are responding to. If you choose not to use
the form, please refer to the question by its identifier (e.g. VIS1) so that we can
record your response correctly. If the text boxes are too small for your response,
please continue on a blank piece of paper but please ensure the question number is
referred to.
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Consultation Questions
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Vision

The purpose of the vision is to articulate how the Local Plan will direct and influence
new development across the district over the plan period 2021-2040, it should be
ambitious, but achievable.

By 2040 our residents will live in healthy, accessible and inclusive
communities, where quality homes, local facilities and employment
opportunities provide our communities with green and welcoming places to
live, work and play and respond positively to the climate emergency.

Consultation questions

VIS1 How do you feel about this vision? (please circle what phrase best describes
your views)

(very happy / happy / neutral / unhappy / very unhappy)

VIS2 Does the vision cover the key matters of importance that the Local Plan can
influence and inform? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes
No X




VIS2a If no, please tell us (in the box below) what is missing from the vision and why
this is important.

VIS 1 - Neutral
VIS 2 - Reference to sustainability would be helpful to include as would
inclusion of promoting humans to flourish in a local context.

VIS3 Should the vision be more specific about areas of the district being planned for
through the Local Plan? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

VIS3a Please explain your answer (in the box below).

Tailoring more to the context of East Hampshire would also be
beneficial for the ‘Vision’ to be less generic and more meaningful to this
district/residents.

Overview

A lot has changed since we last consulted on the Local Plan in 2019, we are not
reconsulting on many of the topics or sites previously considered — instead we are
looking afresh at key issues and priorities as listed in Question OV1 below:

Consultation question

OV1 Please sort these key issues and priorities in order of importance to you.
(rank 1- 5 with 1 being the most important)

Issue Rank

Climate Emergency
Environment

Population and Housing
Types of Housing Needs
Infrastructure

W hrh-=2 NGO



Climate Emergency

Meeting global, national and local targets for dealing
with climate change is one of the most important but
challenging priorities for institutions and individuals. The
planning system has a role to play in this, helping to
deliver radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions,
supporting the use of renewable and low-carbon energy.

There has been a growing awareness that the transition to a zero-carbon lifestyle
needs to happen as fast as possible. EHDC declared a climate emergency in July
2019. It will be very challenging to build zero-carbon homes during the local plan
period — but the Council believes this objective must be pursued for the well-being of
current and future generations, so the Council is looking at best practice from
elsewhere and taking expert advice from independent consultants.

Consultation questions

CLIM1 Do you agree that new development should avoid any net increase in
greenhouse gas emissions, wherever practicable? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

CLIM2 So far, you've told us the following - but what's most important to you? (rank
1- 5 with 1 being the most important)
What you told us... Rank

That the construction of new buildings should use less fossil
fuels and more recycling of materials

3
That all new buildings should be zero carbon 1
That every new development should have renewable energy

provision and that any wind or solar development must be in- 2
keeping with the locality and its surroundings

That climate change policy should clearly identify the impacts on

water availability, with water consumption being reduced in new 4
developments, including by reusing it on site
That trees and other green infrastructure could play an important 5

role in reducing flood risks



CLIM3 Do you agree that the Council should define ‘net-zero carbon development’ in
this way? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

CLIM3a If you answered ‘no’, how should the definition be improved — (add your
views in the box below).

Yes, although any such policy translation of this definition should
be based on robust evidence to ensure the delivery of development
is viable and achievable.

CLIM4 In the future, should the Council’s policies on the design of new buildings
focus more strongly on tackling climate change in accordance with the energy
hierarchy? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

CLIM4a If you answered ‘no’, how should we balance the design of new buildings
with the need to tackle climate change? (add your views in the box below).




CLIM5 Should the detailed criteria for tackling climate change be specified in any of
the following: Please tick the yes or no box you agree with

Yes? No?
In the emerging East Hampshire Local Plan X
In future neighbourhood plans X
X

In local design codes

CLIMb5a Please explain your answer. (add your views in the box below).

There is an opportunity for EHDC to provide evidence based policies
as part of the local plan process to set out objectives/practical
measures to address climate change matters.

CLIM6 How do you feel about using the idea of living locally to influence the location
of new homes? (please circle what phrase best describes your views)

(Very happy / Happy / Neutral / Unhappy / Very unhappy).

CLIM6a Please explain your response. (add your views in the box below).

Neutral - self contained/self sufficient communities which contain
appropriate residential/employment/education/shopping/leisure/
community/health/sport/open space should assist reductions in a need
to travel by creating sustainable communities in which to live work and

play.




Population and Housing

Government guidance requires local planning authorities to
calculate their local housing need by using a formula known
as the ‘Standard Method’, which uses published data
sources to provide a District’'s annual housing need. There
is a strong emphasis to using the standard method. One of
the benefits is that given this is unlikely to be challenged at
the local plan Examination as it is based on national
published data.

This gives us an annual whole District housing need of :

Household Growth [per
year) over next 10 years, 381 Homes
2022-32

Median workplace-based
affardability ratio, 2021

Minimum Local Housing
Need [per year]

The guidance continues in that in exceptional circumstances an alternative method
could be used. Current data available to calculate our local housing need figure is
only available at the district level and in East Hampshire there are two Local
Planning Authorities — EHDC and South Downs National Park Authority. However,
we have disaggregated the above for both local planning authority areas and this
gives the following breakdown, which is not too dissimilar to that above:

National

LPA

Park

Household
Growth*
Affordablity
ratio
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Consultation questions

POP1 How should we proceed? (select the option you agree with ):

e Use the standard method for calculating housing need as the basis for
determining the requirements against which the five-year housing land
supply and Housing Delivery Test are measured

o Further explore whether exceptional circumstances exist to be able to
devise a revised local housing requirement

POP1la Please explain your answer. (add your views in the box below).

Any methodology will need to take account of the forthcoming changes to the
NPPF.

SDNP's views on the level of housing to be accommodated in the NP will
be critical.

The housing need figure for the whole district, using the Government’s standard
method formula is calculated as 632 homes per year. For the East Hampshire Local
Plan this means the housing need is 517 homes per year.

POP2 Are there any strong reasons not to use the housing need figure of 517 new
homes per year for the Local Plan? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes
No

POP2a Please explain your answer. (add your views in the box below).

Neutral




POP3 Should we meet: Please select the option you agree with

« All the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the South Downs
National Park (SDNP)

« Some of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNP
« None of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNP

POP3a Please explain your answer. (add your views in the box below).

Neutral - it would seem there is currently no evidence to support
SDNP not making provision to meet its housing needs.

POP4 At present we do not know the precise amount of unmet housing need but we
are aware of our neighbours seeking help, therefore do we: Please select the option

you agree with
« Offer to assist with all unmet needs, regardless of scale and location;

« Offer to assist with some unmet needs, where there may be a direct
relationship with the communities of East Hampshire;

« Do not offer to assist with any requests from our neighbours.

POP4a Please explain your reasons. (in the box below).

Neutral at this point in time until the extent of any unmet need is
identified.
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Types of Housing

Our local communities are changing, in particular, they are getting older. We need to
understand this and what it means for our Local Plan and housing needs up to 2040.
This has implications for the type of housing that needs to be provided through the
Local Plan. This may be age specific specialised accommodation (care homes) or
simply smaller units to allow those looking to downsize the ability to do so and
homes that can be adapted to meet individuals changing needs as they age.

Consultation questions
HOU1 What should a specific policy on older persons accommodation include?

(please select one or more options)

o A specific target in terms of numbers of homes for older persons
accommodation to be delivered within the plan period

« Specific types of homes to be provided
« The location of these homes across the district

HOU1a Please explain your reasons. (in the box below).

We consider that all three elements above should be supported.

HOU2 Is there anything else that should be included in this policy? (add your views
in the box below).

11



In addition to older persons the evidence indicates an increase also in the number of
people with a long-term health problem or disability.

HOUS3 Should the Local Plan include a specific policy on adaptable housing? Please
indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

HOU4 Should there be a requirement on large sites for a percentage of new homes
to be adaptable? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

HOU4a Please explain your answer. (add your views in the box below).

It is possible through the Local Plan to include a policy which expresses a specific
percentage or a range of percentages for 1-2 bed homes, 2-3 bed homes etc. Such
an approach would ensure a supply of smaller homes, to be occupied by a cross
section of the population, new families, single people and older people regardless of
location

HOUS Should the Local Plan include a policy to specify the percentage of smaller
homes on development sites? Please indicate Yes or No

Yes X
No

12



HOU5a If yes, should this percentage focus on (please select one option):
e 1-2 bed homes
e 2-3 bed homes

HOUG6 Should a percentage of smaller homes to be provided on (please select one
option):

« All development sites or
e Only large development sites (over 10 units)

HOU®G6a Please explain your answer. (in the box below).

A target size mix of homes (apartments and houses) could be set out
to match housing needs in identified areas - subject to there being
flexibility to be able to agree a different unit mix at a planning
application submission stage, if there are mitigating factors for any
site, which would include site topography, viability, character of the
area efc.

In terms of affordable housing as defined in planning legislation, analysis shows a
total need for 613 affordable homes across the district per year. This equates to 97%
of the standard method local housing need figure (632). If the Council’s adopted
affordable housing policy at 40% was applied, overall housing need would equate to
1,535 homes per year (compared to 632) if the full extent of affordable housing need
was to be met.

HOUY The current requirement is that 40% of new homes on qualifying sites are
affordable homes. Should the % requirement for affordable homes be (please select
one option):

Increased

Decreased

Stay the same X

13
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HOUT7a Please explain your answer. (in the box below)

There appears no evidence to support a move away from the
current 40% target - flexibility to meet that target will again be
important and need to take account of such factors as viability and
related matters. The inclusion of reference to First Homes will be
needed within the affordable housing category/definition.

It is noted that the current target of 35% affordable housing
provision in Whitehill & Bordon should also remain as there
appears no evidence to support a move away from this target.

HOUS8 Are there any other forms of housing that the Local Plan should refer to?
Please indicate Yes or No

Yes
No X

HOUB8a If yes, please state what other forms of housing. (in the box below)

14



Environment

East Hampshire is a predominantly rural district and . !
renowned for its attractive countryside. It has a ;i_=;|;

wide diversity of landscapes, a wealth of wildlife

habitats and has a number of large internationally, nationally and locally designated
sites which protect rare species and habitats. The key priority for the Council
therefore is to continue to protect, enhance and conserve its environment.

Consultation question

ENV1 Which of the below environmental considerations is most important to you?
(rank 1- 4 with 1 being the most important)

Environmental Consideration Rank
Achieving improvements to local wildlife habitats; 2
Protecting the most vulnerable existing protected habitats and species; 1
Conserving the character of rural landscapes; 4
Creating better natural links between existing habitats. 3

Infrastructure

We rely on infrastructure to support our daily lives. It is vital when planning for our
area’s future that full account is taken of the infrastructure needed to deliver
sustainable growth and what opportunities there are to help reduce gaps in existing
provision. It is also critical to ensure these essential facilities and services are
delivered at the right time and in the right place.

Consultation questions

INF1 What type of infrastructure is most important to you? (rank 1- 8 with 1 being the
most important)

Type of Infrastructure Rank

Transport

Health

Schooals, colleges

Community facilities

Sport

Green spaces

Energy supplies and water

Internet and mobile phone reception

N O1|w | N = M
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INF2 How do you feel about the allocation of CIL funds to date? (please circle what
phrase best describes your views)

Very happy / Happy / Neutral / Unhappy / Very unhappy.

INF3 Which of these do you think provides the best outcome for infrastructure
provision? (please circle one option):

e Many small sites dispersed across the district
e Medium sized sites
e Large sites

e A mix of these

INF3a Please explain your answer. (in the box below)

INF2 Neutral
INF3 - A mix of different size sites as all sites should be able to

deliver wider infrastructure provision in some form.

16



Development Strategy

The Council will need to find additional land for a minimum of 3,405 new homes by
2040, in addition to land for other uses such as new offices and business units.

This consultation does not identify settlements or sites for development, the focus is
on exploring what’s right for East Hampshire in terms of distribution of new
development and how does this help us achieve our other ambitions for climate
change and improving the quality of the built and natural environment.

There are different ways of looking at where new housing could be located. We have
identified four high level options to inform where development could be located.

Option 1: Disperse new development to a wider range of settlements:
housing growth should be distributed to more settlements, but in accordance
with a revised settlement hierarchy that prioritises accessibility by walking and
cycling

Option 2: Concentrate new development in the largest settlements: housing
growth should be focused in larger settlements with more facilities and
services

Option 3: Distribute new development by population: housing growth should
be distributed in proportion to existing population levels

Option 4: Concentrate development in a new settlement: housing growth
should be concentrated in a new settlement, or in a large urban expansion to
one or more existing settlements

Consultation questions

DEV1 Please rank in order of preference — (rank 1-4 with 1 being the most

important)
Option Description Rank
1 Disperse new development to a wider 4
range of settlements
2 Concentrate new development in the 1
largest settlements
3 Distribute new development by 2
population
4 Concentrate development in a new 3
settlement
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DEV2 Why have you ranked the options in this way? (Please give reasons for your
chosen ranking in the box below)

A policy approach to focus future development in the largest settlements
could help secure several benefits, including:

e Larger/more compact settlement patterns support economic productivity
by reducing the travel distances between homes and jobs and making
efficient use of infrastructure networks

o Settlements (patterns) with higher densities and a range of land uses
promote sustainable travel to potentially play an important role in reducing
transport/emissions, particularly where there is a focus on walking/cycling
which in turn creates opportunities for improving public health by increasing
physical activity (thereby helping to address current increases in the
acerbity in,and cost of chronic lifestyle-related diseases, as recognised by
such initiatives such as the designation of Healthy New Towns

e There would be additional population/spend to support local services/
facilities including shops, education and health facilities

DEV3 Are there any alternative options we should consider?
Please indicate Yes or No Yes

No X

DEV3a If yes, please explain. (in the box below)
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General consultation questions

GEN1 How do you feel about this consultation? (please circle what phrase best
describes your views)

Very happy / Happy / Neutral / Unhappy / Very unhappy

GENZ2 Is there anything else you would like to tell us in response to this
consultation? (please explain).

Neutral

19



Call for Sites

As part of this consultation we also have two call for sites with a focus on sites
suitable for gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople accommodation and sites
which could be used for various ‘green’ uses. If you know of a site please submit this
to us — see below:

Please do not use this call for sites to suggest or resubmit site
suggestions for housing.

Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

CFS1 Please describe where the land is and provide an address if possible (e.g.
street name, local area, what landmarks are nearby).

Address — location of site

Description of site

CFSla Please attach any maps or photos of the land you are suggesting to your
representation.

‘Green Sites’

CFS2 Please describe where the land is and provide an address if possible (e.g.
street name, local area, what landmarks are nearby)

Address — location of site

Description of site

CFS2a Please attach any maps or photos of the land you are suggesting to your
representation.
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e It would be helpful if EHDC can indicate whether these changes will impact on
the current timescales to adopt a replacement Plan?

e The spatial distribution of further housing and employment to the largest

settlements in the district, such as Whitehill & Bordon, is supported, as would be a
distribution approach based on new development by population.

Housing Delivery in Whitehill & Bordon

e Forinformation purposes (as this is not included in the questionnaire) we note that
during the last three years WBRC has overseen the delivery of c. 400 dwellings with
150 completions in the last year, 100 and 150 in the preceding two years
respectively.

e Whilst this volume of delivery has fallen below expectations of 200 units a year,
EHDC has recently approved (or will shortly approve) a further 650 units and there
is scope to significantly increase/accelerate delivery rates going forward to assist
EHDC in demonstrating a suitable housing land supply and completions.

Land-use planning

e Again, not included in our questionnaire response, the inclusion of a policy to
address the spatial needs for additional burial space and for demand for
crematorium space should also be included, and consideration of suitable sites to
be identified.

Walking/Cycling

e We consider that the replacement plan should heavily focus on improving existing
pedestrian/cycle networks and creating/expanding new/existing networks as a
sustainable means of fravel, and for recreational/leisure use/benefits.

Highways/Transport

e It would seem that no updates have been undertaken to the previous
replacement local plan evidence base and we look forward to being able to
review when available.

Energy

e A further observation not included in our questionnaire - the encouragement of
solar farms as a sustainable generator of energy would be welcomed in the local
plan, as would the identification of suitable sites (or by identification through site
selection criteria). This would allow communities to be become more self-sufficient,
particularly through decentralised local energy projects, which the suitable
sustainable expansion of communities and facilities /opportunities, could reduce
the need to travel outside those communities.

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS



We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our response with you and look forward to
further engagement as the replacement local plan process progresses.

Yours sincerely,

For and on behalf of Avison Young (UK) Ltd

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Planning Policy

East Hampshire District Council
Penns Place

Petersfield

Hampshire

GU31 4EX

Dear Sirs,

East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040
Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 - Part 1 Consultation

Background

As you may be aware from my previous correspondence with the planning
policy team through the Councils Call for Sites consultation, I act on behalf of
the land owners and promoters for land at Penally Farm, Liphook (LPA Ref
LIP-014).
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Penally Farm Proposals and Benefits

Housing

e High quality traditional design and landscape led layout

e Broad mixture of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom homes

e 40% of the homes to be affordable and available for local people
e Low density of housing on a large 36 acre site

e Space for 150-225 homes meets future local housing needs

Envornment

e No housing within 400m of Special Protection Area (SPA)

e Sustainable drainage and water management on site

e Mature boundary planting retained & enhanced where possible
¢ Landscaped meadows buffer zone around the development

e Natural green space including pond and wildlife habitats

Community

e Land provided for formal recreation and sports facilities

e Significant improvements to Radford Park

e New and enhanced pedestrian links into the existing network
e Open green space provided for the community (SANGS)

e Safeguarding and enhancement of Wealden Heath SPA

e Space for equipped play facilities for people of all ages

Commerical

e Sensitive redevelopment of the existing buildings/brownfield land
e A mixture of high quality flexible office space

e A focus on start-up and incubator units up to 2,500sqm

e Live/Work units to be included in any development

Traffic and Access

e Vehicular access in close proxmity to main B2131 London Road

e Easy access onto adjoining A3, avoiding Liphook Village centre

e Only 15% of site traffic estimated to head south into Liphook

e Parking within all plots will be provided, including visitor spaces

e Less than a mile from most Liphook amenities

e Pedestrian link provided between Hewshott Lane & Radford Park

e 5106 contributions towards addressing congestion in the village centre

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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Consultation Response

Question OV1

It is imperative that the housing crisis is given priority through the provision
of the right amount and type of housing to meet the growing affordable and
market housing needs of the district.

Through high standards of design, energy efficient buildings and the use of
renewable technologies, climate change can be positively addressed in the
future.

Development can and should mitigate the effects and pressures on
infrastructure resulting from development.

Question CLIM1

New development should avoid any net increase in greenhouse gas
emissions, wherever practicable, providing viability is taken into account.

Question CLIM5

Any proposed detailed criteria for tackling climate change should be specified
in a concise Local Plan policy. Such policy will be tested and examined
thoroughly and given a higher status than any design code. It will also allow
for more consistency and certainty in decision making.

Question CLIM6

The concept of ‘living locally” to influence the location of new homes as set
out in the consultation is not realistic or practical in a predominantly rural
district. It is inevitable that with limited access to reliable, regular and
affordable public transport, poor pedestrian and cycle links between villages
and towns, that people will use the more convenient private car.

However, by allocating new development in sustainable locations adjacent to
towns, existing sustainable modes of transport will be safeguarded and

encouraged.

With the rapid increase in electric vehicle ownership, the historical mind set
of the private car being a heavy polluter, is now rather outdated.

The housing strategy of the Local Plan should give priority to new homes in
sustainable locations on the edge of sustainable settlements such as Liphook.

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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Question POP1

The Standard Method should be used to determine the requirements against
which the five-year housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test are
measured.

Exploring whether there may be ‘exceptional circumstances’ to devise a
revised (lower) local housing requirement will simply delay the Local Plan
process and frustrate the delivery of housing. It would also have the effect of
pushing the problem onto a neighbouring authority who will no doubt be
more inclined to find their own ‘exceptional circumstances’. This option will
exacerbate the housing crisis.

Question POPP3

The Local Plan should meet all the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of
the SDNPA. There is no other realistic option if these needs are going to be
met.

Question POP4

EHDC should offer to assist with some unmet needs of neighbouring
authorities where there may be a direct relationship with the communities of
East Hampshire. This is what the duty to cooperate was intended for.

Question HOU1

Housing policies in the Local Plan should ensure that all housing
needs/requirements for all groups are met including older person’s
accommodation.

Question HOUS

The Local Plan should include a housing mix policy which includes a realistic
range of house types with a sensible threshold (15 units) for when the policy
is applicable.

Question HOU7

The current requirement of 40% affordable homes provision should be
maintained. Any increase is likely to lead to issues of viability and
deliverability.

Question HOUS8

There should be specific housing policies on first homes and self-build and
custom housebuilding.

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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Question INF1

Community facilities, provision of sports facilities and green space should be
given priority in all new developments. Allocations/developments that
provide on-site provision of community and sports facilities and green space
should be given priority over those sites which do not.

Question DEV1

The development Strategy should take account of and prioritise the most
sustainable locations for new housing.

Option 1: Disperse new development to a wider range of settlements

This option should only be considered if the dispersal approach is
proportionate to the size and sustainability of the town/village. A larger
proportion of homes should be allocated to the most sustainable settlements,
such as Liphook, where there are genuine choices for sustainable travel,
including rail, and an extensive range of services and amenities for daily
needs.

A smaller proportion of development should be allocated to the smaller
settlements. Settlements which do not have access to sustainable travel
choices, such as rail, and schools, employment and services and facilities to
support daily needs, should not be considered sustainable locations for new
development.

Option 1 is considered to be the preferred option as it would distribute
development towards the most sustainable locations including Liphook.

Option 2: Concentrate new development in the largest settlements

Concentrating all new development in the largest settlements outside the
National Park should only be considered a viable option if Liphook is
included as one of the largest settlements.

Excluding Liphook, which is a highly sustainable settlement, from Option 2
would place enormous pressure on the two Tier 1 settlements to
accommodate all the necessary development targets. This approach would
deprive the town of Liphook from much needed market and affordable
homes, which will assist in sustaining the numerous businesses, services and
local facilities already available in the town along with promoting new ones.

Liphook is a sustainable place to live and work and needs to continue to grow
at a rate which is proportionate and appropriate. Therefore, Liphook should
be allocated a significant proportion of new development in the emerging
Local Plan.

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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Option 2 is only considered to be a viable option if large sustainable towns
like Liphook are included.

Option 3: Distribute new development by population

This option is not an appropriate route for allocating new development
because it does not have regard to the accessibility and sustainability of
settlements.

Just because a town or village has a high population doesn’t necessarily mean
that it is the most suitable or sustainable location for new development.
Similarly, towns with a more modest population can be in highly sustainable
locations where there is access to sustainable modes of transport like rail and
a wide range of local facilities and amenities.

Option 3 is not considered to be a viable option.
Option 4: Concentrate development in a new settlement

This option is rarely successful in delivering the quantum of development
needed in a timely manner. From concept, new settlements can take decades
to start to deliver any meaningful housing.

Due to the land take required, new settlements usually involve a large
number of land owners, often with competing interests. There would be a
need for collaborative and equalisation agreements which are very detailed
and take a considerable length of time to establish. Without such agreements
in place, there will always be doubts over the delivery of a new settlement.

The task of finding a sustainable location for a new settlement in a rural and
heavily constrained district is, in itself, challenging.

The quantum of new homes (and businesses) needed to make a new
settlement truly sustainable and self-sufficient is much greater than the
Councils anticipated 3,405 new homes for the plan period.

This option would also deprive existing sustainable towns like Liphook from
much needed market and affordable homes which will contribute to the
continued sustainable growth of the numerous existing businesses, services
and local facilities and stifle the promotion of new businesses and local
amenities.

Option 4 is not considered to be a viable option.

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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Yours sincerely,

APS Ltd - Independent Planning and Development Consultants
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East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this consultation is to assist the Council to select “the right high-
level principles”.

The Consultation recognises that the Southern Parishes is a distinct sub area.
The Consultation is lacking in detail for the Southern Parishes and this makes
it impossible to assess the ‘high-level principles’ for this area.

It is noted that there is no reference in the Consultation to the need to provide
plots for people interested in self/custom build houses. This is contrary to the
government’s strong support for such provision.

It is recognised that the Council is not seeking information “about particular sites
or neighbourhoods for where new housing could and should be built.” However,
| believe that it is essential to refer to one site, land at Whichers Gate Road,
Rowlands Castle in order to elaborate the points.

HIERARCHY

The Consultation recognises that the Southern Parishes is a distinct area. The
northern parts of the District are separated by the intervening areas of the South
Down National Park. This is stated as:-

The Southern Parishes Clanfield, Horndean and Rowlands Castle also fall
within the Planning for South Hampshire (PfSH) sub-area, which
collectively undertakes research and publishes the results on various
topics including housing.

It is evident that much of the Consultation has little relevance to the Southern
Parishes. The provision of facilities in the northern area cannot serve the
southern area. A large settlement in the northern area would not assist the
District as a whole.

The Consultation divides the District into three areas, namely, North West
(32,980 = 26.6%) North East (34,641 = 28%) and Southern Parishes (22,131 =
17.9%). The north and south areas are separated by the extensive area of the
South Downs National Park. As a consequence, it is essential that the southern
part of the District is examined separately from the northern ones. It is obvious
that the provision of affordable housing, for instance, must be considered on an
areal basis. Similarly, the provision of facilities, such community facilities, in the
northern areas could not serve people in the Southern Parishes.

BJC Planning Page 2
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East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040

The relationship between the National Park and the East Hampshire LPA areas
creates uncertainty. The Consultation states that for the East Hampshire LPA
it means that the local housing need is 517 homes per year, and for the SDNP
LPA area 115 homes per year. It then states that:-

The expectation is that the SDNP will not necessarily plan to meet these
needs in full, giving priority to meeting affordable need and/or supporting
the local economy and local communities within the SDNP.

There is no explanation as to how the Councils will address these uncertainties.
It seems that the SDNP will meet its affordable requirements but look to the
East Hampshire LPA to meet the shortfall in market housing.

Need for cooperation with the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)

There is no reference in the Consultation to the “research” undertaken by the
Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) or “the results on various topics
including housing.” As a consequence, it is not possible to respond
meaningfully to the Consultation without knowledge of these matters.

The Council should either provide the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)
information or treat the Southern Parishes as a distinct sub area with a separate
section in the Local Plan. It is only possible to make very generalised
responses to the Consultation in the absence of any knowledge the work of
Partnership for South Hampshire.

ACCESSIBILITY

The Consultation refers to the new settlement hierarchy. Much of this is
irrelevant for the consideration of the Southern Parishes. There are few villages
in the Southern Parishes to which the policies apply. Nevertheless, the concept
of “living locally” is supported.

The Consultation emphasises the importance of accessibility on foot and by
bike to minimise travel. It has defined “living locally” as “20-minute
neighbourhoods” where attractive, interesting, safe, walkable environments in
which people of all ages and levels of fithess are happy to travel actively for
short distances from home to the destinations that they visit and the services
they need to use day to day —shopping, school, community and healthcare
facilities, places of work, green spaces, and more.” This would enable people
to live more locally in the future. This should be a fundamental consideration
when development sites are assessed.

BJC Planning Page 3
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East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040

HOUSING REQUIREMENT

There is considerable political uncertainty about the intentions of the
government with regard to the housing requirement. The government is still
seeking to boost housing provision and it hasn’t abandoned the aspiration to
develop 300,000 dwellings per annum.

Indeed, it is recognised that there is a desperate shortage of housing. Young
people are trapped in rented accommodation, and many will never be able to
own a home of their own. Rents are high making saving for a deposit difficult.
The Council’s approach as established in the Consultation is that this shortage
should be maintained. This approach cannot be acceptable.

The Council’s analysis concludes that it will be necessary to find an additional
land for a minimum of 3,405 new homes by 2040. This figure seems very low.
There is considerable uncertainty about the government’s direction of travel but
it seems probable that the figure of 3,405 will have to be increased. The
Consultation concedes that the government guidance is clear that the standard
method for assessing local housing need is a minimum number.

On the basis of the Council’s analysis there is a total need for 613 affordable
homes across the District per year. This figure hasn’t been split between the
three areas. It will be impossible to meet the need for affordable housing in the
Southern Parishes without allocating larger sites above the minimum threshold
of ten units that excludes affordable provision. Only a relatively large site can
provide a range of affordable housing. The Consultation admits to a shortage
of disabled provision but makes no recommendation as to how this will be
resolved.

National Planning Policy Framework

A Consultation has been published seeking responses to the proposed
revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework. The revisions include
changes to paragraph 62 now 63 with regard to establishing housing need, it
states

Within this context of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing
needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected
in planning policies (including, but not limited to: those who require affordable
housing — families with children; older people including for retirement housing,
housing-with-care and care homes; students; people with disabilities; service
families; travellers; people who rent their homes and people wishing to
commission or build their own homes 33) (%)

1 See NPPF Footnote: re self and custom build housing (see also paragraph 7.2 of this response)
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Similarly, the Consultation states that ‘the 2021 Census is indicating that
approximately a quarter of our residents were aged 65 years and over.” It
recognises that this could mean that by 2040 45% of the population will be over
65. The Consultation response makes no recommendations as to how this
should be addressed it simply states that there may be a need for “age specific
specialised accommodation (care homes) or simply smaller units to allow those
looking to downsize the ability to do so and homes that can be adapted to meet
individuals changing needs as they age”.

The issue of the ageing population is a crisis. Smaller units and downsizing are
only part of the solution. This is not the case for most people. More housing
needs to be provided to meet the requirements of the elderly. Homes, where
people can return after a fall for instance, are paramount. The adaptation of a
dwelling at a later stage to install a chairlift, for example, can be very expensive.
It was revealed in research that over 40% of admissions to hospital prior to
covid issues were the result of the elderly suffering falls.

The Consultation does not propose a solution, but this needs to be addressed
in the consideration of housing “types”. The Consultation simply recommends
more smaller dwellings. There is a need for housing that does not require
adaption ie houses built specifically to a standard that doesn’t require later
modification.

THE FOUR OPTIONS

The Consultation identifies four Options for the distribution of new housing. The
north and south areas are separated by the extensive area of the South Downs
National Park. As a consequence, it is essential that the southern part of the
District is examined separately from the northern ones. It is obvious that the
provision of affordable housing, for instance, must be considered on an areal
basis. Similarly, the provision of facilities, such community facilities, in the
northern areas could not serve the Southern Parishes.

This response relates primarily to the southern part of the District.

Option 1: Disperse new development to a wider range of settlements

This Option is the best way to meet the priority of satisfying the objective of
“living locally”. The Consultation objective states that:-

The Council does not wish to change the attractiveness or “sense of
place” of East Hampshire’s settlements, so “living locally” should take
account of the varying distances between services, facilities and homes.
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The Consultation recognises that:-

“Medium sized sites

e Pay CIL and help fund many infrastructure projects

* May have some small local improvements tied to the development,
such as junction improvements

* Greater local impact but little identified local infrastructure provision -
provision depends on infrastructure provider bidding for CIL funds”

This option meets the greatest number of the Council’s objectives especially

with regard to “living locally”.

Option 2: Concentrate new development in the largest settlements

It is not possible to create a large settlement in the Southern Parishes. A large
settlement in the north of the District cannot fulfil the Council’s objectives.

Itis not agreed that “the largest settlements give people the greatest opportunity
for walking and cycling to shops, schools and public transport connections”.
The outer low density suburban areas could be much further than 20 minutes
from shops and schools and well beyond walking distances. New housing
estates are built on periphery of towns.

It certainly would not meet the needs of rural communities. New development
will help sustain the existing services and facilities in local communities. The
Taylor Review 2008 warned of rural communities which are ‘protected’ from
development losing facilities and amenities as the population grows older and
affordable homes for younger families become unavailable.

The Taylor Review states that the question planners must address is “how will
development add to or diminish the sustainability of this community?” It is
important to take a better balance of social, economic, and environmental
factors together to form a long-term vision for all scales of communities. A mix
of housing and employment opportunities are essential for the sustainability of
rural communities.

Option 3: Distribute new development by population

The two areas identified in the Consultation in the northern part of the District
have very similar populations. The Southern Parishes is significantly smaller.
The implications of the possible distribution by population seems irrelevant to
the northern areas. A statistical approach to the distribution of development
seems to be too crude. Each area needs to be examined to understand its
particular requirements.
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Furthermore, the Consultation states that there is little difference in the
population structures. With regard to the age distribution it states that:-

there are no marked differences across the district.

The Southern Parishes must be considered as a separate entity.

Option 4: Concentrate development in a new settlement

There is no scope to identify a site for a new settlement in the southern part of
the District. Even if this were possible it could not serve the northern parts of
the District and a new settlement in the northern part of the District could not
assist the southern area.

New settlements can take very long time come to fruition. Major infrastructure
issues often arise which cause significant delays. There is the example of
Welborne Garden Village in Fareham Borough. This was first proposed in 2006
but the issue of highway access from the M27 has proved very costly and there
is still no commencement to the development of the 6000 homes proposed.
The original figure of 10,000 has been abandoned.

The Consultation identifies the concepts that are “less good”. The relevant
bullet point states:-

* Supporting the growth and prosperity of South Hampshire

Similarly, it is not accepted that a new settlement would satisfy the bullet
point: -

* Meeting affordable housing needs where they arise

The need for affordable housing is a significant consideration throughout the
District. A new settlement in the northern part of the District would not provide
affordable housing where is it needed. It is important to provide sites in the
southern part of the District to meet the local need.

The Council admits that a new settlement is “less good” in respect of flood risk.
The bullet point states:-

* Building homes in areas with the lowest risk of flooding
It is paramount that areas where there is any risk of flooding must be avoided.

It follows that building homes with the lowest risk of flooding is essential
throughout the District.
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There is general support for meeting the identified local housing needs and
seeking to direct development to the most sustainable and accessible locations.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

The Consultation recognises that:-

green infrastructure can encourage inward investment, help to improve
mental and physical health and wellbeing, enhance biodiversity and
assist with climate change mitigation and adaptation.

The emphasis on inward investment seems to be misplaced. Surely, the
emphasis should be on the enhancement of biodiversity and the protection of
habitats.

The Consultation recognises that the Local Plan can address strategic green
infrastructure issues. There is a major opportunity to consider mitigation of
nutrient load and biodiversity in terms of pooling resources into rewilding and
eco-system repair. The allocation of sites for housing development should give
priority to those that offer strategic biodiversity/habitat enhancement benefits
and the least impact.

SELF BUILD AND CUSTOM BUILD HOUSING

There is no reference in the Consultation of the need to provide plots for self
build and custom build housing. There is considerable government support for
this sector.

National Planning Policy Framework

A Consultation has been published seeking responses to the proposed
revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework. There is a specific
reference to self build and custom build housing in the revised paragraph 63.
This paragraph also refers to a footnote (*3). The footnote states:-

Under sectionl of the Self Build and Custom Housingbuilding Act 2015,
local authorities are required to keep a register of those seeking to
acquire serviced plots in the area for their own self-build and custom
house building. They are also subject to duties under sections 2 and 2A
of the Act to have regard to this and to give enough suitable development
permissions to meet the identified demand. Self build and custom-build
properties could provide market or affordable housing.
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A separate objection has been submitted setting out the issues. The
Consultation has completely failed to address this matter.

The government commitment is enshrined in the Self Build and Custom Build
Housebuilding Act 2015 (and the Housing and Planning Act 2016). It was
evident that the 2015 Act was not achieving the level of provision of plots that
had been expected. The then Prime Minister, Boris Johnson, requested an
independent review. This was commissioned in April 2021 and was led by
Richard Bacon MP. He said that:-

Building your own home shouldn’t be the preserve of a small number of people,
but a mainstream, realistic and affordable option for people across the country.

Richard Bacon’s Report made several recommendations to improve the
provision. The Local Plan has failed to meet the government’s requirements to
provide sufficient plots for self build and custom build housing. The aspirations
of the many people to build their own homes are being suppressed in the
District.

Self/custom build housing offers many benefits. The National Association of
Custom Self Build (NASCBA) has pointed out that:-

Custom and Self build houses are built by SME housebuilders, who feed into
local economy and train local people.

Furthermore, many local communities are supportive of such developments
and prefer this form of development to the indistinguishable estates developed
by the volume housebuilders.

The latest figures for Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands Castle state that there
are 86 people on the Council’s Register. However, it is well known that this is
significant under estimate of the demand according to NACSBA. Many people
who are keen to build their own homes are not even aware of the need to, or
importance of registering with the Council. It is not known if the Council has
identified any plots in the Southern Parishes to satisfy this requirement.

The Council recognises that it will be very challenging to build zero-carbon
homes during the local plan period. However, it is well known that the self build
and custom build homes aspire to achieve the highest levels of energy
efficiency (NACSBA).

Self build and custom build plots often offer greater value than traditional ones.
However, the promoters of self build/custom build schemes cannot compete
with large housebuilders because the development of a large self build/custom
build scheme requires substantial sums to pay for infrastructure to meet the
requirements of providing service plots in advance of sales. Furthermore, the

BJC Planning Page 9

Report prepared by



I B C I BJC PLANNING
J Response to Regulation 18 Consultation

7.11

7.12

8.0

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040

sale of the plots can take a considerable period and therefore profits can take
a long time to achieve. It is often expedient to take a smaller sum immediately
than a possibly larger sum that they may believe will not materialise.

The most significant reason for the Council’s reluctance to promote self and
custom build housing seems to be the loss of revenue from the Community
Infrastructure Levy (NACSBA). However, the purchasers that benefit most from
the exemption are the purchasers of single plots that command the highest
prices. So these are the purchasers who could most readily pay the levy. The
removal of the exemption from the levy seems desirable.

The Council should allocate sites specifically for self build and custom build

homes.

LAND AT MAYS COPPICE FARM, WHICHERS GATE ROAD, ROWLANDS
CASTLE

It is recognised that the Council is seeking a high level analysis of principles.
However, it is important to recognise the merits of the above site to meet many
of its objectives.

Access to the centre of the village is possible now using Bridleway 24.
However, this Bridleway is not lit and the surface cannot be up graded because
it used by horses. The promoters of the site are seeking to resolve these issues
by providing pedestrian and cycle access to the village through The Drift (as
shown on the attached plan entitled “Collaboration Plan”).

The benefits of the access through The Drift are that it could provide a surfaced
footpath for walkers and cyclists (and those on mobility scooters). The Drift
could be lit thereby providing a safe link to the village. This would meet the
principles of the “living Most of the facilities in the village would be within 20
minutes of the site”. The number of additional visits created by the development
of this site for housing would add significantly to the viability of the village.

Access to The Drift from Mays Coppice Farm crosses land in a separate
ownership. The promoters of the Farm have opened negotiation with the
owners of this land to see if agreement can be reached on this matter. As part
of any agreement the promoters of Mays Coppice Farm have offered vehicular
access to Whichers Gate Road. The highway access to Whichers Gate Road
was permitted several years ago and it has been implemented to a standard
that could serve at least 150 dwellings. This would mean that the development
of the site would not entail vehicles needing to gain access to the village centre.
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A layout has been prepared for the land at Mays Coppice Farm. The layout
shows 75 dwelling units. It is proposed that the site will meet the affordable
housing requirements of the Local Plan. This would provide 30 affordable
dwellings. It is proposed that the other 45 dwellings would be offered as
custom/self build houses. The owners of the land (identified as “Land owned
by Others” on the Plans) have been promoting their land for housing using a
direct vehicular access to the village.

The development of the 75 houses would leave a substantial area of land
available for biodiversity net gain and off-setting. The promoters have
instructed Tetra-Tech to provide a report on the ecology benefits. The
undeveloped land would be capable of meeting the requirements biodiversity
net gain. A strategic wildlife corridor could also be provided that would facilitate
connectivity to woodland in the National Park (as shown on the Plan entitled
“Wider Concept Plan”).

The latest figures for Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands Castle state that there
are 86 people on the Council’s Register. It is not known if the Council has
identified any plots in the Southern Parishes to satisfy this requirement.

These proposals could also meet the Council’s objectives of biodiversity net
gains by “creating new green infrastructure”.

The site at Mays Coppice Farm could meet many of the Council’'s objectives
and it has been established that there no overriding planning constraints in the
documents submitted previously in connection with a proposal to develop a
Garden Centre.

CONCLUSION

It is evident that much of the Consultation has little relevance to the Southern
Parishes. There is no reference in the Consultation to the “research”
undertaken by the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) or “the results on
various topics including housing.” As a consequence, it is not possible to
respond meaningfully to the Consultation without knowledge of these matters.

There is no reference in the Consultation of the need to provide plots for self
build and custom build housing.

The site at Mays Coppice Farm could meet many of the Council’s objectives.

BJC Planning Page 11

Report prepared by



I B C I BJC PLANNING
J Response to Regulation 18 Consultation

East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040

PLANS

1. Collaboration Plan
2. Wider Concept Plan
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INTRODUCTION

This objection relates to the fact that the Local Plan has failed to meet the
government’s requirements to provide sufficient plots for self build and custom
build housing. Itis considered that the Council has not been transparent in this
matter. It has ignored the duty to make provision as set out in the relevant Acts.

Councils generally suppress demand for a variety of reasons. The objection
sets out the case to make specific allocations for self build and custom build
housing in order to meet the real demand.

The recently published consultation on the National Planning Policy Framework
has confirmed the continuing and emphatic government support for the
provision of plots for people seeking self and custom plots.

This objection is subject specific and it is supplementary to a more
comprehensive response to the Consultation submitted separately.

GOVERNMENT ADVICE

The government is committed to diversifying the housing market. The White
Paper “Fixing our Broken Housing Market” 2017 emphasised the need to help
small builders and developers and it placed considerable emphasis on the
desirability of promoting self build and custom build housing.

This commitment is enshrined in the Self Build and Custom Build Housebuilding
Act 2015 and the Housing and Planning Act 2016. The main points are:-

Self build and Custom Build Act 2015

This Act imposed a duty on local planning authorities to keep:-
Registers of persons seeking to acquire land to build a home
1) Each relevant authority must keep a register of:
a) individuals, and
b) associations of individuals (including bodies corporate that exercise
functions on behalf of associations of individuals), who are seeking to

acquire serviced plots of land in the authority’s area in order to build
houses for those individuals to occupy as homes.
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Housing and Planning Act 2016

The Housing and Planning Act 2016 (c. 22); Part 1 —New homes in England:
Chapter 2 —Self-build and custom housebuilding, this imposed: A Duty to grant
planning permission:

1) This section applies to an authority that is both a relevant authority and a
local planning authority within the meaning of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (“the 1990 Act”).

2)  Anauthority to which this section applies must give suitable development
permission in respect of enough serviced plots of land to meet the
demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in the authority’s area
arising in each base period.

6) Forthe purposes of this section—

a) the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding arising in an
authority’s area in a base period is the demand as evidenced by the
number of entries added during that period to the register under
section 1 kept by the authority.

DUTIES OF LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITIES

The Act, therefore, which came into force on 1 April 2016, requires local
planning authorities to compile a Register of persons seeking to acquire land to
build or commission their own home and to have regard to that register when
carrying out their planning housing, land disposal and regeneration functions.

The Housing and Planning Act 2016 requires local planning authorities to
ensure that there are sufficient serviced permissioned plots consistent with the
local demand on their custom build registers.

It can be seen that these Acts placed a duty on local planning authorities to
keep a Register of people who are seeking to acquire serviced plots. Local
authorities must provide sites to meet the needs of applicants on its Register
within three years and in addition local planning authorities are encouraged to
support self build and custom build provision within their Local Plans. Most
local authorities do not have any land suitable for self build or custom build.
Only developers can provide the sites.
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SELF BUILD AND CUSTOM BUILD HOUSING

Self build and custom build housing is housing built by individuals or groups for
their own use, either by building the home on their own or by working with
builders.

There are various types of self build and custom build projects:-

¢ Individual self build or custom build where an individual purchases a plot and
builds a house to live in. They may do some or all of the work themselves or
employ a builder to oversee the work;

e Developer led custom build is where a developer divides a larger site into
individual plots and provides a design and build service to purchasers.

It is recognised that people seeking plots aspire to provide the highest
standards of energy efficiency. They are also wanting to be able to influence
the design and layout so that they have a bespoke design. This allows them to
have a high specification kitchen or a separate kitchen and dining room or a
combination.

It is a legal requirement of the Act to provide full services to the plot frontage.

A serviced plot

A serviced plot is defined as a parcel of land with legal access to a public
highway, and at least, waste foul drainage and electricity supply at the plot
boundary or can be provided with those things in specified circumstances or
within a specified period.

Connections for electricity, water and waste water means that the services must
either be provided to the boundary of the plot so that connections can be made
as appropriate during construction or adequate alternative arrangements must
be possible, such as the use of a cesspit rather than mains drainage.

Exemption from the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

Self build and custom build housing is exempt from making the payment of CIL
provided that certain requirements are met including:-

o Housing built or commissioned by a person must be occupied by that
person as their sole or main residence for at least 3 years.

o It is necessary for self builder to declare that their development is intended
to be self build prior to the commencement of the development.
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THE BACON REVIEW

Richard Bacon MP is one of the UK’s biggest champions of self-build and
custom-build housing. The Conservative MP for South Norfolk founded an All-
Party Parliamentary Group in 2013 to promote the practice, and in 2015
promoted a law to facilitate it.

It was evident that the Act was not achieving the level of provision of plots that
had been expected. The then Prime Minister, Boris Johnson, requested an
independent review. This was commissioned in April 2021 and was led by
Richard Bacon MP. He said that:-

Building your own home shouldn’t be the preserve of a small number of people,
but a mainstream, realistic and affordable option for people across the country.

Richard Bacon made recommendations in his report to government on how to
support growth in all parts of the custom and self build market, helping to boost
capacity and overall housing supply in our housing market. These aim to
support more competition and innovation within the housebuilding industry, as
well as our Net Zero housing ambitions.

The objective of the recommendations is to boost delivery of plots from the
current 13,000 per annum to between 30,000 and 40,000. Research by
Nationwide showed that 61 per cent of the UK population would like to self or
custom-build a home at some point in their lives.

Richard Bacon believes that

In a functioning housing market, consumers need to have real choice, and there
needs to be relatively low barriers to entry, so that new suppliers can come into
the marketplace to meet demand.

The Recommendations

The review, entitled “House: How Putting Customers in Charge Can Change
Everything” makes six key recommendations:

e Agreater role for Homes England, including the creation of a new Custom
and Self Build Housing Delivery Unit to support the creation of serviced
plots;

o Raise awareness of self build and show by ‘doing’, with the creation of a
custom and self build ‘Show Park’ and by strengthening existing legislation
to mandate the wider publicity of the ‘Right to Build’ Registers

e Reignite the Community Housing Fund and create more opportunities for
communities to build, such as through a Self-Help Housing Programme
and a Plot to Rent Scheme.
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 Promote “green homes” and the increased use of Modern Methods of
Construction (MMC)

e Align custom and self build changes in particular through making focused
changes to the Right to Build legislation to ensure that it achieves its
objectives

e Iron out tax issues to create a level playing field between self built homes
and speculatively built homes.

Robert Jenrick, the then Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government stated that:-

We know that self build and custom builders deliver high quality well designhed
homes that are energy efficient and welcomed by local communities.

The Levelling-Up and Regeneration Bill

The Levelling-Up and Regeneration Bill is progressing through parliament. There
are innumerable clauses but the Bill specifically supports self build and custom
build housing. Minor amendments to the 2015 Act are proposed to increase the
provision of plots. Chapter 6; paragraph 115 states that:-

Duty to grant sufficient planning permissions for self-build and custom
housebuilding; In section 2A of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act
2015 (duty to grant planning permissions etc)— (a) in subsection (2)— (i) omit
"suitable"; (ii) for "in respect of enough serviced plots" substitute "for the
carrying out of self-build and custom housebuilding on enough serviced plots";
(b) omit subsection (6)(c).

National Planning Policy Framework

A Consultation has been published seeking responses to the proposed
revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework. The revisions include
changes to paragraph 62 now 63 with regard to establishing housing need, it
states

Within this context of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing
needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected
in planning policies (including, but not limited to: those who require affordable
housing — families with children; older people including for retirement housing,
housing-with-care and care homes; students; people with disabilities; service
families; travellers; people who rent their homes and people wishing to
commission or build their own homes (*)

It can be seen that there is specific reference to “people wishing to
commission or build their own homes”.

5.10 The footnote (33) states:-
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Under sectionl of the Self Build and Custom Housingbuilding Act 2015, local
authorities are required to keep a register of those seeking to acquire serviced
plots in the area for their own self-build and custom house building. They are
also subject to duties under sections 2 and 2A of the Act to have regard to this
and to give enough suitable development permissions to meet the identified
demand. Self build and custom-build properties could provide market or
affordable housing.

The guidance is crystal clear.

WHY IS THE PROVISION OF PLOTS SO LOW

Local planning authorities have been very resistant to the provision of plots.
Initially, some authorities proposed very high fees for people to Register. There
iS no attempt to encourage people to register. On the contrary, authorities have
required a “Local Connection Test” which only permits people in the District to
register. Plots are supposed to be provided within three years of registration.
There is no penalty for failing to meet the demand on the Register in any base
period.

This means that people seeking a plot in a specific area are excluded, and area
such as London Boroughs, where there is very high demand, have little
prospect of obtaining a plot. There is an organization promoting self build and
custom build housing called the National Association of Custom Self Build
(NASCBA). This organization has published information on the data provided
by local authorities in respect of its Registers. The highest level of registrations
are in the cities where there are the lowest number of plots available (NACSBA:
Report 2020).

Councils do not offer genuine sites and some count windfalls as opportunities
when they are not actually available on the market. Many authorities seek 5%-
10% of allocated sites to include plots but this is very unpopular with developers
who do not want people doing their own thing in their estates. It is claimed that
it makes sales more difficult and it creates conflict where different builders are
working within the new estate.

The latest figures for Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands Castle state that there
are 86 people on the Council’s Register. However, it is well known that this is
significant under estimate of the demand according to NACSBA. Many people
who are keen to build their own homes are not even aware of the need to, or
importance of registering with the Council. It is not known if the Council has
identified any plots in the Southern Parishes to satisfy this requirement.
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Authorities are reluctant to publish data. The level of interest on Registers is
difficult to obtain. Authorities claim that they are unable to reveal details
because of issues of privacy. It is difficult to obtain details of where plots have
been made available. Some require details of people’s finances to prove that
they are in position to build the house before they can register. On the other
hand, it is known that it is possible to build cheaply over a period of time by
craftsmen and architects.

The principal reason why authorities are so reluctant to meet the demand is the
loss of monies from the Community Infrastructure Levy. It is ironic that the
market for plots is strongly skewed towards the upper and most expensive part
of the market where self and custom builders could most comfortably pay the
levy.

THE MARKET PLACE

The market is strongly skewed towards the wealthy and middle aged. 64% of
the self and custom builders are over 55 years of age. They are typically
seeking single plots especially in rural locations. The shortage of plots in urban
areas has led to the demolition of large houses to create an even larger
bespoke house.

Developers and promoters of plots seek sites that fall beneath the affordable
housing threshold. Sites of ten, or less than a hectare, avoid the need to make
provision. Two sites in Fareham that breach this threshold have been required
to make financial contribution considerably in excess of £150,000 for just 7
(greater than a hectare) and twelve units (above 10) respectively.

As a consequence, small sites can sell for very high figures. One site for six
plots in Greenaway Lane, Warsash (Fareham Borough) is believed to have
been sold for over £450,000 each. It is claimed that four of the eight plots in
Brook Avenue, Warsash were sold for £750,000 prior to launch (Chimney Pots
Estate Agents). There is no need for the purchasers to have a ‘local connection’
and, therefore, they can be purchased by people from other Districts. Thus,
there is unlikely to be any reduction in the people on the Register from the sale
of these plots.

Self build and custom build plots often offer greater value than traditional ones.
However, they cannot compete with large housebuilders because the
development of a large self build/custom build scheme requires substantial
sums to pay for infrastructure to meet the requirements of providing serviced
plots in advance of sales. Furthermore, the sale of the plots can take a
considerable period and therefore profits can take a long time to achieve. Itis

BJC Planning Page 8
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expedient to take a smaller sum immediately than a larger sum that has some
uncertainties.

In the case of sites acquired by a promotor for the sale of plots, custom build is
preferred because it is desirable to coordinate the designs and use similar
materials. It is also important to ensure that the building work is organised
carefully to avoid conflict. Self builders often seek unique designs and the use
of contemporary materials more suited to single sites or larger sites.

Planning applications for sites for plots and planning appeals for self and
custom build schemes do not gain any weight against other sites. The only way
in which this shortage of plots for more people is to allocate large sites. Perhaps
these sites should offer to pay the Community Infrastructure Levy. Larger sites
would be required to provide affordable housing to the Council’s requirements.
There are greater benefits of a larger scheme to the local community because
it contributes affordable housing. On the other hand, benefits of small schemes
are confined to the land owner and the developer.

The National Association of Custom Self Build (NASCBA) has point out that:-

Custom and Self build houses are built by SME housebuilders, who feed into
local economy and train local people.

CONCLUSION

It is evident that provision of plots for people aspiring to build a self or custom
build house is severely restricted in spite of strong government support. Local
authorities appear to be reluctant to support the concept. Although they are
required to maintain Registers and to meet the demand, authorities create
obstacles in order to limit registrations.

The provision of plots is not transparent. Sites are counted that are not
genuinely available to purchasers. Councils do not invite residents to Register
and surveys indicate that people are not aware of the need to register.

The latest figures for Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands Castle state that there
are 86 people on the Council’s Register. However, it is well known that this is
significant under estimate of the demand according to NACSBA. Many people
who are keen to build their own homes are not even aware of the need to, or
importance of registering with the Council. It is not known if the Council has
identified any plots in the Southern Parishes to satisfy this requirement.

It seems that Council’s deliberately suppress demand. The most significant
reason for the Councils’ reluctance to promote self and custom build housing is
the loss of revenue from the Community Infrastructure Levy (NACSBA Report

BJC Planning Page 9
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2022). However, the purchasers that benefit most from the exemption are the
purchasers of plots that command the highest prices. So, it is the purchasers
who could most afford to pay the levy that benefit most. The removal of the
exemption from the levy seems desirable.

The allocation of sites specifically for plots would have the benefit of meeting
the demand for a wider range of people and it would have the benefit of meeting
the appropriate level of affordable housing. The plots should not be subject to
a “Local Connection Test”. People should be able to decide where they want
to live.

There is also a need to make funding available to facilitate the provision of
infrastructure. The provision of serviced plots is a significant cost that has to
made upfront.

There is a clear need to make changes to the Planning Policy Guidance and
the National Planning Policy Framework to ensure that the benefits of self and
custom build housing are strongly supported.

There is no reference in the Consultation to Self and Custom Build housing and

nor to the government’s requirements to provide plots to meet the demand. It
appears that the Council is intent on suppressing demand.

Plan showing draft custom and self build layout for 75 units at Mays Coppice
Farm, Whichers Gate Road, Rowlands Castle provided separately.

Page 10
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Dear Sirs,

East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040 — Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 — Part 1 -
November 2022

| write on behalf of my client, Redrow Homes Southern Counties (‘Redrow’) to provide
Representations to the above referenced consultation of the East Hampshire Local Plan
Review 2021-40.

These Representations are submitted with specific regard to Redrow’s interest in land at Land
West of Longbourn Way, South Medstead. A site location plan is attached at Appendix 1.

Redrow has a track record of delivering new homes across the County and continues to play
an important role in helping East Hampshire District address its housing needs. They deliver
high quality homes, which has earned them a reputation as a leading housebuilder in the
industry.

It is recognised that the Local Plan is at an early stage. The overriding objective of the
emerging Local Plan must be on providing a sound spatial strategy whilst delivering the areas
objectively assessed housing need.

In these representations, consideration is given to national planning policy requirements for
plan-making as set out in Chapter 3 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
including paragraph 35 which stipulates the tests of soundness for examining local plans as
follows:

J Positively prepared;

o Justified;

o Effective; and

) Consistent with national policy.

Therefore, these representations address the issues and options with specific regards to our
client’s interest at West of Longbourn Way. West of Longbourn Way measures approximately
4.37ha and comprises low-grade agricultural land in use as grazing pasture. It lies within the
Parish of Medstead in an area known locally as ‘South Medstead’, though is spatially
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associated with the settlement of Four Marks, to which it lies adjacent to at Longbourn Way.
It sits within the Large Development Site (‘LDS’) at South Medstead and whilst these
submissions and the site, generally, are consistent with the LDS, it is capable of delivery as a
distinct parcel.

Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 — Part 1 — November 2022

The draft Local Plan sets out a series of Issues and Priorities, and does not seek to establish
preferred options or detailed policies.

These representations therefore consider the options proposed within the Regulation 18
Local Plan, and are considered below:

Settlement Hierarchy

The identification of Four Marks & South Medstead as a ‘Tier 2’ Settlement — which benefits
from good access to a wide variety of community, retail and employment services — is
supported.

It is noted that the identified local centre and associated 20 minute neighbourhood includes
land for potential allocation in any new plan —including Land West of Longbourn Way — that
would fall within the 20 minute neighbourhood’ as identified by the Council.

The Council recognise that Four Marks & South Medstead is an ‘unusual’ case within the
settlement hierarchy, given the specific location of the 2no. primary schools (the Four Marks
Church of England Primary School and the Medstead Church of England Primary School) which
serve the wider settlement. The ‘unusual’ spatial nature of Four Marks is recognised and
supported.

However, it is considered that the area identified as the Four Marks ‘town/village centre’,
from which the '20 minute neighbourhood’ is derived does not pay sufficient regard to
existing retail and employment services available to local residents and located to the north
of the railway linel. This area also includes further commitments for town centre and
recreational uses and aspirations to further regenerate Lymington Barns, a local centre within
the same land ownership as land west of Longbourn Way and well placed to make a significant
contribution to forming a nucleus for a 20 minute walkable neighbourhood, even more so
alongside further planned regeneration.

The presence of these services is considered to further underscore and justify the variety of
services on offer within Four Marks and accessible to local residents, and it is considered
therefore that a revised ‘local centre’ for Four Marks should be identified, which recognises
the presence of this additional employment and retail centre to the north of the railway line.

1 ldentified in the Four Marks and South Medstead Neighbourhood Plan (made 2016) as Lymington Barn and
‘The Railway Station Hub’ (or Station Approach) respectively
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The identification of a further local centre would be consistent with the Council’s approach in
other settlements, such as at Whitehill and Bordon.

Separately, it is noted that Appendix D to the Settlement Hierarchy identifies that Four Marks
and South Medstead score ‘0’ in the provision of Primary Schooling. Given the scoring criteria
as set out in Appendix C identifies that the presence of a primary school ‘within [the]
settlement’ (rather than within the identified 20 minute neighbourhood’) should score 1
point, the settlement scoring for Four Marks and South Medstead should therefore be
concurrently increased.

The current settlement hierarchy incorrectly identifies that there are no primary schools in
Four Marks and South Medstead, whereas the existence of 2no. primary schools within Four
Marks and Meadstead further underscores the sustainability of the settlement.

Additionally, the presence of the active Four Marks & Ropley Scout Group, based in a facility
next to Four Marks recreation ground, is not reflected within the current scoring structure as
a ‘Youth or social club’.

The resultant amendment to the scoring criteria for Four Marks and South Medstead
identifies the settlement as the joint second most sustainable Tier 2 settlement within the
District, with a total score of 21, notwithstanding any potential changes to the ‘town/village
centre’.

It is further noted that there are ongoing consultations, led by Four Marks and Medstead
Parish Councils, for the creation of a Community Building and Recreational Hub. Such a
development would further enhance the sustainability credentials of Four Marks and South
Medstead.

It is also considered that potential remains, in and around South Medstead, to promote
further enhancements to the provision of social and economic infrastructure, historically
promoted. This should include employment allocations in the Local Plan. Much of the
discussion in the area focuses on housing delivery, it is a principal component of meeting
needs within the community, however the Local Plan should be used to facilitate a more
rounded approach to sustainable development. Land west of Longbourn Way is a good
location to fit with the concept and promotion of more walkable neighbourhoods alongside
future planned and committed development. However, it is also extremely well placed now
and the critical mass of existing facilities — in particular those offering local retail, community,
and employment facilities — should also not be overlooked, including the role that new homes
will play in supporting the vitality and viability of those facilities, creating a more vibrant
community in line with core national policy objectives.

Spatial Development Options

The Regulation 18 Local Plan considers four spatial development options — dispersal,
concentration within the largest settlements, apportionment by population, or a new
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settlement of ‘over 1,500 new homes’ — and identifies the need to find additional land for a
minimum of 3,405 new dwellings by 20402,

It is noted that, with specific reference to Land at Longbourn Way, that sustainable
development at Four Marks and South Medstead is not considered to be precluded by any of
the four options as set out by the Council. As previously set out, Four Marks is the second
most sustainable ‘Tier 2’ settlement within the District, offering good levels of accessible
community, retail, and employment services within the settlement itself. It additionally offers
frequent public transport connections to Alton and Winchester in particular. The Local Plan
provides opportunities to support delivery of additional socio economic infrastructure at the
settlement, supplementing an effective 20-minute neighbourhood, but irrespective of this,
some housing will also support the ongoing vitality and viability of the existing services and
facilities.

As set out below however, specific concerns are raised regarding the potential sustainability
and deliverability of a preferred spatial strategy to deliver either a new settlement or
apportionment by population. Specific concerns are also raised regarding the deliverability in
particular locations within the district.

Option 1 and 2: Dispersal and Concentration within the largest settlements

The options for dispersal or concentration within the largest settlements are, in principle,
supported.

It is, however, noted that the Council are currently reliant upon completions at the Whitehill
& Bordon strategic allocations in the delivery of its housing supply. 64% of completions in the
2021/22 monitoring period were delivered in the north east sub area (i.e. the area where
Whitehill and Bordon is located), and 55% of current commitments are also within this sub
region.

Given such an existing reliance on Whitehill & Bordon to deliver the districts housing need, it
is noted that further deliverability at Whitehill & Bordon is subject to a number of constraints.
The proximity of locally, nationally and internationally designated sites to the settlement of
Whitehill and Bordon is noted, alongside the immediate boundary with the SDNP. It is further
noted that Natural England have previously raised concerns regarding the impact of
significant further development at Whitehill and Bordon3. It is considered therefore that there
is limited capacity at Whitehill and Bordon for further development, and such limited capacity
would result in additional allocations at sustainable Tier 1 and Tier 2 settlements within the
district under both Option 1 and Option 2, including at settlements such as Four Marks &
South Medstead.

2 The soundness of the identification of 3,405 new dwellings is considered under “Housing Need and Housing
Requirements”, as set out below.

3 Natural England response to EHDC Large Development Sites consultation dated October 2019 noted that
‘Natural England is therefore of the view that existing capacity at Hogmoor SANG, coupled with new capacity
from Oxney SANG, is sufficient to accommodate 795 dwellings at Whitehill and Bordon”
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With reference to Land at Longbourn Way, it is considered that development at Four Marks
supports Council aspirations for walking, cycling and active travel, limits reliance on the
private car, offers the opportunity to deliver suitably affordable housing, offers economic and
retail opportunities and therefore a degree of self-containment, and is largely unconstrained
in terms of environmental, biodiversity, or other constraints. Development at suitably
unconstrained Sites at Four Marks and South Medstead, including at Land at Longbourn Way,
is therefore considered to be wholly consistent with the Council’s concept of the ‘20 minute
neighbourhood’ and the settlement hierarchy.

Option 3: Apportionment by population

The option to distribute development by population across each of the three sub areas is not
supported. Such an approach pays no regard to the spatial circumstances of developable land
within each of these sub areas.

Particular reference in this instance is given to the southern parishes, which operate under
substantial constraints due to existing consented development, biodiversity, conservation
and flood risk, alongside the immediate presence of the South Downs National Park. These
factors act to restrict potential developable land in this location.

Additionally, with regards the ‘north east’ sub-area, the limited potential capacity of Whitehill
and Bordon has been previously noted. It is considered therefore that development
apportioned by population within this sub-area would additionally pay little regard to
deliverability, placing substantial reliance on delivering new development at Liphook, itself
subject to constraints due to environmental designations as well its constrained location
immediately adjacent to the SDNP.

It is considered that a strategy that apportioned development by population would be at
significant risk of being unable to identify sufficient specific deliverable or developable sites
to meet the districts objectively assessed need. Furthermore, an evidence base reliant on
distribution based upon existing population, which did not holistically consider other planning
constraints, would not be considered to be sufficiently justified.

The option to apportion development by population is therefore not considered to be
consistent with sustainable development, justified, nor consistent with national policy. Such
an approach is therefore, unsound.

Option 4: New settlement

Regarding any proposed new settlement, and notwithstanding the potential sustainability of
such a settlement, it is noted that the Local Plan sets out the need for 3,405 new dwellings,
and identifies the option for a potential new settlement of ‘over 1500 new homes’ to be
delivered within the District boundaries.

Based on the statement of ‘over 1500 dwellings’, it is clear that any new settlement is highly
unlikely to meet the District’s full identified housing needs. It is also difficult to see how such
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a provision would be of sufficient critical mass to deliver any form of self containment which
would contribute to overriding objectives in relation to the Council’s response to the climate
emergency and de-carbonisation.

Notwithstanding the above, even if a new settlement were identified, further allocations
would be required across the District, at sustainable settlements such as Four Marks and
South Medstead. The lead in times and delivery at a new settlement are also likely to extend
well beyond the plan period, limiting the realistic contribution it will make to the housing
trajectory.

As set out in Paragraph 73 of the NPPF, in any allocation of a new settlement a local planning
authority is required to make a realistic assessment of likely rates of delivery, given lead in
times for large scale sites. Sites of between 1500-1,999 new dwellings take, on average, 5.3
years to secure planning permission, and a further 1.7 years to deliver the first dwelling, with
build out rates from that point of approximately 120 dwellings per annum (dpa)®. Across the
19 year plan period therefore, and assuming a plan adoption in 2025, this would equate to at
most approximately 960 dwellings being delivered for any new settlement, with the first
dwellings being delivered in 2032. This further underscores the need for sustainable
development at sustainable settlements to both meet identified housing need and to deliver
necessary housing across the full plan period.

It is further noted that the identification of a new settlement was considered at length in the
previous Regulation 18 consultation undertaken by East Hampshire District Council. A
proposed new settlement at Northbrook Park was identified and subsequently discounted,
with the sustainability appraisal noting that Northbrook Park was “among the weakest
options across a range of both environmental and socio-economic themes”>. The evidence
base and appraisal undertaken in the assessment of a new settlement in the previous Local
Plan Consultation is detailed and substantial, and this prior identification of a lack of
soundness for a proposed new settlement is, in broad terms, unsupportive of this option
being taken forward as the preferred option in any new emerging plan.

However, the merits of planning for larger scale strategic development at existing
settlements, such as Four Marks and South Medstead should not be conflated with the
challenges of a new settlement. Existing infrastructure and facilities already exist and there
could be significant sustainable benefits in building on that existing provision in an effective
manner. Land west of Longbourn Way forms part of the LDS being promoted at South
Medstead and could have the added benefit of being available as an early phase of a larger
scheme, being reasonably self-contained and deliverable without prejudicing any wider
objectives.

4 Start to Finish: What factors affect the build-out rates of large scale housing sites?, Lichfields (2020)
5 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the East Hampshire Local Plan Interim SA Report (Strategic Site Options),
February 2021
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Housing Needs and Housing Requirements

Notwithstanding the recently issued ‘Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill: reforms to national
planning policy’ open consultation issued on 22 December 2022 and associated Written
Ministerial Statement made on 6 December 2022, in broad terms the use of the standard
method to calculate local housing requirements is supported.

It is noted the Council have not set out any exceptional circumstances that the Council
consider would justify an alternative approach to the use of the standard method, and at this
stage, it is hard to conceive of what any exceptional circumstances may be. East Hampshire
District is a reasonably unconstrained area save for the National Park. The expected number
of homes being planned for is not at a level where accommodating the needs of the District
in full would be unachievable given this lack of substantial constraints, with reference given
the lack of substantial constraints in the North West sub-region, and at Four Marks and South
Medstead in particular.

It is noted however that the Council relies upon a contribution of 115dpa from the South
Downs National Park for the purposes of calculating the Local Housing Need within EHDC
(excluding the SDNP)®. The figure of 115dpa relies upon on modelling undertaken within the
HEDNA and does not pay any consideration to actual delivery rates within the SDNP, nor
commitments made by the SDNP through past Statements of Common Ground. It is
considered to overstate the potential for delivery in the SDNP area of the District which, by
their own admission, will taper down to closer to 25dpa.

The Council state that:

It is not considered appropriate to continue to apportion local housing need based on a supply
response as part of the plan-making process. Housing supply changes on an annual basis as
does the inputs to the standard method, resulting in uncertainty around housing numbers. In
addition, both EHDC and the SDNPA have both committed to reviewing their adopted Local
Plans and it will therefore necessitate increasing supply beyond the 2033 period currently
established in the South Downs Local Plan. As a result, the HEDNA (2022) has sought to
approach a split between the SDNP and the wider EHDC area by considering whether a
different standard method figure exists for each area

The Council relies upon this figure of 115 dwellings to generate a housing need for EHDC of
517 dwellings per annum (based upon an objectively assessed need of 632 for East Hampshire
including the SDNP as established through the standard method). This figure of 517 dwellings
is used to calculate a minimum housing requirement for EHDC across the plan period of 9,823.
Noting completions and committed development, this results in a residual requirement for
3,405 dwellings over the remaining plan period for which the Council will need to find
additional land.

5 For the purposes of this section, EHDC refers to the housing requirement of East Hampshire District Council
excluding the South Downs National Park. SDNPA refers to the South Downs National Park Authority.
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Whilst the Council recognise that further discussions with the SDNPA regarding unmet need
will be needed during course of the local plan making process, determining the objectively
assessed need for EHDC with sole reference to the HEDNA modelled outcome is not
considered to be sufficiently justified nor positively prepared. Such an approach does not pay
sufficient regard to prior 20217 and 20188 Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) with the
SDNPA, delivery rates within the SDNP (estimated at a best case of 96dpa in accordance with
information published within the 2021 SDNP AMR), relies upon the SDNPA bringing forward
a plan that increases supply specifically within East Hampshire during the plan period, and
does not pay regard to the duty of the SDNPA to foster the wellbeing of local communities,
pursuant to its statutory purposes related to natural beauty, wildlife, cultural heritage and
special qualities.

The exclusive use of HEDNA derived data to establish the contribution of the SDNPA to East
Hampshire Housing Need as a whole, and the lack of consideration of delivery rates or
commitments by the SDNPA, is therefore considered unsound. There is therefore a resultant
risk that reliance upon this HEDNA derived data results in an overall housing requirement and
residual supply requirement for EHDC that is not sufficiently justified, effective, nor positively
prepared.

Best practice in such an instance is to rely upon the precautionary principle, and utilise
established and forecast delivery rates and prior commitments alongside data in the HEDNA
to identify a contribution from the SDNPA that can be sufficiently demonstrated at
examination.

Conclusion

| trust this sets out our representations to the current consultation in full and we look forward
to engaging in further stages of the Local Plan process.

Yours faithfully,

Enc: Site Location Plan

7 The 2021 SoCG set out a residual housing requirement in EHDC of 486dpa from 2017-2027, and 599dpa from
2027-36, and a housing requirement in the SDNPA of 138dpa and 25dpa for the same periods.
8 The 2018 SoCG set out a commitment from the SDNPA to deliver 100dpa
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INTRODUCTION

Background

This representation is submitted by Boyer, on behalf of Wates Developments (‘Wates’), who
are promoting Land North of Gilbert White Way (‘the site’), for allocation in the emerging ‘East
Hampshire Local Plan, 2021 to 2040’ (the ‘emerging Local Plan’). A Location Plan is provided
at Appendix 1. The representations respond to the current Regulation 18 Consultation on the
‘Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 Part 1’ consultation document, published in November
2022.

Wates welcomes the opportunity to comment on the consultation document and supports the
preparation of a new Local Plan, which will shape development within East Hampshire up to
2040. The production of this new Plan is essential to meet future housing needs and address
other key priorities, such as promoting sustainable development and addressing the potential
impacts of climate change.

It should be noted that we have specifically sought to comment on those policies and matters
that are directly or indirectly pertinent to the promotion of Wates’ land interests. However, we
also comment more widely when appropriate, and where it is considered that this assists in the
creation of a Plan which meets the tests of soundness.

Scope of this Representation

Our comments regarding the site are made in the context of the ‘tests of soundness’, as set out
at paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework, 2021 (‘NPPF’). These tests specify
that for a Plan to be sound it must be;

a) “Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that
unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is
consistent with achieving sustainable development;

b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and
based on proportionate evidence;

c) Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by
the statement of common ground; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in this Framework.”

Structure of this Report

Consistent with the scope described above, we have structured this response as follows with
reference to the relevant Sections of the consultation document. The remaining sections of this
report are;

e Section 2 — Land North of Gilbert White Way
e Section 3 — Vision and Overview (Q. VIS1, VIS2, VIS3 and OV1)



Section 4 — Climate Emergency (Q. CLIM1, CLIM2, CLIM3, CLIM 5 and CLIM6)
Section 5 — Population and Housing (Q. POP1, POP2, POP3 and POP4)
Section 6 — Types of Housing Needs (Q. HOU1, HOU2 and HOU?7)

Section 7 — Infrastructure (Q. INF3 and INF3)

Section 8 — Development Strategy (Q. DEV1, DEV2, and DEV3)

Section 9 — Summary and Conclusions



LAND NORTH OF GILBERT WHITE WAY, ALTON

Site Promotion and Deliverability

Our client controls Land North of Gilbert White Way, which consists of circa 15 hectares of
greenfield land located to the north of Alton.

The subject land represents a sustainable and suitable site for residential development and is
promoted for allocation in the emerging Local Plan. Part of the land has been promoted through
the ‘call for site’s process, and is identified in the East Hampshire Land Availability Assessment
(LAA), with site references LAA/AL-002 and LAA/AL-018 being assigned.

The ‘Interactive Map’ of sites submitted via the rolling call for sites procedure indicates that site
LAA/AL-018 merits further consideration, whilst LAA/AL-002 was excluded from further analysis
because the potential to provide an access was ‘unknown’.

Wates has subsequently assembled additional areas of adjoining land, with the totality of the
controlled land interest being set out at Appendix 1. The control of this wider area of land
allows for a suitable vehicular and pedestrian / cycle access arrangements to be achieved, with
connections being formed to the public highway network, via Gilbert White Way.

A range of other technical surveys and master planning work has been progressed in relation to
this site. This has confirmed that it is not subject to ‘hard constraints’ or major / long-term
infrastructure requirements, which would impede its development or undermine its viability.
Accordingly, the site is considered to be ‘deliverable’ (as defined in the NPPF Annex) and can
contribute to the supply of land for new homes, within five years.

Site Characteristics

The promoted site lies on the north side of the settlement of Alton. The land comprises several
existing (arable) field parcels, which are separated by existing hedgerows and tree belts.

The land is bounded along its southern boundary by a new residential neighbourhood
distributed along Christmas Close and Rowden Way, alongside established residential areas
located along Gilbert White Way and Grebe Close. To the east, the site’s boundary is formed
by Upper Anstey Lane, whilst wooded areas and additional agricultural land lies to the north
and west.

Topographically, the site is situated on a south facing slope which extends to more elevated
ground to the north, with this northern extent of the land forming a plateau. The southern part of
the site extends to approximately 145m AOD, which broadly reflects the elevation of the
existing residential areas to the south. At its highest point, the site rises to approximately 180m
AOD.

One Public Right of Way (PRoW) transects the south westernmost field parcel, connecting
Grebe Close with Old Odiham Road. A further PRoW lies immediately to the north-east of the
site linking with Anstey Lane, which further connects with a longer route running along the
alignment of a ridge of local high ground linking Row Wood to the north, with Alton to the south.



Site Constraints

In terms of constraints, the site is not subject to any statutory or non-statutory landscape
protection designations. The site is also free from Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) and there
are no areas of Ancient Woodland on the land. However, an area of Ancient Woodland lies to
the north on the opposite (eastern) side of Anstey Lane.

Whilst further on-site surveys would need to be conducted to support any future planning
application, the site is not subject to any prevailing international, national or local-level
ecological designations. The land also lies beyond the 5km Special Protection Area (SPA)
buffer. As the site largely comprises arable farmland, areas of biodiversity value are largely
restricted to boundary hedgerows and trees. Initial analysis therefore suggests that it will be
possible to exceed a 10% biodiversity net gain on-site.

There are no Listed Buildings or Scheduled Ancient Monuments within the site or in its vicinity.
Likewise, the site is not located within a Conservation Area. The site is also located outside of
any ‘Archaeological Areas of High Importance’ (as identified on the Council’s interactive
mapping) and is not considered to have high archaeological potential.

Being elevated, the site lies within Flood Zone 1 (based on the Environment Agency mapping),
which indicates the land is not subject to significant flood risk from fluvial sources. The land is
also largely free from surface water and ground water flood risk constraints. This suggests that
flood risk and drainage would not represent a significant impediment to residential development
at this location.

Settlement and Site Sustainability

Alton is identified as a ‘Market Town’ within the Settlement Hierarchy presented in the adopted
East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy (also known as Local Plan Part 1). This status is likely to
be carried forward, with Table 2 of the ‘Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper’ (2022)
identifying Alton (alongside Liphook) as the most sustainable settlements within the Plan Area,
slightly ahead of Whitehill & Bordon. Alton is therefore identified (at Table 3 of the Background
Paper) for categorisation as a ‘Tier 1’ settlement, consistent with the wide range of services and
public transport options available there.

Residential development on Land North of Gilbert White Way would be consistent with the
concept of the ‘20-minute neighbourhood’ which is expressed in the adopted Alton
Neighbourhood Plan and which plays a key role in the Consultation Document. In this regard,
the town centre is 15 to 18 minutes’ walk from the site, whilst additional local shops, a post
office and primary schools are situated within a 5 to 10-minute walk. Indeed, the Wootey
Primary School lies in the site’s immediate vicinity. Secondary and Further education facilities
are available at the Amery Hill School and HSDC Alton, which are situated within a 15 to 20-
minute walk of the site.

Accordingly, the settlement generally and the site specifically, are both capable of
accommodating growth to address a share of both localised and Plan-wide housing needs.



The Proposed Development

Wates proposes a landscape-led residential development, which is to be provided alongside
land for public open space, green infrastructure, biodiversity enhancements.

Details of the emerging design and the response to the site’s characteristics and constraints will
be set out a Vision Document, which shall be submitted to the separate but ongoing ‘Call for
Sites’ Consultation.

However, in summary, the proposals comprise;

Approximately 200 dwellings

A mix of dwelling sizes and types of which up to 40% will be affordable housing (consistent
with the adopted requirement);

A new safe vehicular access from Gilbert White Way at a point which minimises
arboricultural impacts;

Enhanced pedestrian connectivity and access, throughout the site, linking to Public Rights of
Way (PRoW) and pedestrian routes along the highway network;

Extensive and high-quality areas of landscaping, public open space and multifunctional
green space, with approximately 7 hectares of Green Infrastructure being provided across
this 15-hectare site;

A scheme design which responds to landscape and visual impact considerations, notably by
restricting developable areas to less elevated parts of the site;

Buffers to allow for the safeguarding and enhancement of trees at the site’s boundaries;
Multifunctional Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS);

Measures to encourage efficient use of resources such as energy and water; and,

Areas for biodiversity net gain (BNG), exceeding a 10% increase.

A key priority for the proposals is to achieve effective pedestrian connectivity, both to public
transport opportunities and to the centre of the settlement. This will ensure successful
integration with the existing settlement and shall provide future residents with convenient
access to the various services and amenities that Alton benefits from.



VISION AND OVERVIEW (QUESTIONS VIS1, VIS2
VIS3 AND OV1)

Draft Vision (Questions VIS1, VIS2 and VIS3)

Reflecting the language used in this question, Wates are ‘unhappy’ with the Vision as currently
drafted overall, but endorse aspects of it. Indeed, Wates supports the move towards a zero-
carbon economy and agrees that housebuilding must play a key role in supporting wider policy
initiatives. Wates also supports other aspects of the proposed Vision, particularly the emphasis
on creating healthy, accessible, and inclusive communities, and providing high-quality homes.

However, the Vision (as drafted) does not make it clear that housing needs will be fully met.
This is a notable omission, as the emerging Local Plan and evidence base does not contend
that housing needs are not capable of being met within the Plan-area. Indeed, as the Plan-area
excludes land within the South Downs National Park (SDNP), it cannot be said that there are
prima facia constraints which are prevalent to the extent that these might mean the housing
requirement should be reduced.

Therefore, the Vision should be revised to reflect the intention to provide sufficient housing to
address the needs of current and future communities. As indicated on page 11 of the
Consultation Document, a previous iteration of the Vision referred to providing a “Front Door for
Everyone”. Wates consider that this wording (or an appropriate equivalent) should be
reincluded within the content of the Vision.

Overview Consultation Question (Question OV1)

Wates considers that the ‘key issues and priorities’ presented in relation to Question OV1 are
equally important and cannot be disaggregated. However, Wates do consider that ‘population
and housing’ and fully meeting housing needs is a fundamental objective that this Plan must
achieve. This is particularly the case, as future residential development will enable the delivery
of new infrastructure, and help the Plan to meet Climate Change and other environmental
objectives, such as biodiversity net gain and nature recovery.



CLIMATE EMERGENCY (QUESTIONS CLIM1,
CLIMZ2, CLIM3, CLIM5 AND CLIM6)

Question CLIM1

Yes. Wates agrees that new development should avoid any net increase in greenhouse gas
emissions, wherever practicable, and supports the move towards net zero carbon development.
However, whilst the transition to renewable sources of energy is taking place at a markedly
increasing pace, consideration does have to be given to the timescales for achieving this in
practice.

In this respect, it is not clear that the housebuilding sector, the supporting supply chain, and
workforce, will be capable of meeting a potential net zero policy requirement at the point the
Local Plan is envisaged to be adopted, in 2025. A phased transition is therefore likely to be
necessary.

It is notable that many major housebuilders have signed-up to the House Builder Federation
(HBF) ‘Future Homes Delivery Plan’, which sets out how the industry will transition to net zero
carbon. This process of transition requires an interim step, with new homes being expected to
be ‘net zero carbon ready’ in the short-term, and fully net zero carbon in the medium-term.

Given the remit of the HBF, the Future Homes Delivery Plan provides a good indication of what
the housebuilding industry considers to be possible. On this basis, Wates recommends that any
future Local Plan policy requirements (as may be proposed to help address the Climate
Emergency) reflect this necessary intermediate step.

A transitional approach would also reflect the fact that most residential developments can only
become fully net zero, when the wider power-generation network is free from carbon-based
power stations. For housing developments to be become net zero in advance of the transition
of the wider grid, they effectively need to achieve self-sufficiency in terms of energy generation.
In most instances, achieving self-sufficiency will simply not be practical.

Impacts on viability will also require careful assessment as the emerging Local Plan progresses
to future consultation stages. Achieving net zero development introduces additional build costs,
which are in addition to rising costs associated with the current inflationary environment. Such
costs need to be fully understood and reflected in the Local Plan’s strategy and policy
requirements, in order to ensure that it is capable of successful implementation.

Question CLIM2

Wates considers that all potential priorities listed in relation to Question CLIM2 are important.
However, on a point of clarity, no development can be ‘zero carbon’ (the language used in the
table for CLIM2) but rather a development might be ‘net zero carbon’. This is an important
distinction, as all building materials and construction processes embody some carbon.

Question CLIM3 and CLIM3a

No. Wates are concerned that this question cannot be properly answered, as the Net Zero
Carbon Study (from which the potential definition of ‘net zero carbon development’ derives) has



not actually been published and made publicly available. It is therefore not possible to examine
the analysis provided by EHDC's appointed technical consultants, nor understand their
conclusions.

Nonetheless, Wates considers that net zero carbon development should be defined in terms of
the operational energy requirements of a development (e.g., the energy usage associated with
the occupation of a home). This is recommended, as the operational efficiency of a dwelling
can be estimated with relative precision.

In contrast, it is far more challenging to estimate and control (with a reasonable degree of
accuracy) the volume embodied carbon associated with a building’s production and
construction stages. In the absence of the relevant evidence base report, it is not clear how
EHDC envisages such estimates could be arrived at.

Question CLIM5

Wates considers that if localised policies and building standards are to be progressed (to
address and mitigate climate change impacts), then they are best included within the strategic
policies of the new Local Plan. If this matter is delegated to future Neighbourhood Plans and
Design Codes, then this may lead to a proliferation of different (and potentially inconsistent)
requirements across the district. This would introduce considerable ambiguity and is likely to
impede the Plan’s delivery and effectiveness, without any clear benefit to the public interest.

Question CLIM6

Wates is ‘happy’ with the proposal to apply the concept of a 20-minute neighbourhood to
influence the spatial strategy and general location of future development. Indeed, the concept is
broadly consistent with the requirements of NPPF 105 which states that;

“Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport
modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public
health.”

Wates further considers that the application of the 20-miniute neighbourhood concept, leads
logically to a spatial strategy that concentrates growth at the largest and most sustainable
settlements within the Plan-area. Such settlements clearly include Alton, a town which is
identified as a top-tier settlement in the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan.

Additionally, the Vision Document (submitted separately to the Call for Sites consultation)
includes a ‘facilities audit plan’ to identify which services are situated within a 20-minute walk of
Land North of Gilbert White Way. This confirms that the full range of day-to-day services and
amenities that future residents of the site would require, can be found within a 20-minute walk.
Likewise, many services are located even closer to the site.

Nonetheless, Wates caution that the 20-minute neighbourhood concept should not be applied
in too rigid a manner. This point is made in relation to the Settlement Hierarchy Background
Paper, which at Appendix E (Map 2) identifies a 20-Minute Neighbourhood Area, which is
focused on the Alton’s centre and surrounds.
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Whilst a significant part of Wates promoted land interests do fall within the identified potential
boundary of the 20-minute neighbourhood, the approach to site selection and allocation does
also need to be sufficiently nuanced to account for those services and facilities which are
located within a 20-minute walk of the site in question (i.e., rather than just from the centre of
the existing town).

This comment is made, noting that Alton will invariably need to accommodate strategic growth
(on greenfield land) to address housing needs in a manner consistent with the emerging
Settlement Hierarchy. Therefore, it is important that consideration is given to how sustainable
neighbourhoods can be created in an ‘edge of settlement’ context. This includes (for example)
strategies to promote the use of public transport, creating safe cycling routes and other
travelling planning measures.
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5. POPULATION AND HOUSING (QUESTIONS
POP1, POP2, POP3 AND POP4)

Question POP1, POP1la and POP2

The NPPF (at paragraph 61) is clear that the Standard Method for calculating housing need
should be applied unless exceptional circumstances suggest otherwise. Furthermore, although
the current consultation on the Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill and potential revisions to the
NPPF suggest that the Standard Method may be revised in the longer-term, it is apparent that
(in the medium-term) it will remain the starting point for establishing a Local Plan’s housing
requirement.

The Housing Needs and Requirement Background Paper (2022), which forms part of the
evidence base, identifies a Standard Method Local Housing Need (LHN) figure of 632 dpa.
However, the baseline data for the Standard Method (household projections and affordability
ratios) is only available on a district-wide basis, which (in this instance) does not conform to the
relevant Plan-areas of East Hampshire and the SNDP.

The Housing and Economic Needs Assessment Update (HEDNA) (2022) further indicates how
district-wide need can be calculated and then disaggregated between the Plan-area and the
separate SDNP. Wates do not object to the disaggregation of need between the two
Authorities. This is particularly so, noting that the analysis in the HEDNA arrives at an overall
calculation (621 dpa, across the East Hampshire and SNDP areas) which is very similar to the
unadjusted LHN figure (632 dpa).

Nonetheless, it is important that the need disaggregated to the SDNP is actually met through
the intended review of the SNDP Local Plan or is otherwise accommodated within the emerging
East Hampshire Local Plan. Unfortunately, there is nothing within the evidence base for this
consultation which confirms whether the SNDP expects to accommodate the level of need
identified in the HEDNA. The most recent ‘Duty to Cooperate Framework’ (July 2022) simply
indicates that the two Authorities intend to engage on the matter.

A more fundamental concern, is that the HEDNA identifies a need for 613 affordable homes per
annum?. This equates to almost all of the Standard Method annualised requirement. Noting that
the Consultation Document envisages an affordable housing tariff of 40%, the housing
requirement envisaged in the consultation document will result in a significant level of unmet
need for affordable housing.

The Planning Practice Guidance? is clear that increasing the overall housing requirement may
be necessary where this helps to meet the need for affordable housing. Wates do not accept
the arguments presented by EHDC (in the Background Paper or the HEDNA), that an uplift in
the overall housing requirement would not successfully increase the supply of affordable
homes.

Indeed, such an uplift may be achievable if the Local Plan’s spatial / housing allocation strategy
were aligned to this objective. For example, the Local Plan could prioritise the allocation of

1 Across the Study Area, which includes the area within the SNDP which falls within the East Hampshire District, but lies
outside of the emerging Local Plan-area.

2 PPG ID: 2a-024-20190220
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those sites that are most likely to be free from hard constraints or abnormal development costs.
This could (and should) be a guiding principle in the site selection process. EHDC could also
afford greater priority to the provision of affordable housing, when considering (through the
Viability Assessment?) the cumulative infrastructure requirements and development standards
that it seeks to apply

Likewise, the Consultation Document, Background Paper, and HEDNA, all appear to adopt a
‘zero-sum’ approach to the notion of increasing the housing requirement to help meet
affordable housing needs. For example, at paragraph 4.16 of the Background Paper it is stated
that;

“...taking into account the Council’s adopted affordable housing policy at 40%, overall housing

need would have to be equal to sum [sic] 1,535 homes per annum if the full extent of affordable
housing need was to be met. Based on the historic average affordable housing delivery at only

25%, local housing need would have to be in excess of 2,452 homes per annum.”

Yet, the consultation materials provide no consideration of whether a more modest uplift in the
overall housing requirement might be feasible and would positively increase the number of
affordable dwellings provided, even if this provision still fell short of the full scale of need
identified. Indeed, noting that the consultation is not supported by a draft Sustainability
Appraisal, these seemingly obvious ‘reasonable alternative’ options appear to have been
arbitrarily discounted.

Likewise, Wates does not agree that the affordability uplift in the Standard Method calculation
in some way offsets a very significant under-provision of affordable housing (as seems to be
contended at paragraph 4.17 of the Background Paper). The PPG is clear that affordable
housing needs are calculated separately, using a distinct methodology, and is equally
unambiguous in recommending that an increase in the overall housing requirement can help
increase the supply of affordable homes.

Similarly, Wates do not agree with the suggestion made in the Background Paper, that the

‘affordability uplift’ (embedded within the Standard Method’s mathematical calculation) provides
an excuse for not seeking to fully meet affordable housing needs. It is not satisfactory to simply
assume (as EHDC appears to) that potential longer-term improvements in affordability, alleviate
the obligation to address the demonstrable need for more affordable dwellings in the near-term.

The socio-economic implications of housing unaffordability and the under provision of
affordable homes (such as overcrowding and homelessness) are well documented in the
HEDNA. It is also plainly apparent that East Hampshire District is a profoundly unaffordable
place to live. The ONS datasets for median and lower-quartile house price affordability ratios
for East Hampshire are 14.51 and 16.41 respectively. These figures are well above the average
for England (9.05 and 8.04).

In this context, EHDC must properly assess and objectively consider the potential to increase
the housing requirement to better meet affordable housing needs. Such an over-provision is
also necessary to provide flexibility and choice in the supply of new homes, and to ensure the
effectiveness of the Plan.

3 Which Wates understands will be prepared to support future Local Plan consultations.
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Question POP3 and 3A

The emerging Local Plan should be progressed on a precautionary basis, on the assumption
that the SNDP will not meet its housing need in full. The current NPPF (2021) is clear that the
SNDP is expected to address localised housing needs, but only to the extent that this is
compatible with the special protections afforded to the National Park. The Government’s
consultation on the Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill and the draft NPPF, further suggests
that this restrictive policy position will be further strengthened.

However, and notwithstanding our previous comments concerning the Duty to Cooperate
Framework, the level of unmet need arising in the SDNP is in any case unlikely to be
significant. Indeed, the Consultation Document and Background Paper appear to suggest that
an unmet need of perhaps 15 dpa could arise. Therefore, in order that the emerging Local Plan
should be ‘positively prepared’, EHDC should assume that approximately this level of unmet
need from the SNDP will arise and accommodate this though one or more additional
allocations.

Question POP4 and 4A

Several authorities within the southern extent of Hampshire are unable to meet their own
housing requirement. The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) (considered by the PfSH Joint Committee in October 2021, and referenced in
the Consultation Document) already identifies a shortfall across the area amounting to 13,000
dwellings, with this figure having worsening from 10,750 dwelling shortfall identified in the
previous 2020 SoCG.

More recently, the latest PfSH Statement of Common Ground (considered at the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee meeting on 30 November 2022) sets out the significant increase of unmet
need to some 20,000 dwellings (up until 2036). Importantly, the papers for Committee also
indicate that of the Southern Hampshire Local Authorities, only Fareham and Test Valley have
a ‘surplus of supply’ and Winchester is noted to be at an ‘equilibrium’. All other Authorities are
identified as being in ‘deficit’, with a corresponding shortfall in future housing supply.

Furthermore, Southampton City Council (SCC) has recently consulted on their ‘City Vision’
document, which is their emerging Local Plan. In this document, SCC set’s out that its overall
housing need is 26,500. The document indicates that SCC are only planning to accommodate
for 16,800 homes (with the latest PfSH SoCG setting out a supply of 14,464 dwellings, between
2022 and 2026).

There is then a very significant volume of unmet need arising within the sub-region, which will
need to be provided for or otherwise go unaddressed. Furthermore, whilst Wates
acknowledges that the Government has signalled that the Duty-to-Cooperate may be
abolished, it is nonetheless envisaged to be replaced by an ‘alignment policy’. Accordingly, and
noting the longstanding cooperation and engagement through the PfSH (and the well-
understood cross-boundary issues), there is still likely to be a requirement for East Hampshire
District to accommodate a quantum of the unmet needs arising.

Therefore, in answer to the question, EHDC should ‘offer to assist with all unmet needs,
regardless of scale and location’. This is necessary, in order that East Hampshire
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accommodates an equitable share of housing needs that will otherwise fail to be addressed.
Indeed, this is particularly necessary noting the cross-boundary housing market geographies
and functional economic patterns, that are identified in the HEDNA and Background Paper, and
which underscore the need for ongoing collaboration through the PfSH.

15



TYPES OF HOUSING NEEDS (QUESTIONS HOUL1,
HOU2 AND HOU?7)

Questions HOU1 and HOUla

The NPPF (at paragraph 62) is clear that Local Plan’s should address the needs of different
groups within the community. This includes identifying and meeting the needs of older people.
It is appropriate that the new Local Plan includes a policy concerning the provision of
accommodation for older people.

Wates agree this policy should indeed identify a specific target for the supply of specialist
accommodation and set out a (district-wide) tenure / format mix. However, it is important that
the policy allows for sufficient flexibility, recognising that it may not be possible to achieve a
diverse mixture of tenures and accommodation formats within individual proposals.

For the envisaged policy to be ‘effective’ (as a test of soundness) Wates recommends that
specific sites for specialist older people’s accommodation are identified through the Plan.
Indeed, the identification of a pipeline of new developments will provide greater certainty that
identified needs for older persons accommodation will be met.

Wates can confirm that Land North of Gilbert White Way is promoted on a flexible basis and is
capable of accommodating specialist older people’s accommodation, as part of a wider
residential development. We would be happy to discuss this proposition with the Planning
Policy Team.

Questions HOU5 and HOU5a

Wates agrees that the Local Plan should specify a target percentage for the provision of
smaller homes. This should be reflected in a general policy on the housing mix that will be
sought. However, Wates advise that any such policy should be worded to allow for specific
development proposals to respond to a site’s location, features, and the local character of the
area.

For example, there may be greater potential to provide larger numbers of smaller (1 and 2-
bedroom) dwellings within urban flatted schemes, whilst 3 and 4-bedroom dwellings (being
larger) will tend to be suited to more substantive ‘edge of settlement’ developments.

Therefore, flexibility (embedded within the policy’s wording) is necessary to ensure that a
development’s density and design responds appropriately to its context, as is consistent with
Sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF. This is also reasonable, noting that the policy’s underlying
objective (as set out in the Consultation Document and evidence base) is to ensure a diversity
of housing across the overall Plan-area.

Questions HOU6 and HOUG6a

Consistent with our response to HOU5 and HOUbSa, it is important that all developments
provide a mixture of dwelling types and sizes. However, there is often less scope to achieve
this on a small-scale development. In contrast and notwithstanding the need for flexibility,
Wates agrees that a policy requiring a broad housing mix could be more rigorously applied to

16



applications for non-minor developments (i.e., over 10 units). Indeed, larger scale
developments comprising several hundred homes, are typically able to provide a diverse
mixture of housing formats and tenures.

Questions HOU7 and HOU7a

The policy requirement for affordable housing provision needs to be informed by a Plan-wide

Viability Assessment. This Assessment must account for the cumulative costs associated with
the Plan’s envisaged policy requirements (including those relating to net zero-carbon building
standards).

Therefore, until a new Viability Assessment has been prepared, Wates cannot offer a firm view
on whether the suggested 40% affordable housing requirement is feasible on a Plan-wide
basis. Notwithstanding this caveat, Wates considers that (based on adopted policy
requirements) a 40% affordable housing tariff is likely to be viable on most ‘greenfield sites’,
which are not subject to significant constraints or abnormal costs. This includes Wates’ land
interests at Land North of Gilbert White Way, Alton, where 40% of the proposed new homes will
be affordable.

However, as noted at paragraph 4.16 of the Housing Needs and Requirement Background
Paper (2022), EHDC has historically only been able to secure an average of 25% affordable
housing provision. This reflects the impacts of prior approval permitted development rights
(allowing the change of use of existing office space), that national exemption of minor
developments from needing to provide affordable housing, and reduced viability associated
with developments on previously developed sites.

Therefore (and consistent with Wates’ response to Questions POP1 and POP2), it is essential
to that EHDC gives due consideration to increasing the overall housing requirement (and tests
this as a ‘reasonable alternative’), to facilitate the delivery of additional affordable housing,
without detriment to viability. Likewise, the Plan should focus on allocating those sites that are
most likely to be capable of delivery, whilst also complying with the requirements of the relevant
affordable housing policy. Land North of Gilbert White Way is one such site.
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INFRASTRUCTURE (QUESTION INF3)

This consultation question and the relevant supporting text do not appear to provide a definition
of what is regarded as a ‘small’, ‘medium’, or ‘large-scale site’. However, from the subsequent
Development Strategy questions, Wates assume that a ‘large site’ means one that can
accommodate 600 homes or greater.

On this basis, Wates consider that medium and large sites offer the greatest potential to secure
new or improved infrastructure, without impediment to viability, when compared to
developments on smaller sites. However, it must be recognised that larger-scale sites require
extensive masterplanning and can be dependent on the provision of new strategic
infrastructure, which can take many years to bring forward.

Therefore, the Plan will need to allocate a diversity of sites of different sizes (small, medium,
and large), to meet varied policy objectives and to sustain the supply of new homes throughout
the Plan-period, as well as to deliver new infrastructure. This approach would be consistent
with NPPF paragraph 69, which states;

“Small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing
requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly.”

As a separate remark, the Consultation Document appears to define infrastructure primarily in
terms of ‘hard provision’, such as new schools, health facilities, etc. Whilst that is perhaps the
public’s perception of what infrastructure means, the Plan strategy (and approach to site
selection) should recognise the increasing importance of allocating sites that can provide
significant new Green Infrastructure.

In this respect, a key advantage of medium and larger-scale sites is that these typically offer
greater scope for holistic masterplanning and the provision of multifunctional Green
Infrastructure, as well new parkland and pedestrian and cycle routes. Through these embedded
measures, such sites are better able to address the Climate Emergency and provide net gains
in biodiversity, thereby supporting the guiding Vision and objectives of the Plan.

Accordingly, whilst the suite of allocations in the Plan must be varied, Wates nonetheless
recommend a weighting towards the development of sites, that are of a scale sufficient to
facilitate new infrastructure, but not so large and complex that they are at risk of not coming
forward within the Plan-period.

Land North of Gilbert White Way represents one such site, as it is capable of delivering
approximately 200 homes, alongside new infrastructure provision particularly to address the
Climate Emergency and the emerging environmental objectives of the Plan.
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8. DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY (QUESTIONS DEV1,
DEV2, AND DEV3)

Questions DEV1 and DEV2

The Consultation Document sets out 4 options concerning the potential distribution of future
housing growth across the Plan-area.

On page 61 of the Document, it is quite rightly acknowledged that the approach to the
allocation of sites will be more nuanced in practice, as site-specific opportunities and
constraints are accounted for.

Nonetheless, Wates agrees that the Plan does need to be shaped by an over-arching strategy
for distributing new housing and expresses the following preferences, in order of priority;

e Concentrate development in the largest settlements (Option 2)

e Disburse new development to a wide range of settlements (Option 1)
e Distribute new development by population (Option 3)

¢ Concentrate development in a new settlement (Option 4)

Wates’ preferences are explained below, with comments being provided in respect of each of
the options presented.

Option 2 - Concentrate development in the largest settlements (Preferred)

The NPPF (at paragraph 11) is clear that Plan’s should promote sustainable patterns of
development, in order to align growth with infrastructure and to help mitigate and adapt to the
impacts of climate change. Similarly, NPPF paragraph 105 requires;

“Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport
modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public
health.”

In the case of East Hampshire, the Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper (2022) identifies
Alton (equally with Liphook) as the most sustainable settlement within the Plan Area, with
Whitehill & Bordon being regarded as slightly less well provided for in terms of existing
services. At Table 3 of the Background Paper, these settlements are identified as forming the
top-tier of the envisaged Settlement Hierarchy*.

A wide range of services are available within Alton, and the accessibility mapping provided at
Map 2 of the Background Paper indicates that areas of undeveloped land around the
settlement lies within a 20-minute walk of key services. This includes Land North of Gilbert
White Way. It is also the case that the availability of public transport at Alton provides far
greater opportunities to access ‘key services’ and ‘other services’ (defined as those accessed
on a daily and weekly basis), when compared to many smaller settlements.

4 Note, the diagram at page 67 of the consultation document appears to infer that Liphook will be classed as a Tier 2
Settlement. This apparent conflict with the Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper (2022) should be clarified.
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On a point of clarity, Wates does not concur with the point made on page 59 on the
Consultation Document, which suggests that Option 2 would be less effective at “mitigating
greenhouse gas emissions”, when compared to options which would see growth distributed to
smaller settlements. Indeed, there is no objective evidence with the consultation documentation
to support this assertion.

To overcome this, Wates recommends that EHDC commissions a study to objectively examine
the volume of emissions associated with each option, taking account of existing and forecast
transport patterns. Based on our experience elsewhere, this would likely identify a strong
correlation between particulate emissions and real-world travel behaviours, with shorter private
vehicular journey times being associated with lower carbon emissions.

Put more simply, the Plan should recognise that some people will still travel by means of
private vehicle even where alternatives are available and promoted. As such, it is preferable
that private vehicular travelling distances are reduced. It is therefore relevant that such journeys
will generally be shorter where these occur within larger settlements, when compared to a
journey between a lower to a high-tier settlement.

Therefore, and in the absence of clear evidence to the contrary, it may be incorrect to assert
that development with 20-minutes of the centre of a lower-tier settlement (that lacks many
services), will more effectively reduce greenhouse emissions, when compared to a strategy that
directs new development to top-tier settlements, which benefit from a wide range of services
and employment opportunities.

Given one of the primary objectives of the Plan is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, it is
important that this matter is properly understood and evidenced, such that its spatial and
housing distribution strategies can be duly informed.

Option 1 - Disburse new development to a wide range of settlements (Second)

A strategy based on dispersal would bring some advantages, as it would result in a wide range
of sites of different sizes being allocated at different settlements. This will provide greater
certainty that the Plan will be effective at sustaining a housing land supply throughout the Plan-
period. For this reason, any strategy taken forward should make provision for some degree of
dispersal to settlements at different tiers within the Settlement Hierarchy.

However, Wates do not consider it appropriate to base the entire spatial strategy around a
general principle of dispersal. Such an approach would be overly simplistic and harmful.
Indeed, once consequence (of this spatial option), would be the allocation of sites with less
regard to the prevailing constraints. This is noting that many of the villages within the Plan area
are subject to significant environmental and flood risk designations, which would appear to
render them less capable of accommodating substantive development. This issue is indeed
acknowledged at pages 6 and 7 of the ‘Spatial Development Options Background Paper’
(2022).

Likewise, many settlements within the envisaged Tier 2 and Tier 3 categories are less
accessible to public transport routes and inherently benefit from a more limited range of local
services. Therefore, Wates are concerned that a dispersal-based spatial strategy will result in
additional longer distance trips being made, as future residents seek to meet their daily needs
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by travelling to Tier 1 settlements (a matter that is indeed acknowledged at page 54 of the
Consultation Document).

This in turn is likely to result in additional greenhouse gas emissions, which (in many instances)
may off-set any potential localised walkability benefits. It should not simply be assumed that the
concept of ‘living locally’ and the 20-minute neighbourhood will automatically result in reduced
emissions. This is particularly the case where such concepts are applied to locations with
limited facilities and public transport options, such that travel behaviours will still revolve around
the private motor vehicle.

Therefore, and consistent with our previous comments, this spatial option would benefit from
detailed technical analysis, to help quantify the volume of greenhouse gas emissions
associated with it. This should take account of the anticipated propensity to travel by private
vehicle, versus sustainable transport modes. That will help EHDC to understand which of the
lower tier settlements could accommodate some development, without unduly contributing to
Climate Change.

As a separate consideration, a diffused strategy based on dispersal to numerous settlements is
less likely to facilitate the provision of new infrastructure, as the individual developments would
be of a limited scale, and may lack the critical mass to support to new services or
enhancements. Likewise, whilst the delivery of affordable homes at smaller settlements may
certainly address localised needs, the need for affordable housing is greatest within the
District’s urban areas.

Indeed, it is relevant that most of the employment opportunities are found within the district’s
larger settlements (as confirmed in the Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper). This is a
salient consideration, as those within the lower income brackets have a reduced propensity to
own private vehicles. As such, there are strong socio-economic and equality benefits
associated with providing new housing at Tier 1 settlements (where jobs are with walking or
cycling distance, or are accessible by frequent public transport routes), which a dispersed
development strategy would not address as effectively.

Option 3 - Distribute new development by population (Third)

A strategy which would distribute development in line with an approximation of existing
populations appears relatively arbitrary, as it would not necessarily result in the allocation of the
most suitable sites available for development. A spatial strategy based on this approach would
also not correlate directly with the Settlement Hierarchy, such that it is unlikely to effectively
address the sustainability and Climate Emergency objectives of the Plan.

Furthermore (as is acknowledged in the Consultation Document), it is relevant that some
locations within the District are subject to environmental constraints, relating to the Special
Protection Area (SPA) and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC). Likewise, the southern and
eastern parts of the Plan-area are impacted by flood risk constraints, as is illustrated in the East
Hampshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 2022.

Wates therefore advise against this option and advocate for a more deliberative strategy, that is
properly aligned with the Plan’s emerging Vision and objectives.
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Concentrate development in a new settlement (Option 4)

Wates does not consider that a new settlement is required. Notwithstanding our previous
comments concerning the housing requirement and the need for this to be increased, at this
stage the Consultation Document only proposes the delivery of 3,405 additional homes, taking
account of current commitments.

For a new settlement to achieve the level of self-containment that would be aspired to
(consistent with EHDC’s Climate Emergency objectives), it would need to be of a significant
scale. The Consultation Document (at page 60) identifies “1,500+ new homes” as the minimum
threshold for consideration. However, this scale of development is unlikely to be able to support
new strategic infrastructure provision that may be required as a precursor to implementation.

A true ‘new settlement’ would need to be larger with 3,000 homes likely representing a more
realistic minimum size. A development of this scale would account for the majority of the
identified residual housing requirement. In this context, to over-concentrate future growth into a
new settlement would create a risk to the Plan’s capacity to successfully sustain a housing land
supply across the plan period.

Whilst the Consultation Document suggests that phasing may help to achieve early delivery,
Wates considers this unlikely. Indeed, the frequently cited report ‘Start to Finish (Second
Edition) (Lichfields, 2020) suggests that the average time from the validation of the first
planning application on a strategic site, to first completions, is 8.4 years.

Therefore, noting the potential requirement for pre-application engagement, community and
stakeholder consultation, masterplanning and the delivery of potential pre-requisite
infrastructure, it could easily take 10 years or more (from the Local Plan’s adoption) for a new
settlement to begin delivering new homes. This would suggest that the housing requirement
may not be successfully met within the Plan-period.

As there does not appear to be a particular necessity for a new settlement to be created in East
Hampshire (and other options for meeting housing needs clearly exist), Wates consider that the
risks of delayed delivery outweigh the potential benefits. This option should be discounted.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

These representations have been prepared by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments, in
response to EHDC'’s ‘Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 Part 1’ Consultation

Wates supports the preparation of a new Local Plan for the East Hampshire District, which will
contribute to the provision of new housing and future sustainable development. Through these
representations Wates has sought to respond to the consultation questions and identify
potential areas where emerging strategies, objectives and policies require reflection, in order
that the Plan may ultimately be found sound at a future Examination.

With respect to the proposed Vision, nothing in the Consultation Document or the evidence
base suggests that meeting the Standard Method LHN figure would not be possible. As such,
the Vision should be worded to reflect EHDC'’s intention to meet identified minimum housing
needs in full. This will help to demonstrate that the Plan is ‘positively prepared’, as a test of
soundness.

As such, it is necessary that the overall housing requirement be revisited to ensure that a
sufficient buffer is provided, over and above the minimum Standard Method figure, in order to
provide an appropriate buffer. Likewise, the potential to increase the housing requirement to
help facilitate the provision of additional affordable housing must be properly tested. This is
essential, in view of the scale of affordable housing needs that will otherwise go unmet.
Likewise, if the sustained general affordability issues presenting in the District are to be
meaningfully corrected, increasing delivery of new homes will be an integral and important
strategic mechanism for the Council to employ.

To address the Duty-to-Cooperate and any potential successor arrangement, the Plan should
make provision to accommodate any unmet needs arising in the SDNP. Likewise, provision
should also be made to address a proportion of the very significant level of unmet housing
needs arising in the PfSH area. This is vital, noting the prevailing cross-boundary housing
markets and functional economic geographies within South Hampshire.

With respect to the options for distributing development, Wates maintains that Option 2
(‘concentrate development in the largest settlements’), is the most sustainable strategy for
addressing housing needs. Alton, as a top-tier settlement, must play a major role in
accommodating future growth, taking account of the wide range of services, employment
opportunities and transport facilitates available there.

Clearly, the Plan must allocate a diverse range of sites in order to ensure deliverability and
hence ‘effectiveness’ as a test of soundness. However, new hard and green infrastructure can
be best facilitated through the allocation of medium and larger scale sites for development. This
is particularly the case at the largest settlements within the District, where new infrastructure
can complement existing provision.

The approach to the Climate Emergency is supported in principle. However, it is essential that
any policies applying additional or uplifted development / building standards are properly
evidenced, technically feasible and viable. It is also important that the Plan allows for a
transition to net zero carbon development, which includes appropriate intermediate steps. This
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will ensure that the development industry and construction supply chain is able to adapt, whilst
continuing to deliver new homes.

Furthermore, whilst the concept of the 20-Minute Neighbourhood is certainly endorsed, this
must be applied in a way that considers the availability of services when measured from a
potential housing site, rather than simply the centre of a settlement. Regard must also be had
to the availability of public transport, travel patterns and distance of likely vehicular journeys.
Related to this, the Plan would benefit from additional specialist technical evidence that tests
and quantifies the extent to which the explored spatial growth options minimise carbon
emissions overall.

Within this context, Land North of Gilbert White Way represents a suitable and sustainable site
for residential-led development, which would create a walkable residential neighbourhood
which integrates with the existing town of Alton. Significant areas of open space and land for
ecological enhancements can be provided, to exceed the requirement to achieve a 10%
biodiversity net gain, and to support wider environmental objectives.

Wates are also able to offer flexibility regarding the housing formats that could be
accommodated at the site, which is considered capable of accommodating specialist
accommodation for older persons, as well as general residential development. Wates would be
happy to meet with officers to discuss EHDC’s potential requirements.
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APPENDIX 1 — LOCATION PLAN
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16th January 2023

Dear Sir/Madam

Representations to the East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040 - Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 Part 1
November 2022

These representations relate to Cala Homes (Thames) interest in Land at Five Acres, Ropley and are in response
to the East Hampshire Local Plan (EHLP) Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 consultation (Nov '22).

We have previously engaged with the Council regarding the suitability of the site for development including the
preparation of a vision document and accompanying evidence base reports!. We do not seek to replicate this
previous work within this submission however in summary, the site is suitable for the delivery of approximately
50 - 60 new homes. The site is available for development and would be able to come forward early in the Local
Plan period. The site was a draft allocation (site ref. SA30) in the previous Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (Feb
2019), which reiterates the deliverability and suitability of the site.

At this stage our representations focus on the proposed spatial strategy and the suitability of Ropley as a
location for residential development. We reserve the right to comment on development management and site
specific matters as the Local Plan process continues.

DEV1: Development Strategy and Spatial Distribution

Of the 4 options set out within the consultation document we consider that Option 1 (disperse new
development to a wider range of settlements) is the most appropriate. Whilst strategic development should be
focussed in the larger settlements, it is important to recognise the important role that smaller allocations
spread throughout a range of settlements can play in meeting house need.

Large scale strategic development will be important for EHDC to meet their housing needs, however these
types of development are usually complex and take time to come forward due to matters such as land
assembly, infrastructure delivery and delays to the planning application process. As such, to ensure a robust
supply of housing land and to maintain a 5 year housing land supply without an over reliance on the delivery of
large strategic allocations, particularly early in the Plan period, smaller sites should also be allocated within the
Local Plan.

Sites of the scale of Land at Five Acres, Ropley are important in terms of relatively quick, straightforward

'These have previously been shared with Officers, however if further details are required please do not hesitate to
contact us.

CALA Homes (Thames) Limited (02522271), Legal & General Homes Communities (Arborfield) Limited (11050597), Legal & General Homes Communities (Crowthorne)
Limited (10563263). All having their registered office at: CALA House, 54 The Causeway, Staines-Upon-Thames, Surrey, TW18 3AX and acting for and on behalf of CALA
Management Limited (SC013655) with its registered office at 5 Mid New Cultins, Edinburgh, EH11 4DU, Scotland.

Our letterhead is plain for
more sustainable printing



delivery, and ensure that smaller settlements also continue to grow and thrive to meet specific local housing
need, including the provision of affordable homes. This is emphasised within the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) which states at Paragraph 69 "Small and medium sized sites can make an important
contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built out relatively quickly." The
NPPF also states that "To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located

where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.2

Looking specifically at Ropley, the Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper (2022) identifies it as a tier 3
settlement. Appendix D scores each of the settlements. Of note is that Ropley scores a 2 in terms of its bus
service which includes an hourly? bus service to Winchester and Alton. This is in line with the tier 1 settlements
and above many of the other tier 3 settlements. This is due to the village being located on the A31 which is a
key arterial route through East Hampshire, linking Farnham, Alton and Winchester. The assessment also
identifies Ropley to have a convenience store and post office. These facilities make Ropley an appropriate
location for the scale of development proposed at Land at Five Acres.

We look forward to continuing to engage with East Hampshire District Council throughout the Local Plan
process. If any further information in relation to this site is required then please do not hesitate to contact me

at I

Kind Regards

2 Bus Route 64 provides a route between Winchester - Alresford - Ropley - Four Marks - Alton at hourly intervals

with additional services at peak times.
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Planning Policy Chapman Lily Planning Ltd
East Hampshire District Council Unit 5 Designer House
Penns Place Sandford Lane
Petersfield Wareham

GU31 4EX BH20 4DY

Date: 3rd January 2023 $A=

Your reference: Local Plan options consultation E: I
W: www.clplanning.co.uk
Our reference: I

By email: localplan@easthants.gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam,
Better Homes Better Places East Hampshire Local Plan Issues and Priorities Regulation 18 Consultation

On behalf of Hurlock Investments Ltd, | herein provide a response to the EHDC local plan issues and
priorities consultation. Hurlock Investments Ltd is a land owner and development promoter in the Council’s
administrative area. The following response, therefore, focuses on issues relevant to Hurlock Investments
land interests and as a consequence not all issues raised in the consultation are commented upon.

Hurlock Investments Ltd acknowledge that the emerging plan is at the Regulation 18 stage and that the
next iteration will be shaped by the feedback from this consultation, as well as the findings of further
technical work. However, the emerging plan will ultimately need to satisfy the tests of soundness set out
at paragraph 35 of the NPPF:

‘a) Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively
assessed needs ; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from
neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;

b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on
proportionate evidence;

c) Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common
ground; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with
the policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant’.

Given the above requirement, this representation is framed in terms of highlighting areas where the plan
may not prove sound and suggests how current deficiencies might be rectified. This response follows the
format of the main consultation document and is structured as follows:


mailto:localplan@easthants.gov.uk
http://www.clplanning.co.uk/
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e Vision and objectives

e Climate Emergency

e Population and housing

e Types of Housing

e Environment

e Development Strategy

e Promotion of site at Land to Rear of 131, Winchester Road, Four Marks.

Vision and objectives consultation questions

VIS1 How do you feel about this vision? Neutral
VIS2 Does the vision cover the key matters of importance that the Local Plan can influence and inform? No
VIS2a If no, please tell us what is missing from the vision and why this is important.

Response: It is considered that the vision needs to explicitly include reference to ‘growth’. This is important
to provide clarity that growth will be integral to achieving the vision, hence it is suggested that the vision
‘.... where new growth opportunities will provide quality homes, local facilities and employment
opportunities and provide our communities with green and welcoming places to live, work and play and
respond positively to the climate emergency. *

could read

VIS3 Should the vision be more specific about areas of the district being planned for through the Local Plan?
Yes.

VIS3a Please explain your answer. Whilst the plan has to provide for appropriate new growth it is clear that
some areas are better suited to accommodate that growth, which negates the risk of urban sprawl and
harm to designated areas. However, it is assumed that the vision can be suitably adjusted to reflect the
selected favoured option for growth. The options for growth are considered further in the consultation
document, however, on the assumption that the preferred option will seek to focus growth on existing
identified suitable settlements, including Four Marks, the vision could be further amended to read ‘...
where new _growth opportunities will largely be focused on existing sustainable settlements to provide
quality homes, local facilities and employment opportunities and provide our communities with green and
welcoming places to live, work and play and respond positively to the climate emergency. *

OV1 Please sort these key issues and priorities in order of importance to you. See below

Climate Emergency 4
Environment 2
Population and Housing 1

Types of Housing Needs 3
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Infrastructure 5

Whilst we have ranked the issues and identified population and housing growth as the main issue it is
considered that clearly all of the issues are of importance and in terms of effective planning have to be
considered holistically. Infrastructure has been ranked 5™ in so far as the continued use of the
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) should enable new housing development in particular to
contribute to funding infrastructure provision. Thus, all housing including small medium schemes
contribute to infrastructure.

Climate Emergency consultation questions

CLIM1 Do you agree that new development should avoid any net increase in greenhouse gas emissions,
wherever practicable? Yes, however, there needs to be suitable recognition that such measures can impact
upon development viability, design and character. In our opinion this is best defined in national policy and
guidance with a local adjustment allowed for to accommodate different viability scenarios.

CLIM2 So far, you've told us the following - but what's most important to you? (Sort in order of importance).
See response to CLIM3a and table below -

What You Told Us Rank

That the construction of new buildings should use less fossil fuels and more 5
recycling of materials

That all new buildings should be zero carbon 4
That every new development should have renewable energy provision and 2

that any wind or solar development must be in keeping with the locality and
its surroundings

That climate change policy should clearly identify the impacts on water 1
availability, with water consumption being reduced in new developments,
including by reusing it on site

That trees and other green infrastructure could play an important role in reducing 3
flood risks

Whilst we have provided a ranking it is difficult to see how the data collected from ranking has any real
value in terms of formulating the Local Plan. All issues are important but the ability to address these will
depend upon development viability.

CLIM 3 Do you agree that the Council should define ‘net-zero carbon development’ in this way? No
CLIM3a If you answered ‘no’, how should the definition be improved?

Hurlock Investments Ltd would suggest that this is an area of the plan arguably more closely aligned to
Building Regulations. A higher energy efficiency target than required under the Building Regulations would
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undoubtedly impact upon viability and this could in turn affect the amount of affordable housing
development a scheme would be able to support. Hurlock Investments Limited therefore recommends that
higher targets including a net zero target should be a matter of choice for the developer, subject to viability.
It is however, noted that EDDC already apply a 10% renewable condition to housing applications, generated
from policy CP24 which has proved to be workable.

CLIM4 In the future, should the Council’s policies on the design of new buildings focus more strongly on
tackling climate change in accordance with the energy hierarchy? No

CLIM4a If you answered ‘no’, how should we balance the design of new buildings with the need to tackle
climate change? Again, we would reiterate that consideration should be given to the requirements of the
Building Regulations in order to avoid conflicting demands.

CLIMS5 Should the detailed criteria for tackling climate change be specified in any of the following:

= [\ [0}

In the emerging East Hampshire Local Plan X
In future neighbourhood plans X
In local design codes X

CLIMb5a Please explain your answer.

Response: Whilst the Local Plan should clearly frame spatial planning objectives with climate change in
mind, the imposition of detailed prescriptive criteria should in our opinion be framed in terms of national
planning policy objectives. From a developer perspective a single set of national criteria would be desirable,
as opposed to different LPA’s adopting their own requirements. Thus, the same point applies to
Neighbourhood Plans and Local Design Codes, as from the developer’s viewpoint providing bespoke climate
change solutions at a neighbourhood plan level for example, would be an inappropriate burden. In
responding to this question, it is considered that any criteria within the Local Plan should provide for flexible
solutions and closely follow national guidance.

CLIM6 How do you feel about using the idea of living locally to influence the location of new homes? Happy
CLIM6a Please explain your response.

Response: In principle the ability to live and access services in close proximity to new housing is beneficial.
This issue is picked up again in relation to development strategy options and we support the flexible
approach adopted by the council as discussed in the response to question DEV2.

Population and Housing consultation questions

POP1 How you think we should proceed?
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Response: Use the standard method for calculating housing need as the basis for determining the
requirements against which the five-year housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test are measured.
This is a well-established method and widely used providing a helpfully consistent of approach between
LPA’s. Despite recent ministerial statements concerning housing target we understand that the
government targets are set to remain the starting point. A recent government press release confirmed
that “Housing targets remain an important part of the planning system and the government will consult
on how these can better take account of local density.”

POP2 Are there any strong reasons not to use the housing need figure of 517 new homes per year for the
Local Plan?

Response: No, however, with regard to the duty to cooperate account should be taken for meeting
additional need accordingly. Again, we would emphasise that in our view the housing needs figure
suggested is sound and unlikely to materially change as a consequence of the ministerial statement
referred to above.

POP3 Based on the above should we meet:

e All the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA

¢ Some of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA

¢ None of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA

Response: Meet some of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA
POP3a Please explain your answer.

Response: Given the policy requirement that ‘great weight’ is given to “conserving landscape and scenic
beauty in National Parks” the opportunity for new housing development will be restricted accordingly.
Settlements such as Four Marks, for example, are well placed near the boundary of the SDNPA and capable
of meeting some of the SDNPA need in a sustainable manner. Geographically it would be logical to expect
other neighbouring authorities to also accommodate some need.

POP4 At present we do not know the precise amount of unmet need but we are aware of our neighbours
seeking help, therefore do we: (select one option)

o Offer to assist with all unmet needs, regardless of scale and location;

e Offer to assist with some unmet needs, where there may be a direct relationship with the communities
of East Hampshire;

¢ Do not offer to assist with any requests from our neighbours.

Response: Offer to assist with some unmet needs, where there may be a direct relationship with the
communities of East Hampshire. It should be accepted that a number of the settlements within EHDC are
well located to serve adjacent districts. For example, Four Marks is well located to accommodate some
potential unmet need from Winchester District. It is also highly likely EHDC will approach its neighbours
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under the Duty to Cooperate, and without accommodating ‘unmet need from neighbouring areas... where
it is practical to do so’, the emerging Local Plan will fall foul of paragraph 35a of the NPPF.

Types of Housing consultation questions

HOU1 What should a specific policy on older persons accommodation include?

(select one or more options)

¢ A specific target in terms of numbers of homes for older persons accommodation to be delivered within
the plan period.

e Specific types of homes to be provided.

* The location of these homes across the district.

Response: Location.
HOU1a Please explain your reasons.

Response: Whilst it is noted that the projections highlight a growing proportion of people over 65 years in
the district, it does not automatically follow that there is a generic older person’s home type. It is
recognised that there is a need for care homes generally and that it might be logical to seek such a provision
as part of a larger allocation. Itis also appreciated that smaller homes might be suitable for people looking
to downsize and occupy more manageable accommodation. It is important that older people have
locational choice to suit their individual needs. It is suggested that the housebuilding industry are well
placed to provide products to suit demand and experience has shown that they are capable of providing
such accommodation without a policy stick being necessary.

HOU3 Should the Local Plan include a specific policy on adaptable housing? No
HOU4 Should there be a requirement on large sites for a percentage of new homes to be adaptable? Yes
HOU4a Please explain your answer.

Response: The need for adaptable housing is obviously not specific to EHDC and therefore ideally requires
a national policy/ guidance response. Again, the Building Regulations would appear to be a far more
appropriate mechanism to provide such a requirement, and Approved Document M (Access to and Use of
Buildings) provides standards for accessible and adaptable dwellings (M4(2). Therefore, it is suggested that
it would be more appropriate for EHDC to utilise the Building Regulations, as opposed to creating a Local
Plan policy, which would have to specify quite detailed requirements, and additional planning assessments
would place a strain on already limited resources and add a further complexity to obtaining planning
permission. However, it should be recognised that adaptable homes add to the space requirements of a
building and the cost of building, therefore it is suggested any percentage requirements should be suitably
low so as not to impact upon development viability.

HOUS5 Should the Local Plan include a policy to specify the percentage of smaller homes on development
sites? No
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HOUG Should a percentage of smaller homes to be provided on:
¢ All development sites or
® Only large development sites (over 10 units) (select one option).

Response: No percentage necessary
HOUGa Please explain your answer.

Response: It is considered that the housebuilders need flexibility to provide homes which they have a
confidence will sell and for which there is a demand. The statistics on the demand for housing sizes is
however a helpful guide to inform. It is therefore suggested that a percentage figure for smaller homes
should be offered by way of guidance, as opposed to a rigid policy requirement. Thus, when considering
the planning balance, the LPA could give weight to proposals which meet the guidance.

HOU7 The current requirement is that 40% of new homes on qualifying sites are affordable homes.
Should the % requirement for affordable homes be:

* Increased

¢ Decreased

e Stay the same (select one option)

Response: Stay the same. However, we would reiterate the need to account for development viability
testing and potentially drawing distinction between different parts of the district accounting for potential
sales values.

HOU7a Please explain your answer.

Response: The existing local plan allow for flexibility to consider site specific factors, including market
changes, viability and what is right for the community which is a positive approach and should help to
maintain a good supply of affordable housing on appropriate sites. The need for affordable housing is
appreciated and hence we support the target, subject to adopting the same flexibility as provided by the
current policy.

Environment consultation questions

ENV1 Which of the below environmental considerations is most important to you?
Sort in order of importance, from the most important to the least.

Conserving the character of rural landscapes;

Protecting the most vulnerable existing protected habitats and species;
Achieving improvements to local wildlife habitats;

Creating better natural links between existing habitats

PwnE
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In our view the environmental considerations should not be traded off and as such it is difficult to see what
conclusions can be reached from this question. We would however suggest that there should be focus on
integrating nature recovery strategies into emerging planning policy to improve linkages to enhance
environment.

Infrastructure Consultation Questions

INF1 What type of infrastructure is most important to you? (Sort in order of
importance)
1. Energy supplies and water
Internet and mobile phone reception.
Schools, colleges
Transport
Health
Community facilities
Sport
Green spaces

O N U kA wWN

INF2 How do you feel about the allocation of CIL funds to date? Happy.

INF3 Which of these do you think provides the best outcome for infrastructure provision? (Select one
option)

0 A mix of these —
INF3a Please explain your answer.

Response: In our opinion priorities will differ spatially and to some extent should inevitably focus on areas
of growth. Whilst larger sites might be capable of delivering larger elements of infrastructure, these are
often provided late in the development process for economic reasons and are often difficult to deliver.
Smaller and medium sites often prove more deliverable and can be better located within a community as
opposed to the larger urban extension sites. In addition, smaller and medium sites contribute to
infrastructure provision via Community Infrastructure Levy payments.

Development Strategy Consultation Questions

DEV1 Please rank these options in order of preference:

¢ Option 1: Disperse new development to a wider range of settlements
¢ Option 2: Concentrate new development in the largest settlements

¢ Option 3: Distribute new development by population

¢ Option 4: Concentrate development in a new settlement

Response:
1. Option1l
2. Option2
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3. Option3
4. Option4

DEV2 Why have you ranked the options in this way? (Please give reasons for your chosen ranking)

Response: Option 1 is ranked first as this would ensure that all suitable settlements are able to
accommodate some beneficial growth without the need for large expansions. It is therefore likely that
small/ medium size developments can be enveloped within existing built-up areas in a sustainable manner,
without needing to encroach upon the surrounding countryside and avoiding the resultant environmental
impacts. Suitable growth in a range of settlements should ensure that such settlements can sustain existing
community facilities and services, thereby securing an improved community cohesion. Clearly there would
still need to be a hierarchical approach with the medium and larger settlements accommodating the most
growth.

The Settlement Hierarchy background paper appropriately clarifies the proposed approach to identifying
the hierarchical list of settlements. This approach is supported. It is noted that the paper confirms that *
‘an exception to the settlement hierarchy methodology was therefore made regarding Four Marks & South
Medstead, taking account of relevant development plan policies.” In our view the justification for this is
logical and we support this approach.

The Proposed Settlement Hierarchy (2022-based scoring) for the Emerging Local Plan of the Settlement
Hierarchy background paper identifies Alton, Liphook, Whitehill & Bordon, Clanfield, Four Marks South
Medstead, Grayshott, Horndean within the top two tier classifications. In our view this conclusion is sound
and well justified. Consequently, we would anticipate that the majority of the new housing would be
focused on these settlements, however, option 1 would also allow small levels of growth in the lower tiers
in order to help sustain communities.

However, we do not agree that option 1 would necessarily impact on the character of rural landscapes
within the planning area. In our opinion, there are a number of suitable sites enveloped by development
which can be allocated. This is evidenced by EHDC’s Settlement Policy Boundary Review: Interim
Methodology Paper for the East Hampshire District Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation’ published in
December 2018. This was a comprehensive review and considered all settlements and numerous potential
sites. For example, the settlement of Four Marks was considered, and some 30 sites assessed
recommending revisions to the development boundary. Please see figure 1 below for an extract of the plan
concerning the proposed changes to SPB for Four Marks by way of example.
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Figure 1: Extract from Settlement Policy Boundary Review: Interim Methodology Paper for the East
Hampshire District Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation.

Whilst the consultation document suggests that option 1 might challenge the provision of
affordable housing needs in the largest communities, however, in our opinion it should provide
more dispersed affordable housing provision which is better located to serve the wider population
and provide more locational choice. In addition, the use of a hierarchical settlement approach will
no doubt ensure that large/ medium sized settlements will accommodate the most growth and
consequently continue to provide affordable housing opportunities.

Option 2 has some advantages as the consultation document indicates, but a focus on medium
and large settlements alone would require the expansion of urban areas beyond their existing
geographical limits, which would impact upon the landscape setting of these settlements and
would be likely to encroach into the surrounding countryside and agricultural land.

Option 3 appears to have some limited merit, but it is difficult to fully assess the likely implications
of such an approach. The general areas indicated on the consultation document plan lacks detail
and the approach implies that development would be located beyond settlements with the
consequential potential negative impacts. The option would also be potentially flawed if the LPA
accept that there is a need to accommodate neighbouring authorities” growth. Option 3 would
also appear to limit the opportunity to accommodate growth from neighbouring authorities.

Chapman Lily Planning Limited @' RTPI
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Option 4 concerns a new settlement which is considered to be unlikely to be deliverable in a timely
and sustainable manner. The consultation documents correctly indicates that this could result in
building homes which aren’t in areas with the lowest risk of flooding; failing to meet the
development needs of existing communities; and failing to support the growth and prosperity of
south Hampshire. In our opinion this represents a high-risk option and would be an unsuitable
strategy to adopt.

DEV3 Are there any alternative options we should consider?

Response: No, however, the response above indicate that the favoured options will require
refinement to be effective. We would commend the use of EHDC'’s Settlement Policy Boundary
Review: Interim Methodology Paper for the East Hampshire District Local Plan Regulation 18
consultation’ published in December 2018, in order to help guide the development strategy. It is
considered that this is a robust piece of evidence and should simply be taken forward.

Additional Comments - Promotion of site at Land to Rear of 131, Winchester Road, Four
Marks

Whilst it is appreciated that the Regulation 18 Consultation is not a call for sites, Hurlock
Investments Ltd wish to ensure the LPA are fully aware and take account of the fact that that the
above site is being promoted for housing development. We consider that the site has scope for
providing circa 25 quality homes and illustrates how existing settlements like Four Marks have
capacity to accommodate housing growth in a suitably contained and sustainable manner,
without resulting in urban sprawl. In our view this site is a good example of how appropriate
development might be accommodated in a manner which addresses many of the issues and
preferred options (raised by the Regulation 18 consultation) as discussed above.

For the avoidance of doubt the proposed development of the site at the rear of 131 Winchester
Road, Four Marks is considered to be genuinely deliverable and will positively contribute to the
districts housing needs, including providing an element of much needed affordable housing.
Please see Appendix 1 attached to this letter which provides more details concerning the site and
its deliverability.

CONCLUSIONS

Hurlock Investments Limited appreciate the opportunity to respond to this consultation, which is
a well-structured document and easy to follow.
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| trust that the above points will be aptly considered in the lead up to the pre-submission version
of the emerging plan and will ultimately help to deliver a sound plan that meets future needs in a
sustainable manner. Hurlock Investments Ltd is committed to constructive and on-going
discussions with the Council regarding emerging policy. We will seek to progress development
proposals for the land at the rear of 131 Winchester Road, Four Marks in a timely manner,
including a pre-application stage and we look forward to a positive dialogue.

Yours faithfully,

Appendices

1. Site at Rear of 131 Winchester Road, Four Marks
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Appendix 1 - Site at rear of 131 Winchester Road, Four Marks

Introduction

The following sets outs out an overview of the emerging proposed development proposal for the
site to the rear of 131 Four Marks, which is land owned by Hurlock Investments Limited. The
details are offered in support of the Regulation 18 consultation response but also to ensure that
the LPA are aware of and account for this deliverable site when assessing potential development
opportunities.
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Figure 1: Site Location Plan extract (courtesy of Western Design Architects)

Site Description

The existing site is an open field that is largely surrounded by a hedgerow and vegetation, which
is bounded by other housing and a small woodland in the north east corner of the site. The
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hedgerows that surround the site and the small woodland to the north-east of the site form a Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). The site comprises 1.43ha of undeveloped and
enclosed grassland and lies outside of but bordering the Four Marks Settlement Policy Boundary
on all sides. Relatively recent residential development adjoins the site to the west and older lower
density housing lies to the north and east, with more recent development to the south. The result
of relatively recent development is that the site is now enveloped by development and clearly lies
within the settlement of Four Marks.

Figure 2: Extract of working draft site plan (courtesy of Western Design Architects)
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Figure 3: Site and surrounding development
Sustainability

The site is located in sustainable location, and clearly positioned within the geographical coverage
of Four Marks. The settlement of Four Marks is identified in the existing local plan as being
suitable to accommodate residential development in principle.

The Settlement Hierarchy Background paper published by the LPA as part of the Regulation 18
consultation, confirms that in terms of employment ‘the results of the qualitative assessment
show that there are several well-occupied clusters, or concentrations of employment sites, within
the settlements of Alton, Whitehill & Bordon, Four Marks, Liphook and Horndean. These clusters
generally have good access to, or are otherwise close to the main strategic transport routes of the
A3 and the A31.”

In terms of access to key services and facilities, the settlement hierarchy ranking placed Four
Marks & South Medstead as 5™ (as illustrated in table 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy Background
paper). Whilst Table 3 (Proposed Settlement Hierarchy (2022-based scoring) for the Emerging
Local Plan) ranks Four Marks & South Medstead as Tier 2 in the hierarchy, confirming the
sustainable nature of the settlement.
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The Emerging Proposal

Figure 2 above illustrates a preliminary draft layout (which will be refined) and illustrates how a
mix of 25 dwellings might be provided on the site. It will be noted that care has been taken to
maintain the hedgerows and woodland area as part of the layout.

Given that the site is entirely surrounded by residential development, the principle of residential
development on the site is clearly compatible with the character of the locality. The intention is
that the dwellings will be of a range of designs and types, including a policy compliant number of
affordable housing units. The designs will be compatible with the character of the area. Figure 3
below provides a floor plan extract of one of the emerging house types.
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Figure 3: Example of house type floor plan (Courtesy of Western Design Architects)

Access to the site would be from Winchester Road as illustrated in Figure 2.

The site is identified in the East Hampshire Housing Land Availability Assessment as having the
potential to accommodate a residential development of up to 53 dwellings, however, accounting
for the constraints of the site it is considered that circa 25 dwellings is more realistic, and this
lower number should better respect the character of the locality. The principle of residential
development on the site utilising an access from Winchester Road from a highways and
transportation viewpoint has previously been agreed by Hampshire County Council (HCC), when
considering an earlier proposal. Hence, the emerging Transport Statement for the proposed
development does not identify any insurmountable highway constraints.
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Ownership

The site is owned by Hurlock Investment Limited and as such there is no land ownership
impediments which would restrict the development from coming forward.

Deliverability

The planning and design process is now at an advanced stage, illustrating an intent by Hurlock
Investment Limited to secure planning permission. It is anticipated that a formal application will
be progressed during 2023, following a pre-application submission. Specialist consultants have
been engaged which includes highways design and ecology. A phase 1 Ecological study has been
completed and phase 2 assessments are scheduled for 2023 in order to confirm any necessary
mitigation. However, the draft site layout has been designed to account for the phase 1
assessment findings. Thus, we are confident that subject to suitable protection and mitigation
measures there are no insurmountable ecology constraints which could prevent delivery.

The National Planning Policy Framework glossary confirms that ‘to be considered deliverable, sites
for housing should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.’

Hurlock Investments Limited consider that the site to the rear of 131 Winchester Road is
deliverable. It is owned by Hurlock Investments Limited therefore there are no obvious land
ownership impediments; the indications are that constraints such as ecology and highways can
be suitably resolved. Furthermore, the site has been identified in the Council’s Land Availability
Assessment 2022 (site reference LAA/FM-016) as being available, achievable, and developable
within 5 years. Hurlock Investments Limited programme for the site includes bringing forward a
detailed planning application during 2023, indicating that the site should be deliverable well
within the 5 year period.
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Representations to East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040: Issues and Priorities

East Hampshire District Council — Land East of Lindford Chase

Representations to Issues and Priorities (Regulation 18 Part 1) Consultation

1.

1.1

2.1.

3.1.

Introduction

On behalf of European Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd, Claremont Planning
Consultancy has been instructed to prepare and submit representations to the Issues and
Priorities (Regulation 18 Part 1) consultation being undertaken by East Hampshire District
Council to inform the emerging Local Plan.

Vision
VIS2: Does the vision cover the key matters of importance that the Local Plan can

influence and inform (Y/N). VIS2a: If no, please tell us what is missing from the vision
and why this is important.

Claremont Planning, on behalf of European Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd, consider
that the proposed vision is overly ambiguous in its current form and would therefore benefit
from further refinement to ensure clarity in its application. The vision as proposed is not
considered to be in accordance with Paragraph 16 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) which requires Local Plans to be positively prepared in a way
which is aspirational but deliverable. The Council maintain that the purpose of the vision is
to articulate how the Local Plan will direct and influence new development across the
District, however the vision fails to identity this, stating only that ‘residents will live in healthy,
accessible, and inclusive communities’ with no identification of how the Council proposes
this to be achieved. As such, it is advised that the vision is amended to specify how the
emerging Local Plan will secure a sustainable distribution of development through the
allocation of sufficient number and range of sites to deliver an adequate number, and
appropriate mix, of housing to meet the development requirements of the District.

Issues and Priorities

OV1: Please sort these key issues and priorities in order of importance to you;
climate emergency environment; population and housing; types of housing needs;
and infrastructure.

In order for the new Local Plan to be found sound at Examination, it is imperative that the
emerging Local Plan is positively prepared and provides a strategy which, as a minimum,
seeks to meet the District's objectively assessed housing needs, in accordance with
Paragraph 35 of the Framework. As such, Claremont Planning on behalf of European
Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd, would identify ‘Population and Housing’ as of primary
importance. It is also critical to ensure that both a sufficient number, and appropriate mix of
housing should be planned for to ensure that the needs of groups with specific housing
requirements are robustly addressed, as promoted through Paragraph 60 of the
Framework. In particular, the Council is urged to adopt a positive approach to the provision
of housing to meet the needs for older people, and specifically allocate sites through the
Local Plan rather than relying upon the delivery of this type of accommodation on windfall
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sites within wider housing developments. With respect to the Council’'s environmental
objectives, it should be recognised that care-related developments are typically low impact
in nature and therefore can be considered in more sensitive locations. European Property
Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd are in control of the Land East of Lindford Chase, which is
considered to comprise a suitable, available, and deliverable site to assist in addressing the
need for older persons accommodation. The suitability of the Land east of Linford Chase
for a care-related development has previously been recognised by the Council through the
2018 Land Availability Assessment due to the very limited recreational pressure on the
Wealden Heaths Phase Il SPA to be created through this type of accommodation.

The climate emergency and the environment are generally supported as key issues to be
addressed through the emerging Local Plan, in accordance with the provisions of Paragraph
8 of the NPPF which promotes mitigation and adaptation to climate change alongside
transitioning to a low carbon economy. However, it is critical that this aspiration is carefully
balanced against the need to deliver housing and other uses to ensure that any
requirements for on-site mitigation do not unduly constrain the capacity of sites or result in
additional costs which may compromise the viability of a development. As such, it should
be recognised that allocating sites for development which are sustainably located with local
services and facilities accessible via sustainable modes of transport represents an effective
means of responding to the issues of climate change and the environment.

In terms of the key issues and priorities it is considered that they should be ranked in the
following order of importance:

1. Population and housing
2. Types of housing needs
3. Climate emergency

4. Environment

5. Infrastructure

It is considered however, that it is not necessarily the correct approach to disaggregate the
issues and priorities identified as this does not represent a sound basis for the Local Plan’s
preparation. Paragraph 16 of the Framework establishes that Local Plans should be
prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development,
whilst Paragraph 8 of the Framework advises that the social, economic, and environmental
objectives are interdependent and therefore must be pursued in mutually supportive ways.
Disaggregating the issues and priorities identified fails to adequately recognise the
interrelated nature of these priorities and will not therefore result in an appropriate policy
response to fully address these matters.
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The Climate Emergency

CLIM1: Do you agree that new development should avoid any net increase in
greenhouse gas emissions, where practicable?

As identified, the Council’s aspiration to respond to the climate emergency through the
emerging Local Plan is supported, in accordance with Paragraph 8 of the Framework which
promotes mitigation and adapting to climate change. The Climate Change Topic Paper
prepared by the Council in support of this consultation identifies that a requirement for net-
zero carbon development could aim to avoid additional carbon dioxide emissions arising
from operational energy use within new buildings alongside a reduction in emissions from
non-operational sources. This approach is not supported, where the Climate Change Topic
Paper identifies that this requirement goes further than the Future Homes Standard and
Future Building Standard. The Future Homes Standard is a revision to Building Regulations
Part L which has been carefully considered by the Government to deliver reductions in
carbon dioxide emissions which are crucially both realistic and deliverable whilst the
transitional arrangements for this Standard which are already in place have been carefully
considered by the Government so that new dwellings conform to the standards ‘as soon as
reasonably possible’. As such, it is not considered pragmatic or reasonable for the Council
to explore measures to expedite the implementation of these standards or increase the level
of mitigation required beyond that set out within the standards.

CLIM2: So far you have told us the following — but what’s most important to you?

e That the construction of new buildings should use less fossil fuels and more
recycling of materials

e That all new buildings should be zero carbon

e That every new development should have renewable energy provision and
that any wind or solar development must in in keeping with the locality and its
surroundings

e That climate change policy should clearly identify the impacts on water
availability, with water consumption being reduced in new developments,
including by reusing it on site

e That trees and other green infrastructure could play an important role in
reducing flood risks.

Claremont Planning on behalf of European Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd have a
number of reservations regarding the measures identified by the Council through previous
consultations on the emerging Local Plan. The suggestions that all new buildings should be
zero carbon and that every new development should have renewable energy provision are
not supported. Whilst these measures are aspirational in their approach, it is not considered
that identifying these as a policy requirement for all new development is appropriate and
fails to recognise the implications of requiring these measures on the viability and
deliverability of new developments. Indeed, through the Issues and Priorities consultation
document the Council recognise that ‘it will be very challenging to build zero-carbon homes
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during the local plan period’ particularly in the absence of national policy and guidance as
to how this should be achieved. The construction of all new dwellings and buildings to net-
zero carbon is therefore not considered to be a realistic or deliverable policy aspiration.
Likewise, a requirement for all new development to have renewable energy provision is not
supported, where such a requirement will likely engender considerable additional costs to
delivering development which may prove unviable.

Aspirations for new developments to utilise fewer fossil fuels in the construction phase;
reduction in water consumption in the operation of new developments; and recognition of
the role of trees and other green infrastructure in reducing flood risk are generally supported
in accordance with Paragraph 153 of the Framework which expects Local Plans to take a
positive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change. However, it is advised that
the Council do not seek to implement a prescriptive policy approach in this respect, but
rather identify the above as aspirations which should be implemented where appropriate to
ensure that the capacity and viability of developments is not compromised.

CLIM3: Do you agree that the Council should define ‘net-zero carbon development’
in this way?

CLIM3a: If you answered ‘no’, how should the definition be improved?

The ‘best-practice definition’ as currently proposed is not supported. The definition identifies
that all energy consumed by a development would require consideration, not only that which
is regulated by the Government’s Building Regulations. This requirement is not complaint
with national policy, specifically Paragraph 154 of the Framework which asserts that any
local requirements for the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy
for national technical standards. As such, it is advised that the proposed best-practice
definition should be reviewed to ensure that it is complaint with national policy, guidance,
and technical standards.

CLIM4: In the future, should the Council’s policies on the design of new buildings
focus more strongly on tackling climate change in accordance with the energy
hierarchy?

CLIM4a: If you answered ‘no’, how should be balance the design of new buildings
with the need to tackle climate change.

Paragraph 16 of the Framework establishes that local planning policy should serve a clear
purpose and avoid the duplication of policies that apply to a particular area. As such, it is
not considered necessary for the Council to introduce additional design policies through the
emerging Local Plan which concentrate upon addressing climate change through the design
of buildings in accordance with the energy hierarchy. Detailed design guidance in this
respect has already been adopted by the Council through the April 2022 Climate Change
and Sustainable Construction Supplementary Planning Document and does not need to be
duplicated. In accordance with national guidance, it is therefore not appropriate for the
Council to duplicate this guidance through policies contained in the emerging Local Plan.
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CLIM5: Should the detailed criteria for tackling climate change be specified within
any of the following; the emerging East Hampshire Local Plan; in future
neighbourhood plans; or in local design codes.

The Climate Change Topic Paper identifies the Council’s aspiration to deliver resilient
environments, through the incorporation of SuDS where appropriate; provision of tree
planting and green infrastructure; inclusion of water saving measures in new buildings; and
considered building design with regard to the location and design of windows. The Topic
Paper suggests that detailed criteria for climate change mitigation and adaptation could be
left to new non-strategic policies of the Local Plan. Should the Council proceed with the
inclusion of a new, non-strategic policy to this effect, it is recommended that this policy
identify the delivery of these measures as an aspiration rather than establishing detailed
criteria for their delivery. As recognised within the Climate Change Topic Paper, determining
where these measures are appropriate for use will require a consideration of the local
context of a site and the constraints to and opportunities presented by the site. Requiring
all development sites to comply with detailed criteria for the delivery of these measures,
regardless of whether these are justified based upon an assessment of the site, may fail to
secure the delivery of truly effective mitigation against climate change and may
unnecessarily constrain the capacity and viability of development sites.

CLIM6: How do you feel about using the idea of living locally to influence the location
of new homes? CLIM6a: Please explain your response.

The principle of directing development to sustainable locations which are characterised by
the presence of local services and facilities accessible by sustainable transport means is
supported in principle where it is consistent with the social objective identified by Paragraph
8 of the Framework. However, the Council’s methodology for pursuing this through the
concept of living locally and the 20-minute neighbourhood principle is not considered
appropriate. The Council’s application of the 20-minute neighbourhood model presented
within the Settlement Hierarchy Topic Paper is considered to be flawed where the
accessibility of services and facilities, has been assessed only in relation to walking and
cycling times/distances. The methodology fails to consider the availability of public transport
services within a settlement and how this may improve accessibility to the services and
facilities available. The use of a 20-minute neighbourhood model to prepare the updated
Settlement Hierarchy is considered fundamentally inappropriate where the District is largely
rural in nature being characterised by small, low-density settlements. Although the Council
recognise within the Topic Paper that residents within the District will have a continuing
need to travel to larger service settlements; recognition of the proximity and connections
between smaller and larger service settlements and availability of public transport services
is not provided for through the Council’s 20-minute neighbourhood and ‘local living’ model.
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Population and Housing

POP1: How do you think we should proceed: Use the standard method for calculating
housing need as the basis for determining requirements against which the five year
housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test are measured; or further explore
whether exceptional circumstances exist to be able to devise arevised local housing
requirement.

POP1la: Please explain your answer.

The Housing Needs and Requirement Topic Paper identifies a housing requirement for the
period 2021-2040 of 9,823 dwellings, equivalent to 517 dwellings per annum, based upon
the Standard Method. In order for the emerging Local Plan to be found ‘sound’ at
Examination, Paragraph 35 of the Framework requires that the Plan must identify sufficient
sites to meet the area’s objectively assessed housing need as a minimum.

The Standard Method housing requirement is recognised as a sound basis to identify
housing need, however it should be appreciated that Government guidance is clear that the
Standard Method provides a minimum number of homes to be planned for in a way which
addresses projected household growth and historic undersupply (Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) Paragraph 002 Reference ID: 2a-002-20190220). Paragraph 003 of the
PPG advises that whilst use of the Standard Method is not mandatory, there is an
expectation that the Standard Method will be used and that any other method should be
used only in exceptional circumstances and will be closely scrutinised at Examination.

Circumstances in which it may be appropriate to devise a revised local housing requirement
relate to situations where increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends
because of growth strategies for the area which are likely to be deliverable; strategic
infrastructure improvements; and an authority agreeing to take on unmet need for
neighbouring authorities as identified within Paragraph 010 of the PPG. The Housing
Needs and Requirement Topic Paper prepared by the Council confirms that there is no
additional funding in place to facilitate additional growth and that there are no strategic
infrastructure schemes directly influencing the District. With respect to unmet need from
neighbouring authorities, the Topic Paper establishes that the majority of housing need
through to 2036 for the South Hampshire Authorities (East Hampshire, Portsmouth City
Council, Eastleigh Borough Council and Southampton City Council) is already planned to
be met through existing planning permissions and Local Plan allocations, with any unmet
need arising to be addressed through the preparation of a new Joint Strategy. The Topic
Paper also identifies that the Council has been approached by Havant Borough Council and
Chichester District Council regarding unmet need but that Duty-to-Cooperate discussions
have been progressed through the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal process. In light of the
early stages of discussions with neighbouring authorities regarding unmet housing need, it
is not considered that, at this stage of Plan preparation, there are the exceptional
circumstances present to justify deviating from the Standard Method housing requirement.



5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

Claremont Planning on behalf of European Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd

Representations to East Hampshire Local Plan 2021-2040: Issues and Priorities

POP2: Are there any strong reasons not to use the housing need figure of 517 homes
per year for the Local Plan?

As identified, it is imperative that the emerging Local Plan seeks to deliver the area’s
objectively assessed housing needs as a minimum. This local housing need figure does not
therefore represent a maximum level of development to be planned for, and it is maintained
that the Council should seek to deliver housing in excess of this requirement to ensure a
robust supply of housing throughout the Plan period.

Although the Standard Method includes an affordability uplift, the Council recognises within
the Issues and Priorities consultation document that affordability within the District is a key
issue to be addressed through the Plan. In accordance with Paragraph 35 of the
Framework, it is recommended that the Council positively plan for the provision of housing
in excess of the Standard Method requirement, in recognition that the delivery of an
increased quantum of housing will assist in improving the affordability of market housing
within the District. In addition, the Housing Needs and Requirement Topic Paper identifies
a need for 613 affordable homes per annum. Planning to deliver a greater quantum of
housing will also assist in securing the delivery of affordable housing to contribute towards
meeting this identified need.

Paragraph 61 of the Framework also establishes the imperative to consider any needs that
cannot be met within neighbouring areas when establishing the amount of housing to be
planned for. This is pertinent given that part of East Hampshire falls within the South Downs
National Park. There is therefore a strong geographical and functional link between East
Hampshire and the South Downs National Park Authority. National Parks benefit from a
significant level of protection through national policy, and the Housing Requirement and
Needs Topic Paper has identified the expectation that the South Downs National Park
Authority will not necessarily plan to meet the full objectively assessed need of the area,
instead focusing upon housing delivery to meet affordable need and supporting the local
economy. The extent of the housing shortfall within the South Downs National Park is likely
to be considerable, based upon existing levels of growth planned for through the South
Downs Local Plan (2019) which results in a shortfall of 197 dwellings per annum. By virtue
of the close relationship between these two authorities, and environmental constraints to
development within the South Downs National Park, it is critical that the emerging East
Hampshire Local Plan has regard to any unmet need from South Downs arising through the
review of the South Downs National Park Local Plan which commenced in May 2022.
Ensuring that any unmet need arising from the National Park will further ensure that the
Plan is based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters.

Through Policy CP2 of the Joint Core Strategy, a housing requirement of 10,060 dwellings
for the period through to 2028 was established. On behalf of European Property Ventures
(Hampshire) Ltd, Claremont Planning would challenge why the emerging Local Plan review
proposes to plan for a reduced level of housing provision of 9,823 dwellings for the period
2021-2040. In light of the challenges to affordability within the District, and the likely
prospect of unmet need arising from the South Downs National Park; it is not considered
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that planning for a reduced level of housing provision represents a sound basis for the Plan’s
preparation.

POP3: Based on the above should we meet:
o All of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA
¢ Some of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA
¢ None of the housing needs of East Hampshire’s SDNPA

POP3a: Please explain your answer.

It is strongly advised that the emerging Local Plan seeks to meet all of the housing needs
of East Hampshire’s part of the South Downs National Park where this is considered to
represent a sustainable approach to the distribution of growth given the environmental
constraints presented to development within the South Downs National Park. In addition,
given the rural nature of South Downs National Park, it is considered that directing
development to the larger sustainable settlements located within East Hampshire is
preferable to ensure that new development is sustainably located, particularly with respect
to the delivery of affordable housing. It is maintained that the emerging Local Plan should
therefore seek to address both the housing needs of East Hampshire’s part of the SDNPA
alongside any unmet need identified through the review of the South Downs National Park
Local Plan.

POP4: At present we do not know the precise amount of unmet need but we are aware
of our neighbours seeking help, therefore for we:

o Offer to assist with unmet need, regardless of scale and location;

e Offer to assist with some unmet needs, where there may be a direct
relationship with the communities of East Hampshire;

¢ Do not offer to assist with any requests from our neighbours.

Local Planning Authorities are bound by a duty to cooperate with effective and on-going
joint working critical to ensure that a positively prepared and justified strategy is produced,
in accordance with Paragraph 26 of the Framework. In light of this requirement, failing to
consider requests for assistance with accommodating unmet need arising from
neighbouring authorities is not considered to be an effective strategy which is compliant
with the tests for soundness set out at Paragraph 35 of the Framework. As such, a failure
to address any unmet housing need arising from adjacent authorities will not result in a new
Local Plan which will be found ‘sound’ at Examination.

It is not advised that the Council proceed to assist with all unmet needs, regardless of scale
and location. Instead, it is recommended that the Council offer to assist with some unmet
needs, where there may be a direct relationship with the communities of East Hampshire.
Proceeding with this approach is complaint with Paragraph 35 of the Framework which
expects unmet need from neighbouring authorities to be accommodated where it is practical
to do so and where this is consistent with achieving sustainable development.
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It is considered imperative that a coordinated approach to housing delivery is adopted by
East Hampshire and adjacent authorities given the environmental constraints to
development within this region. Notably, East Hampshire comprises one of twelve local
authorities located within the ‘Planning for South Hampshire’ (PfSH) area which is a
partnership for strategic planning issues within the region. The environmental constraints to
development within the region are considerable, and include matters of nutrient neutrality
for which a coordinated approach to mitigation will be required. Additionally, there are
various internationally protected sites located within the region, including the Wealden
Heaths Phase Il SPA, the Solent and Dorset Coast SPA, numerous Special Areas of
Conservation, alongside the presence of the South Downs and New Forest National Parks.
In light of the cross-boundary nature of these environmental constraints, it is crucial that the
new Local Plan considers the implications of these constraints on housing delivery and
mitigation and that these issues are addressed at the regional scale, through assisting with
unmet housing need arising from adjacent authorities where appropriate and justified.

HOUL: What should a specific policy on older persons accommodation include?

e A sgspecific target in terms of number of homes for older persons
accommodation to be delivered within the plan period.

e Specific types of homes to be provided
e The location of these homes across the District

HOUla: Please explain your reasons

On behalf of European Property Ventures (Hampshire) Ltd, Claremont Planning strongly
support the Council’s recognition of the existing age structure of the District which is older
than other areas both regionally and nationally. The Council’s updated 2022 Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) identifies that East Hampshire is
projected to see a notable increase in the population aged 65 and over, with population
growth of people aged 65 and over accounting for 67% of the total projected population
change through to 2038. In accordance with Paragraph 62 of the Framework, the Council’s
aspiration to ensure that the housing needs of older people are effectively addressed
through the emerging Local Plan is strongly supported.

The 2022 HEDNA identifies that by 2038 there is an estimated need for 1,597 additional
dwellings with support or care across East Hampshire, with a need for 331 additional
nursing and residential care bedspaces identified. In total, the analysis presented within the
2022 HEDNA identifies a need for approximately 1,781 units over the period 2021-2038,
equating to some 17% of all homes needing to be some form of specialist accommodation
for older people. In light of this identified need for housing for older persons, it is advised
that any policy relating to older persons accommodation should clearly identify the level of
provision required based upon a robust and fully evidenced assessment of need.

In recognition of the acute need for accommodation to meet the needs of older persons,
both on a district and national level; the Council are advised that any policy on older persons
accommodation should identify the specific types of homes required to meet this need. The
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House of Lords ‘Meeting Housing Demand’ report to the Built Environment Committee
published in January 2022 establishes the imperative to secure the delivery of an improved
mix of more suitable, accessible ‘mainstream’ housing and specialist housing for the elderly
if the housing market is to remain sustainable in light of demographic changes, whilst also
identifying that the housing choices for older persons are constrained by the options
available at present. It is evident that effectively addressing the housing needs of older
persons is not solely restricted to increasing the number of units provided, but also ensuring
that the difference in need between different types and tenures of older persons
accommodation is identified and addressed through policy.

Paragraph 16 of the Framework requires Local Plans to be positively prepared, in a way
which is both aspirational but deliverable. Identifying a specific target in terms of numbers
of homes for older persons to be delivered, alongside identification of the specific types of
accommodation to be provided is considered to be an aspirational approach to addressing
housing needs for older persons; but is not considered to be sufficient to ensure the
deliverability of these aspirations. To ensure that any subsequent policy secures the
delivery of accommodation for older persons; it is strongly advised that site-specific
allocations for older persons accommodation are identified through the emerging Local
Plan. It is increasingly recognised that extra care and similar models of older persons
accommodation do not perform in the same way as general market housing with
substantially greater build-out costs which are often front-end loaded and with income
generated over a longer term. As such, providers of older persons accommodation cannot
compete for land with general housing market providers, presenting a significant challenge
to the delivery of this type of accommodation. Through allocating specific sites to meet the
need of older persons accommodation, the constraints to the delivery of this type of
accommodation can be addressed and greater assurance provided that the quantum and
type of accommodation required can effectively be delivered.

The Land East of Lindford Chase is under the control of European Property Ventures
(Hampshire) Ltd and comprises a suitable, available, and deliverable site for the provision
of older persons accommodation in the form of a C2 Care Home. The promoted site is
located to the nort