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Our Ref:
DP 430
Date: 23 March 2005


Dear Sir
REPORT ON OBJECTIONS LODGED AT VARIOUS STAGES TO THE EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN: SECOND REVIEW

1. As you know, I have been appointed by the First Secretary of State to adjudicate on all the duly-made objections to the above Local Plan.  The First Secretary of State also appointed Mr Ian Broyd MRICS Dip TP as Assistant Inspector for the Inquiry.  On Tuesday 8th April 2003 at 10 am I opened a public local inquiry in the Council Chamber at your Council’s Offices at Penns Place, Petersfield.  Most of the Inquiry sessions took place in the Council Chamber, and all of them at the Council Offices.  I closed the Inquiry on the afternoon of Friday 28th May 2004 on its 61st day.

2. I held a Pre-Inquiry Meeting for the Local Plan Inquiry on the afternoon of Wednesday 13th November 2002 at The Festival Hall, Heath Road, Petersfield.  This was arranged to explain procedural and administrative matters relating to the Inquiry and for an initial draft programme to be discussed.  The Agenda and Notes of this meeting are at Appendix J.  During the mornings and afternoons while the Inquiry was in session, Mr Broyd and I undertook a programme of site inspections mainly on an unaccompanied basis.  This has continued since the close of the Inquiry.  I now have the honour of presenting to you my Report, of which this letter is an important part. 

3. The East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review - First Deposit Draft Plan (FDDP) was placed on statutory deposit on 15 October 1999 for 6 weeks until 26th November 1999.  Notice of this deposit was placed in the London Gazette and the Herald and News Group of local newspapers.  A total of 5340 representations was received, of which 3966 were duly-made objections and 1374 were in support of the Plan.  On October 18th 1999, the Hampshire County Council issued a Statement of General Conformity that it conformed generally with the provisions of the Hampshire County Structure Plan (Review) Proposed Modifications.  

4. The East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review Second Deposit Draft (SDDP) was placed on statutory deposit with similar notice on 31st January 2002 for 6 weeks up to 14th March 2002, the Hampshire County Council having issued a Statement of General Conformity on 12th December 2001.  This stated that the Plan generally conformed with the adopted (March 2000) County Structure Plan Review (1996-2011).  A total of 3880 representations was received of which 2952 were duly-made objections and 928 were in support of the Plan. 
5. Pre-Inquiry Changes were published on 6th December 2002 for 7 weeks up to 24th January 2003.  These attracted 439 representations, of which 325 were objections and 114 were in support of the Changes.  Further Proposed Changes (FPC 37, FPC 38 and FPC 48) were placed on deposit from 7th November to 19th December 2003.  These attracted 58 representations of which 55 were objections and 3 were in support.  These 2 sets of Changes were advertised in the same manner as for the FDDP and SDDP.  Although the objections to them are not duly-made, in that they were not lodged during a statutory deposit period, I have adjudicated on them as your Council requests. 

6. Where there is any doubt about whether an objection is conditionally or unconditionally withdrawn, I have treated it as the former, and adjudicated on it.  Some of my recommendations will require consequential modifications to the text.  I do not usually spell them out, but your Council will need to include them in the adopted Local Plan.  Some updating of figures, references and other matters will also be necessary.  I seldom refer to representations of support for the SDDP, but I have taken them into account and they have assisted me in framing my recommendations.  

7. The total number of objections made is 7298.  Of these, 531 are unconditionally withdrawn, leaving me to adjudicate on 6767.  Of these, 923 are the subject of appearances at the Inquiry.  I was addressed on 320 of them at Round Table Sessions (RTS), 124 at formal sittings and 479 at hearings.  These 923 represent 13.64% of the outstanding objections.  Put another way, 86.36% of the objections are by way of written representations.

8. Your Council’s Counsel, Mr Michael Bedford, for whose help I am extremely grateful, assures me that your Council has complied with all statutory formalities.  There is no evidence to the contrary, and I accept that this is so.  Some people consider that more publicity should have been given to the draft stages of the Plan, but there is a limit to what is reasonable.  I believe that your Council has done an excellent job in exceeding the minimum statutory requirements, and I do not doubt that the people of East Hampshire have had ample opportunity to participate in the preparation of the Plan at its various stages.  Perhaps the main problem has been in following those stages and the Changes that have gone with them.  They have arisen, however, as the Council has responded to important changes to the Structure Plan and to valid points made by Objectors.  So this is no criticism.

9. My Report is arranged generally in the same order as topics in the SDDP.  For each policy, proposal and settlement, I start a new page.  This should assist in the copying of extracts for particular Objectors, for which purpose I enclose an unbound and a disk copy.  I list the Objections to each provision of the SDDP in the main body of my Report, but where this takes up more than one page, I list them in the Annex.  In considering various sites, I sometimes repeat certain important points that relate to such matters as good access to public transport and the general need for higher residential densities.  Although in a way this repetition is a little unfortunate, I believe that it has the advantage of assisting Objectors with concerns about particular sites.  But, like the SDDP and the Local Plan when adopted, my Report should be read as a whole so that each recommendation can be seen in its overall and proper context.

10. My Report should also be read alongside Document CD11/12.  The Council prepared this document at my request, and it shows all the proposed changes that the Council has made to the SDDP.  In other words, it indicates the contents of the Local Plan as the Council wishes to see it in its adopted form.  Where relevant, I refer in my Report to the Latest Proposed Change to particular policies and proposals, and where I think it right to do so, I recommend that the SDDP be modified in accordance with it.  Where there is no objection to a Latest Proposed Change, I do not usually comment upon it.  It is unnecessary to repeat the cases of the main parties, but I identify the main issues arising from them and discuss them in my reasoning and conclusions.  The test that I apply to every objection is whether the suggested change would improve the Local Plan.  I then recommend whether, as a direct consequence of the objection(s) examined, the SDDP should be modified.  I use bold, italic text to denote recommended modifications, upper case for POLICIES and lower case for reasoned justification (supporting text).

11. In some cases, I recommend that policies be modified, or their contents be relegated to supporting text, because their drafting does not sufficiently accord with the advice in PPG 12 and in Development Plans – A Good Practice Guide.  Where I recommend criteria-based policies, I do not describe the degree of harm, damage, danger or similar terms by such words as serious or unacceptable.  Harm, for example, must be more than trivial to justify the refusal of planning permission and I see no need to labour the point with any such qualification.  At best such qualification, itself subjective, is of no practical help.  It is for the decision-maker to judge the degree of harm, and to act accordingly.

12. There are also some instances where policies raise the prospect of their clauses being outweighed by other material consequences.  Again, there is no need to do so, and it makes the policy longer than it need be.  The matter is accommodated in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Section 38(6) wherein if regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Previously the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Section 54A applied.

13. In an inquiry of this length and complexity and with so many core and other documents, there are bound to be some points less material than others and which, in the interests of conciseness and the submission of my Report to you in reasonable time, cannot be recorded.  Nevertheless, I have taken them into account as I have the representations in support of the Plan.  Document CD11/12 will need a considerable amount of editing in the light of my recommendations and of updating to take account of changed planning circumstances since the Inquiry.  I have taken account of recent Government pronouncements, including especially Planning Policy Statements (PPS) 7 and 22 concerning Sustainable Development in Rural Areas and Renewable Energy respectively.  Your Council will also need to consider them as the Plan proceeds towards adoption, as well, of course, of legislative changes.                    

14. The adopted Structure Plan requires the Local Plan to provide for 7,000 dwellings during April 1996 to March 2011.  This comprises a baseline provision of 5,500 dwellings, as before, and a reserve provision of 1,500 dwellings.  Land for the latter, the Reserve Sites, will be released only if there is a compelling need to do so.  Any such need would be determined by the strategic planning authorities, those being the Hampshire County Council and the Portsmouth and Southampton City Councils.  They will continue to monitor the rate at which housing is being provided across the entire Structure Plan area, particularly on previously-developed land in the main built-up areas and on sites allocated in local plans.

15. Many Objectors, especially the House Builders Federation and others who represent the industry, maintain that the Council underestimates the supply of land for housing.  I deal with these representations and the Council’s response, mainly in Chapter 5.1 of my Report.  I agree that it has underestimated supply, but not by much.  I assess the underlying assumptions and my recommendations on the various sites reflect that assessment.  Briefly, I think that the Council is expecting too many extra dwellings from sub-divisions of existing ones and from development in back gardens.  The estimates need adjustment accordingly.    

16. The Parliamentary Statement by the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Mr Keith Hill MP, on 17th July 2003 was discussed at the Inquiry on numerous occasions and especially at the reconvened RTS on 30th March 2004.  It clarifies aspects of the Government’s policy for planning new housing set out in PPG 3.  In particular, it emphasises that plans should make provision for at least 10 years’ potential supply of housing.  Your Council’s view is that a Housing Action Plan should be agreed with the Government Office for the South East to consider a range of actions by itself, the Government Office and the house builders.  I agree with your officers that the Local Plan should progress as speedily as possible in the meantime to adoption and the certainty that comes with it, especially for the much needed baseline provision. 

17. National policy in PPG 1 is that where development plans are very close to adoption at the time new information (including guidance) becomes available, it may be preferable to adopt the plan and then start a review.  Certainly the preparation of the Local Plan is at an advanced stage and so the spirit of this advice is relevant. Additionally, any recommendation to allocate more land for housing to provide for the next 10 years or so would be likely to take the Local Plan out of general conformity with the adopted Structure Plan.  It is suggested that I recommend that certain Omission Sites be allocated to provide for this longer term.  But there may be other lands in the District, not the subject of objection, that are more suitable to provide for it.  All these considerations confirm that the Council’s approach is the correct one.  The drive should be towards speedy adoption of this Local Plan.  I therefore respectfully give my support to your Council’s approach.

18. Regional Planning Guidance for the South East, RPG 9, was published in March 2001 and is in course of revision.  It states that there is a growing understanding that economic, social and environmental issues are inextricably linked.  It makes it clear that the emphasis now is to concentrate development in places that are well served by public transport and especially in town centres, within urban areas and on previously-developed land.  This accords with national policy in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 3 that local planning authorities should follow a search sequence in the allocation of land for housing.  They should start with the re-use of previously-developed land and buildings within urban areas identified in the urban housing capacity study, then urban extensions and finally new development around nodes in good public transport corridors.

19. In deciding which sites to allocate for housing, the authorities should assess their potential and suitability for development against 5 criteria.  These are set out in PPG 3 paragraph 31.  I have constantly borne them in mind as I have examined the many objections to the Council’s proposed Baseline and Reserve Sites.  The same applies to the Objections to Omission Sites, those sites that Objectors say should be allocated for development instead of, or in addition to, the Council’s proposed allocations.  For that reason, an important part of my examinations has been a comparative assessment of these sites.  Similarly, I have compared Omission Sites, especially where I conclude that an Omission Site should be allocated in preference to the Council’s proposals.

20. In line with national, Regional and County policies, a main theme in the SDDP and the Objections to it, and at the Inquiry and in my Report, is sustainability.  In terms of the inter-relationships between location, transport modes and land use, especially for housing, the criteria set out in PPG 3 paragraph 31 are of vital importance.  In East Hampshire, some of these criteria pull in different directions, and hence the allocation of land for housing is fraught with difficulty.  For example, there is little previously-developed land in the District available for development now, or in the immediate future.  Its small quantity is generally located in or near settlements with few services and facilities and with infrequent bus services.  Some is located in even more remote locations.  It performs poorly against the paragraph 31 criteria.  

21. In terms of good access to a wide range of amenities, including public transport, Petersfield and Alton are, at first sight, obvious candidates to make a significant contribution to the District’s housing needs.  But both of these attractive, historic towns are surrounded by lovely countryside.  In the case of the former, development at the edge of the town would intrude into the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  With the latter, it would be especially prominent and damaging as it encroached upwards from the town and into the rural scene.  Generally, however, significant development in smaller settlements elsewhere would result in a greater reliance upon the private car in a District already heavily dependent upon this mode of transport, as people travelled to towns and cities near and far for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other purposes.  The Council’s task has not been an easy one.

22. In general terms, I consider that the Council has reconciled opposing objectives reasonably well.  There is, however, too great an emphasis on allocating land for housing in settlements not well endowed with services and facilities.  For that reason, I have recommended against proposed baseline allocations at Binsted, Liss Forest and Lower Farringdon, and against reserve allocations at Bentley and Headley.  Some Objectors consider that there are too many Settlement Policy Boundaries (SPB).  However, they are generally reasonably tightly defined and I think that the need to take account of Conservation Areas and usual development control matters will ensure that only a limited amount of new development will take place in the smaller villages with SPBs.  The pattern of new development should not, therefore, be too dispersed as a result.

23. Both Mr Broyd and I have been impressed with the beauty of the East Hampshire countryside, and we are not surprised that about 40% of it is in the East Hampshire AONB.  But this designation does not detract from the rest of it.  It is almost invariably greatly attractive, and about 60% of it could lie within any future South Downs National Park.  This beauty is one of the characteristics and assets of the District, whether it is in the form of broad sweeps in the most rural areas or as the attractive setting of the towns and villages.  It deserves as much protection as possible and for as long as possible.  This explains for the most part why I rank my recommended Reserve Sites at Petersfield towards the end of the order.  It is an important part of my approach to Whitehill/Bordon, seeing the potential of this settlement to relieve pressure for development on the outskirts of this historic market town and on other greenfield land.

24. Besides those for housing, policies and proposals in the SDDP include those for employment.  Of especial note is Policy IB4 for the retention of industrial or business uses.  With so much pressure for residential development, this Policy should assist in keeping a balance between jobs and homes, especially in the larger urban areas.  This should reduce the need to travel, especially by car, which is an important aspect of sustainability.  There are other policies that apply, for example, to the AONB, the countryside, Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings.  They should serve to protect the built and natural heritage, both vital aspects of the character and attraction of East Hampshire.  I support the thrust of these policies, although not always the drafting.  Often I seek to make them more certain and rigorous.  I agree that the SDDP generally accords with the adopted Structure Plan and is in line with Regional and national planning policies.  Sustainability is at the heart of its strategy.  I believe that the acceptance of my recommendations would make it accord even more with these guiding lights.    

25. Defence Estates land at Bordon Garrison extends to about 260 ha of which up to about 122 ha is previously-developed land.  There is a reasonable prospect that at least some of it will become surplus to Ministry of Defence purposes and available for development before the end of the plan period.  Whitehill/Bordon is one of the largest settlements in the District and, though lacking a railway line, it has a comparatively good range of services.  A Masterplan is to be prepared for it, and this should include an assessment of the potential of this land.  The evidence at the Inquiry is that it should be adopted towards the end of 2005.  It should guide the uses to which land should be put, bearing in mind the Minister of State’s encouragement for the creation of mixed and inclusive communities that offer a choice of housing and lifestyle.  It should propose ways in which public transport will be improved and should secure a balance between jobs, housing, community facilities and other needs.  

26. Significant constraints to development at Whitehill/Bordon will no doubt include nature conservation interests, attractive woodland and the scale and problems of demolition involved.  The adoption of this Masterplan is a matter of the utmost urgency.  It offers the prospect of a substantial contribution to the District’s housing needs, either towards 2011 and/or 10 years or more after the adoption of the Local Plan.  The potential of Defence Estates land to meet some of the District’s housing and employment requirements during and after the plan period must be acknowledged, as must the possible consequences for various Local Plan proposals especially for housing allocations and their ranking.     

27. The Council should urge the strategic planning authorities to take account of its preparation in their monitoring of house completions and the need to release Reserve Sites.  Whitehill/Bordon has the potential to be one of the most sustainable settlements in the District, but a comprehensive, far-sighted approach is needed.  As I indicate above, the allocation of suitably located land here could take the pressure off the mainly greenfield Reserve Sites and would assist in steering development away from the AONB and other attractive countryside and rural settings.  Again, I stress the urgency of producing and adopting this Masterplan subject, if need be, to any other priorities for the District.  I stress urgency in various other parts of my Report.

28. Owing to the various stages of the Local Plan so far and the attendant complexity, local people may find it helpful if a “popular” version of the adopted Local Plan were to be published, as advised in PPG 12 Annex A.  It would also be useful if the Inset Maps to the Proposals Map showed Conservation Areas and those open spaces subject to Policies R2 and R4 for the Protection of Open Space.  I recommend accordingly.  The SDDP is refreshingly free of jargon, apart from where it is impossible to avoid it.  Hopefully this advantage will be continued.

29. I am grateful to my colleague, Mr Broyd, for the help that he has given me during and after the Inquiry.  We agree on all the contents of this Report.  I also thank Miss Susannah Guest BSc MSc MRTPI from the Planning Inspectorate who made initial drafts of some of the contents of the Report.  We are all grateful to the Programme Officer, Mrs Gloria Alexander, who was so ably assisted by Mrs Jill Dudley.  It was a pleasure to work with them.  We add our thanks to those of the Council and of many Objectors for their constant and cheerful assistance.  I must record our thanks and appreciation of your legal, technical and administrative staff.  They should be congratulated on their total commitment to the Inquiry, an inquiry that involved a very heavy workload for them.

30. It was a pleasure to meet the Objectors.  They were always courteous and good-humoured in assisting Mr Broyd and me.  I appreciate especially the constructive way in which they willingly discussed draft modifications with the Council with a view to reaching an agreement.  Many objectors were not professionally represented and for some it was the first time they had spoken at a public local inquiry.  They did well, and I congratulate them on the helpful and pleasant way in which they pursued their objections.  I acknowledge their thanks to us.

31. The Appendices include a List of Representations and Appearances, Core Document (CD) 11/12 and Notes of the RTSs.  The Council holds a copy of all the Inquiry documents.  They can be inspected at its Offices, Penns Place, Petersfield, preferably by prior appointment with the Planning Department (01730 234250). 

32. I have arranged for a copy of this letter to be sent today to the Government Office for the South East and to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

Yours faithfully
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RICHARD E HOLLOX BA(Hons) BSc(Econ) MPhil FRTPI FRICS

(Inspector)
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