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East Hampshire District Core Strategy
Preferred Policies

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE

1.1 This report sets out representations to certain Policies of the East Hampshire District
Preferred Core Strategy, as published for public consultation on 12 November 2009.
Specifically, this report sets out representations to Preferred Policies CP1 and CP2,
which respectively set out the District’s Preferred Spatial Strategy and that relating to
housing; and to Preferred Policy CP28, which deals with the provision of affordable
housing on allocated sites and on sites within Settlement Policy Boundaries.

1.2 In making these representations, regard has been had to the Background Paper for
Settlement Hierarchy, which was published by the District Council in Spring 2008 as
background to the Core Strategy’s Issues and Options stage. This Background Paper
is referred to within the Preferred Core Strategy Document.

Representations to Preferred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
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2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

DETAIL OF REPRESENTATIONS

A Introductory Comments

Chapter 4 of the Preferred Core Strategy sets out a general spatial strategy for the
central and southern parts of the District, based on a Settlement Hierarchy of the
most sustainable settlements to which development can be directed. Rowlands Castle
is included as just such a settlement, which is endorsed and supported.

B Representations to Preferred Policy CP1 - The Sustainability of
Rowlands Castle compared to Horndean and Clanfield

The Preferred Core Strategy’s Settlement Hierarchy is based upon the findings
contained in the Background Paper for Settlement Hierarchy, which was published by
the District Council in Spring 2008 as background to the Core Strategy’s Issues and
Options stage. The Background Paper assessed the sustainability of all the District’s
settlements with regard to a Settlement Analysis Matrix, from which settlements were
then categorised into the District's Settlement Hierarchy.

The Background Paper categorised Rowlands Castle as a Small Local Service Centre,
ranked alongside Clanfield but below Horndean, which was categorised as a Large
Local Service Centre. This categorisation is carried over into the Preferred Core
Strategy and is set out in Preferred Policy CP1. 1t is our firm opinion that Rowlands
Castle ranks above Clanfield and at least alongside Horndean in terms of its
sustainability and place in the District’s Settlement Hierarchy, for several important

reasons, as set out below.

Rowlands Castle has a well developed public transport infrastructure, in the form of
mainline rail services and good bus connections to other nearby settlements.
Clanfield and Horndean do not. Rowlands Castle also has a much more developed
‘sense of place’ and ‘settlement character’ than Clanfield or Horndean, with a
concentration of services and facilities at its centre, including its mainline railway
station. Indeed, Horndean is described in paragraph 4.6 of the Preferred Core
Strategy as functioning more as an urban area on the edge of Waterlooviile than as a
settlement in its own right, with all its key facilities remote from its centre. Rowlands
Castle also has a primary/junior school and is situated close to secondary schools in
Havant. It even has employment areas, whereas Clanfield has little or none.
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

All the factors listed above led the Settlement Analysis Matrix contained in the
Background Paper for Settlement Hierarchy to assigh Rowlands Castle a significantly
higher ‘sustainability score’ than Clanfield: 21 points, as opposed to 17. Indeed,
Rowlands Castle was assigned a “sustainability score’ just one point below Horndean.
As such, even were Rowlands Castle to remain as a Small Local Service Centre (and
we regard its ‘sustainability score” as equivalent to a Large Local Service Centre), it
would be wrong for Rowlands Castle to be passed over for additional housing growth.

Accordingly, we OBJECT to Preferred Policy CP1, on the basis that it proposes a
preferred policy for future development in the South Hampshire part of the District
centred upon Horndean, with Rowlands Castle (and Clanfield) only proposed for
‘some’ development, with the quantity and type reflecting their ‘respective roles,
distinct character, the level of housing land already released to maintain a 5 year
supply of housing land, and development constraints’.

C Representations to Preferred Policy CP2 — The Suitability of
Rowlands Castle to Accommodate Growth

It is clear from the District Council’s own evidence that Rowlands Castle has all that is
required for it to satisfactorily accommodate additional housing growth -~ it is a
settlement with a ‘sustainability score’ equivalent to a Large Local Service Centre.
Three sites for new housing in Rowlands Castle have been identified in the District’s
2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), including our client’s
site, ref. RC005, described as ‘land south of Oaklands’.

Extracts from the District's SHLAA assessment relating to site RC005 are contained at
Appendix 1 of this report. The other sites identified in the SHLAA are refs. RC002
and RC004, at ‘Deerleap’ and at the former Rowlands Castle Brickworks respectively.

Our client’s site has been assessed by the District Council as having a capacity for 80
dwellings; and sites RC002 and RC004 have both been assessed as having a capacity
for 36 dwellings. It is therefore clear from the District Council’s own assessment and
evidence that Rowlands Castle has the capacity to accommodate something in the
order of 150 dwellings, on sites that are deemed suitable for housing.

Representations to Preferred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
CP1, CP2 and CP28 Land South of Oaklands, Rowlands Castle



East Hampshire District Core Strategy
Preferred Policies

2.10

2.11

2,12

2.13

In light of all the above; and Rowlands Castle’s high ‘sustainability score’, it does not
make sense for the Preferred Core Strategy to pass over the settlement for growth, It
certainly does not make sense for the Preferred Core Strategy to propose that its
entire 200 dwelling housing allocation for the South Hampshire part of the District be
directed to Horndean — this smacks of “overkill’, particularly bearing in mind that the
District Council is encouraging some 300 dwellings be brought forward now, on an
existing reserve housing allocation and adjacent land, off Havant Road, in Horndean.

Horndean’s constraints to and opportunities for development are analysed in
paragraphs 4.102 to 4.111 of the Preferred Core Strategy, wherein it is clear to us
that the former outweigh the latter. Similarly, the analysis contained in paragraphs
4.112 to 4.117 of the Preferred Core Strategy highlights the complete lack of suitable
land for housing in Clanfield, save for the Second Review Local Plan’s existing reserve
housing allocation on land off Green Lane, which the District Council is encouraging
be brought forward for some 275 dwellings.

In contrast, the analysis set out in paragraphs 4.118 to 4.124 of the Preferred Core
Strategy confirms that Rowlands Castle is largely self-contained in terms of its
services and facilities; and is well contained (indeed, described as hidden) in the
landscape by landform and significant tracts of woodland. Paragraphs 4.118 to 4.124
of the Preferred Core Strategy also confirm that the south eastern edge of Rowlands
Castle, in the vicinity of Oaklands House, is the least constrained. A Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) is cited as a constraint to development in
this part of the settlement — this is not borne out by the assessment of Site RC005,
south of Oaklands, in the District’s SHLAA (as contained in Appendix 1), which
simply confirms that developing part of the site (logic would dictate the western part,
closest to Redhill Road) wouid avoid any impact on the SINC.

Indeed, the western part of Site RC005 is completely free from constraint; and the
District Council’s own assessment reproduced in Appendix 1 confirms that it has the
capacity to accommodate about 80 dwellings. Accordingly, we OBJECT to Preferred
Policy CP2 - Horndean neither has the capacity to deliver a 200 dwelling allocation in
addition to the 300 dwellings already coming forward through the Second Review
local Plan, nor should it accommodate housing that could otherwise be
accommodated in Rowlands Castle in an entirely satisfactory and sustainable manner,
on sites that the SHLAA has deemed suitable, available and achievable for housing.
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

Preferred Policy CP2 should therefore confirm an allocation of housing to Rowlands
Castle. This approach would also deliver housing opportunity and choice in the
southern part of the District, directing development to a settlement with virtually the
same ‘sustainability score’” as Horndean, thereby helping to secure the proper
planning of the District as a whole. And in this respect, it should also be borne in
mind that compared to Horndean and Clanfield, Rowlands Castle has accommodated
only very modest growth, on the Second Review Local Plan’s reserve housing
allocation at Oaklands House, which was recently consented for 47 dwellings.
Rowlands Castle has much greater capacity for growth, balancing that which the
District Council is presently encouraging in Horndean and Clanfield.

In light of all the above, we suggest that Preferred Policy CP2 should confirm an
allocation of around 100 dwellings to Rowlands Castle. This would require
consequential amendments to the Preferred Policy’s Table that relates to the
distribution of housing development in the South Hampshire part of the District.
Indeed, this table should also be revised to delete reference to the 50 dwellings
estimated from ‘windfall’ sources between 2021 and 2026 — PPS3 specifically
prohibits reliance upon ‘windfall’ housing estimates as a means to demonstrate
compliance with strategic housing requirements; and there is no reason why this 50
dwelling figure could not be accommodated within an overall 100 dwelling allocation
at Rowlands Castle.

D The Merits of Land at Oaklands House, Redhill Road, Rowlands
Castle

As set out above, the District's SHLAA identifies three sites in Rowlands Caslte — Sites
RC002 and RCO04, at ‘Deerleap’ and at the former Rowlands Castle Brickworks have
been assessed as each having a capacity for 36 dwellings, whereas Site RC005, south
of Oaklands, has been assessed as having a capacity for 80 dwellings.

However, it must be remembered that the site at ‘Deerleap’ was comprehensively
rejected as a reserve housing allocation by the Inspector who presided over the
Public Inquiry into the Second Review Local Plan, in favour of the now consented
reserve housing allocation at Oaklands House. Accordingly, the suitability of Site
RC002 must be seriously questioned — it is not an ideal candidate for housing and has
been rejected in the past. Circumstances have not changed since.

Representations to Preferred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
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2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

Site RC004, at the former Rowlands Castle Brickworks is heavily wooded; is
constrained by access; does not relate well to Rowlands Castle’s existing built form;
and lies virtually adjacent to Rowlands Castle’s Conservation Area and Motte and
Bailey Ancient Monument in the centre of the settlement. As such, this site is not an
ideal candidate for housing and its suitability must be seriously questioned. Indeed, it
should be remembered that the District Council deleted the site as a baseline housing
allocation from what is now the Second Review Local Plan, on account of its
unsuitability for housing development; and that this decision was endorsed by the
Inspector who presided over the local plan’s Public Inquiry. Circumstances have not
changed since.

In contrast, Site RC005 is extremely well contained in the landscape and relates far
better to Rowlands Castle’s existing built form. Furthermore, it is not constrained by
Rowlands Castle’s Conservation Area, or by any other designation. Indeed, the
western part of Site RC005 is not subject to any constraints at all; is itself contained
in the landscape; and could be developed as a natural extension of the reserve
housing allocation at Oaklands House, which now has permission for 47 dwellings.
This permission took into account the SINC which lies to the east and south and
there is no reason why this could not also be the case with the development of the
western part of Site RC005, which in any event, lies as far from the SINC as it is
possible to be.

I light of all the above, therefore, Core Strategy Preferred Policy CP2 should confirm
an allocation of 100 dwellings to Rowlands Castle, with all or the majority of this
directed to Site RCO0S5, south of Oaklands. The detailed boundaries of this allocation
will no doubt in time be confirmed in the Core Strategy’s Development Allocations
Development Plan Document (DPD).

E Representations to Preferred Policy CP28

Core Strategy Preferred Policy CP28 deals with the provision of affordable housing on
allocated sites and on sites within Settlement Policy Boundaries. The Preferred
Policy’s first paragraph confirms an overall target of 35% affordable housing for the
District, whereas parts 3 and 4 of the Preferred Policy confirm a requirement of 40%.
Leaving aside this inconsistency, we feel that there is no justification to seek 40%
provision of affordable housing for the District — the South East Plan sets a target of
35%; and the East Hampshire District Core Strategy should follow suit.

Representations to Prefeirred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
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2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

Part 3 of Preferred Policy CP28 seeks to require a 70:30 split of affordable housing
tenures in favour of social rented over intermediate tenures. There is no need for the
Preferred Policy to be so inflexible and prescriptive, particularly as there is a need for
all forms of affordable housing; and bearing in mind that advice in PPS3 is quite clear
in warning against favouring one form of tenure over another in such circumstances.

Part 4 of Preferred Policy CP28 reflects a proposal outlined in paragraph 9.57 of the
Preferred Core Strategy, whereby affordable housing thresholds will be set at 5
dwellings, irrespective of the size of a site; and that on sites which fall below this
threshold, a financial contribution equivalent to 40% affordable housing will be
sought instead.

We see no justification for such low affordable housing thresholds, which would have
significant implications for the viability of smaller housing sites. Indeed, requiring
sites below 5 dwellings to make a financial contribution towards affordable housing
equivalent to almost half their housing yield would in our view lead to a catastrophic
decrease in the number of small housing sites coming forward for development ~
given all the other financial contributions levied by the District Council on housing
developments, it would simply be uneconomic to develop small housing sites.

We therefore OBIECT to Preferred Policy CP28 as currently drafted — the Preferred
Policy is unworkable in its current form. The Second Review District Local Plan’s
approach to affordable housing thresholds and quotas is reasonable and
proportionate and in our view, should be carried over into Policy CP28 of the District's
Preferred Core Strategy. Similarly, and like the Second Review Local Plan, Preferred
Policy CP28 should be silent regarding the mix of affordable housing tenures.

Representations to Preferred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
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3.0 CONCLUSIONS

3.1 Further information regarding these representations can be provided if necessary,
together with additional clarification of any points raised in this report. Otherwise, we
hope these representations are of assistance and will be taken careful account of in
the process leading to the Core Strategy’s publication and examination by a
Government appointed Inspector.

3.2 Lastly, we would request that we are kept informed of the progress of the District’s
Core Strategy and the publication of related documents.

Representations to Preferred Policies Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
CP1, CP2 and CP28 Land South of Oaklands, Rowlands Castle
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APPENDIX 1

Representations to Preferred Policies
CP1, CP2 and CP28

Prepared for Hooper Properties, in respect of
Land South of Oaklands, Rowlands Castie
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Matthew Utting

From: Matthew Utting [mat@matpian.co.uk]
Sent: 27 January 2010 16:10

To: 'Idf@easthants.gov.uk'

Cc: ‘John Hooper'

Subject: FW: Representations to the East Hampshire District Preferred Core Strategy, on behalf of
Hooper Properties

Importance: High
Dear Sirs,

Foliowing my lodging the attached with you on 18 December 2009, | have realised that | should have also
lodged representations to Core Strategy Preferred Policy CP13, which sets out the Preferred Policy
Approach for Rowlands Castle. | understand that you have extended the deadline for representations to
the Preferred Core Strategy to 1 February 2010, so would therefore be grateful if you would take this
email as supplementing the representations attached. As such, | would also be grateful if you would
confirm safe receipt of this email.

Representations to Core Strategy Preferred Policy CP13
Housing

Clearly, in light of the attached, | wish to record a consequential OBJECTION to the part of Core Strategy
Preferred Policy CP13 that deals with housing, in that Rowlands Castle is a suitable and sustainable
location to accommodate an allocation for about 100 dwellings. For Preferred Policy CP13 to simply
provide for housing in the village by way of existing commitments, the existing Reserve Housing
Allocation at Oaklands House and ‘windfall’ sites is a missed opportunity; does not reflect the village’s
capacity to accommodate additional growth on suitable land to the south of the existing Reserve Housing
Allocation at Oaklands House; and would lead to an excessively large housing allocation at Horndean,
which in my view has neither the capacity nor the suitable site(s) to accommodate the same. In addition,
locating the entire new housing allocation for the South Hampshire part of the District in one settlement
(Horndean) would not deliver a choice of market and affordable housing opportunities to local people.

Employment

| note that Preferred Policy CP13 proposes the deletion of the existing employment allocation made at the
Keyline Builders Merchant site in Rowlands Castle under Policy iB1 of the Second Review Local Plan.
This site is currently in use as a builders merchant and therefore contributes to what paragraph 5.212 of
the Preferred Core Strategy describes as the *...very limited number of employment sites...” in Rowlands
Castle: sites which the paragraph states wili be important to maintain and protect. It is accepted, however,
that the existing builders merchant use of this particular site does cause some associated traffic problems
in the village centre but this matter presumably led paragraph 6.39 of the Second Review Local Plan to
justify the terms of the site’s allocation under Policy IB1 thus:

“Keyline Builders Merchant Site: The site is presently used for a builders merchant. It is likely that the
site will become surplus to requirements during the Plan period. The site is suitable for B1 use, either
through re-use of the existing buildings or through redevelopment. A restriction to B1 use will help to limit
the amount of heavy vehicular traffic brought into the site and into the centre of the village and wilf
improve local amenity. It is estimated that 3,500 square metres of floorspace could be accommodated.”

In other words, the Second Review Local Plan regards the site as suitable for Class B1 employment uses;
and its allocation as such under Policy IB1 as one means of potentially dealing with the traffic problems
associated with the site's existing employment use. Deleting the site’s Class B1 empioyment allocation,
as proposed by Core Strategy Preferred Policy CP13, would remove the means to encourage and
hopefully realise these legitimate planning aims. This would in turn result in a planning policy vacuum and
certainly would not encourage the site’s owners to seek permission for the site’s redevelopment for more
suitable Class B1 employment uses.

Paragraph 5.214 of the Preferred Core Strategy seeks to justify the proposed deletion of the Keyline
Builders Merchant site’s Class B1 employment allocation on the grounds that the District's 2008
Employment Needs Study did not regard the allocation as viable. However, on a careful reading of the
2008 Employment Needs Study, paragraph 7.17 comments that it is “doubtful” as to whether the site’s
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redevelopment for Class B1 uses would be viable. This assessment is accordingly far less categorical than
that set out in paragraph 5.214 of the Preferred Core Strategy. As such, whilst there is any prospect of the
site’s redevelopment for Class B1 uses being viable, it simply does not make sense to delete its existing
allocation for these uses: doing so would remove any means for this and other legitimate planning objectives
to be achieved.

Paragraph 5.213 of the Preferred Core Strategy comments that if the Keyline Builders Merchant site’s
employment allocation is to be deleted, Horndean will be able to make up the shortfall. However, paragraph
8.4 of the District’'s 2008 Employment Needs Study comments that Horndean is “...tightly constrained by
topography, environmental designations and lack of a rail station...” - an assessment which indeed supports
my objections to the Preferred Core Strategy’s housing proposals, as attached and as set out above. There is
accordingly no justification for the Keyline Builders Merchant site’s employment allocation to be deleted on
account that Horndean can accommodate the shortfall: Horndean is unable to do so. The Keyline Builders
Merchant site’s existing allocation must be carried over into the Preferred Core Strategy, so as to help
achieve the twin aims of maintaining the District's overall stock of existing employment sites; and the planning
policy support for this particular site’s redevelopment for more suitable employment uses.

For the reasons set out above, | therefore wish to record an OBJECTION to the part of Core Strategy
Preferred Policy CP13 that proposes the deletion of the existing employment allocation at the Keyline Builders
Merchant site in Rowlands Castle. This proposal should simply be deleted from Preferred Policy CP13. The
Preferred Policy’s second employment-related proposal can remain.

| trust that you will take account of and act upon the objections set out above. In the meantime, please contact
me if you have any queries; require additional information; or need to discuss any matter in more detail.

Yours faithfully,

Matthew Utting BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Planning Consultant

11 Capercaillie Close
Bracknell
Berkshire

RG12 8AX

T: 01344-481204
M: 07900-278483

E: mat@matplan.co.uk
W: www.matplan.co.uk

This email is confidential and may contain privileged information. it is intended only for use of the intended
recipient. If you have received it by mistake, please notify the author by replying to this email or telephone
(01344-481204). If you are not the intended recipient, you must not print, copy, amend, distribute or disclose it
to anyone else or rely on the contents of this email, and you should DELETE it from your system. You should
check this email and any attachments for viruses, as no responsibility can be taken for any vnrus which may
be transferred by this email. Thank you.

Save Paper - Do you really need to print this e-mail?
Try not to leave old messages attached unless they are relevant.

From: Matthew Utting [mailto:mat@matplan.co.uk]

Sent: 18 December 2009 23:06

To: 'ldf@easthants.gov.uk’

Subject: RE: Representations to the East Hampshire District Preferred Core Strategy

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached files making up a report of representations to the above, on behalf of my client, Hooper
Properties. | would be grateful if you would acknowledge safe receipt.
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| look forward to hearing from you; and would be grateful to be kept updated with the progress of the Core
Strategy and its associated Development Plan Documents. In the meantime, please contact me if you have
any queries with the attached, require additional information or need to discuss any matter in more detail.

Yours faithfully,

Matthew Utting BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Planning Consultant

11 Capercaillie Close
Bracknell
Berkshire

RG12 8AX

T: 01344-481204
M: 07900-278483

E: mat@matplan.co.uk
W: www.matplan.co.uk

This email is confidential and may contain privileged information. It is intended only for use of the intended
recipient. If you have received it by mistake, please notify the author by replying to this email or telephone
(01344-481204). If you are not the intended recipient, you must not print, copy, amend, distribute or disclose it
to anyone else or rely on the contents of this email, and you should DELETE it from your system. You should
check this email and any attachments for viruses, as no responsibility can be taken for any virus which may
be transferred by this email. Thank you.

&% Save Paper - Do you really need to print this e-mail?
Try not to leave old messages attached unless they are relevant.
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