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Havant Borough Local Development Framework

Pre-Submission Core Strategy Representation Form
Wednesday 31 March to 5pm Monday 17 May 2010 
If you would like to make a representation on the soundness or legal compliance of the Pre-Submission Core Strategy, please complete the form below.  All comments upheld will be used to inform the next stage of the Core Strategy.


Contact Details

Title:    Mr
Name: R Tate

Organisation (if relevant): Save Old Bedhampton Association.

Address:    24 Lodge Road

                  Havant                    Post Code: PO9 3LL

Email: rontate@rontatepdr.co.uk        Tel: 02392475375

If you already have a consultee reference from a previous Local Development Framework consultation, please enter it here:  07/0035

Representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified that the Core Strategy has

been submitted for independent examination, the publication of the inspector’s report and the adoption of the Core Strategy. Do you wish to be notified accordingly?





Yes X

 

The following boxes are for your representation. Please add extra pages if required, thank you.

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
       X           Not effective

                                
Not justified
Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


The ‘Introduction and Vision’ of the Core Strategy is not effective. It fails to set out as part of the Challenges and Opportunities for Havant in pages 17/18 the need to protect environmentally sensitive historic areas such as Old Bedhampton as identified in the background paper. “Havant Borough Townscape, Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment. February 2007.” (HBTLSCA).

Continued…

This paper (Ref LCA13 ‘Historic Bedhampton’ on Pages 184 to 188) recognises that the earliest ecclesiastical record dates from 837. This settlement therefore appears older than Havant itself where records date from 935.

Amongst the physical characteristics identified mention is made of the ‘Open Stream along Brookside Road’. Amongst the historic and built environment characteristics are the sunken Kingscroft Lane, the winding alignment of roads and lanes and the tranquil character of the historic core and buildings of considerable architectural character/interest. Of the experiential characteristics mention is made of the quieter Kingscroft Lane with its rural character and twisting turn into Bidbury Lane. The specific local issues identified include development eroding the settlement character and its detrimental affect on the settings of listed buildings.

The HBTLSCA paper identifies a strategy to conserve and enhance the local character including maintenance of the open stream character of Brookside Road and to maintain the sunken vegetated character of Kingscroft Lane.

The Historic Landscape Character Map that accompanies this study shows the Havant Town Centre as ‘Medieval and Post Medieval Town Core’ whereas Bedhampton is indicated as ‘Pre 1810 Village/Hamlet’. Whilst strictly accurate, this does not recognise its possible 100-year-older history. 

It is possibly the oldest part of the Borough and its identity as the paper shows remains recognisable.

The Core Strategy could be made more effective by affording greater recognition to the findings of this background paper and identifying the need for greater protection from any development that might erode or destroy the fragile environment to be found in such historic places.

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
                  Not effective

    X        Not justified                                 X
Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


Section 3.Promoting Havant Borough’s Economy is not justified and not consistent with National Policy.

Policy CS2 ‘Employment’ states (item 1 page 41 and paragraph 3.17 on page 44) that proposals will prioritise the use of previously developed land (PDL) in accordance with PPS4. Paragraph 3.23 asserts that all sites are subject to a robust assessment in the Employment Land Review 2010 (ELR). The analysis in the ELR is flawed.

Continued…

The strategy is dependant upon the inclusion of site BD11 Brockhampton West. In the analysis chart of this site in the ELR there are a number of shortcomings that would affect the sites overall scoring/suitability for development. 

The section on ‘noise and other obvious pollutants’ fails to acknowledge the impact of noise from the A27/A3M junctions that were identified in LCA41 of HBTLSCA (page 367). It identifies both that the site is only accessible to those in driving distance and there is limited direct public transport. This is not consistent with paragraph 10 (page 4) of PPS4, which seeks to reduce the need to travel. Paragraphs EC 1.2 (d)  (page 5) and EC 2.1 (a) (page 7) of PPS4 seek to prioritise locations close to areas of deprivation. The relative remoteness of this site, especially in relation to areas of deprivation, fails to meet this objective. 

The location is described in ELR as ‘urban’ and yet it is a strategic gap and coastal in character. The analysis states that the site is not visible from the A27 but HBTLSCA identifies the adjacent elevated A3M/A27 junction as having visual impact. Moreover, dependant upon the form of development, there are likely to be intrusive distant views along the A3M/A27 corridors.

A typing error in the report fails to include reference to the presence of Brent Geese an issue of major importance. Given the recognition that the site is adjacent to Flood Zones 2 and 3 in this ELR analysis and the recognition in HBTLSCA (page 367) that changes in sea level could impact on coastal habitats, the site may have long term significance for the maintenance of natural habitat suitable for Brent Geese or associated mitigation measures.

The cumulative effect of all these different factors above indicates that the conclusions regarding the suitability of this site are not justified and not consistent with National Policy. The ELR itself, in paragraph 3.46 (page 88) confirms that further evidence is needed to support this proposal. 

The core strategy could be more sound if it was made clear that BD11 does not form part of the proposals and emphasis is placed upon bring forward other options, both sites identified as suitable and measures to maximise employment on all suitable locations. 

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
                  Not effective

      X       Not justified                                 X       
Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


Section 6. Housing is not consistent with National Policy and not justified.
CS9 point 8 states that planning consent will be granted for proposals that ‘Ensure housing development is delivered in a phased manner with an appropriate proportion on previously developed land (PDL) so as to avoid unnecessary development on greenfield urban extension sites.’

However paragraph 6.12 on page 66 confirms that the 60% national target of development on PDL is unlikely to be met at the local level and may be as low as 42%. This conflicts with PPS3. 

It goes on to assert that Havant Borough Council will work with PUSH (Partnership for Urban South Hampshire) to achieve a higher percentage in the surrounding area. There is no evidence base to support this assertion. 

Each LPA should have a core strategy that is consistent with national policy (paragraph 4.33 of PPS12) or give ‘clear and convincing reasons’ for not doing so (paragraph 4.31 of PPS12).

To be made more sound the strategy needs to focus upon the delivery of more development on PDL within the Borough especially where it will contribute to making existing residential areas more sustainable or town centres more viable. In Leigh Park, for example, there is a substantial stock of limited life system built housing close to the local centre (see paragraph 6.21) that is nearing the end of its economic life and where social deprivation levels are relatively high. The renewal of such areas could provide a better balance of PDL development and meets the aspirations of CS6 ‘Regeneration of the Borough’(page 56). This may result in some adjustment of the distribution shown in table 6.0 on page 65 and reduce the number of greenfield urban extensions.

The Core Strategy (Table1.1 page 29 Section5) identifies that housing provision will take account of ‘suitability’, but it is Background Paper 
“Havant Borough Council Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 3rd Edition”. (SHLAA) that provides a definition of ‘suitability’. 

Paragraph 1.7 of SHLAA states that a site is suitable if it is in a suitable location. The analysis of suitability is set out in paragraph 4.28 pages 20/21/22. This says nothing about any potential environmental damage constraints off-site. The table does not include the examination of any highway constraint issues other than access. It does suggest sites that affect the setting of listed buildings have been discounted but site UE30 is not within the list of unsuitable sites referred to in paragraph 4.29. Moreover, it does not take into account any cumulative impact arising by the combination of any constraints.

The analysis of UE30 on page 159 shows that no highway comments have yet been sought. Despite the grade 1 agricultural land designation, the presence of Brent Geese, road noise, aquifer protection, AONB designation (strategic gap location not mentioned) it suggests these on-site constraints could be overcome but it does not show for example how the AONB designation should be overcome in the national interest or because of the lack of alternative sites, as required by PPS7. Nor does it take account of any off-site constraints. It reaches a conclusion that the constraints can be overcome without any demonstration as to how this will be done. This is therefore not justified.

UE 30 is not within the list of sites excluded (paragraph 4.29 and Part 2 Appendix B). If the guidance in PPS7 is followed and a justification made it suggest that UE30 would only ever be developed if no other land can be found i.e. always at the end of the list of sites? However the analysis suggests delivery in the middle/end of the plan period. This is not consistent with National Policy.

In order to be more sound the analysis of ‘suitability’ that provides the justification needs to be more thorough (e.g. include off site highways and environmental impact assessments) and take account of cumulative impact situations.

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
      X          Not effective

                                
Not justified                                X          Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


Section 7 ‘Caring for our Borough’ is not effective and not consistent with National Policy.

CS10 (page 71) ‘Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment and Heritage of Havant Borough’ seeks inter alia to ensure the principles set out in the HBTLSCA are protected and where possible enhanced. It also seeks to protect wildlife habitats, using Brent Geese as an example and it seeks to maintain undeveloped gaps, including between Havant and Portsmouth.   

Paragraph 7.12 page 75 confirms that HBTLSCA 2007 is one of the most significant studies supporting the strategy to guide built form development and assist in the conservation, enhancement and restoration of each area (see section on Introduction and Vision above).

Paragraph 7.14 page 75 confirms that the boundary of the urban area may change according to urban extensions. This provides no protection for strategic gaps nor provides a strategy to guide how they might be reduced at any future time.

Paragraph 7.15 page 75 seeks to protect the best agricultural land and seeks to limit any development to that which requires a non-urban location consistent with PPS7. Yet, the analysis of UE30 in the SHLAA does not reflect this. This is inconsistent with National Policy.    

Local residents visit the historic core of Bedhampton as a destination for their recreation, leisure and culture (see Table 1.1 ‘Forward Together’ page 28 Health and Wellbeing). This table in the section on ‘Caring for our Borough’ (page 29) also states a core objective will be the effective stewardship of the unique qualities of the borough’s built and historic heritage and natural environment. A strategy that enables the development of UE30 is inconsistent with this so this is ineffective.
The core strategy could be more effective if it identified how any such conflicting or inconsistent strategy issues will be resolved. Ideally, this should be on the basis of providing the greatest amount of environmental protection.

The core strategy fails to set out or refer to any criteria upon which any future revision to the urban area will be determined (see paragraph 8.03 of Policy CS15 and notation on Appendix 4 map). This means that this approach is not justified. The core strategy could be made more sound by establishing such criteria.

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
                  Not effective

    X       Not justified                                X          Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


Section 8 Policy CS15 ‘Spatial Distribution and Strategic Sites’ (page 90) is not consistent with National Policy and not justified. 

It states that development in non-urban areas will only be permitted if it is consistent with the policies for the countryside set out in national policy (PPS7). However paragraph 8.03 makes it clear that the urban area will be revised and extended at a later date. To make provision to redefine the urban area in this way is not consistent with the Key Principles of PPS7 (Paragraph 1.(i) and 1.(v) page 7) that require effective protection for the environment and priority given towards brownfield land. 

Paragraph 15 (page12) and paragraphs 21/22 (pages 13/14) require protection for designated wildlife sites, AONBs and require exceptional circumstances to be shown if any development is proposed. The core strategy is based upon a shortfall of brownfield sites compared to government targets (see above). This suggests that priority is not being given to this form of development and this is not affording enough protection to the adjacent countryside.

To bring forward a site such as UE30 that could inflict considerable environmental damage to a much-valued fragile environment will have great significance. Given this and the potential size of the development, (250 houses similar to other strategic sites) and its impact upon several of the core strategy policies, as seen above, if it is to be included in any possible future boundary revision it should have strategic significance now within the Core Strategy. Alternatively, the strategy could be made more sound if a set of criteria were established to govern future boundary changes and more importantly the circumstances that would rule out any such individual changes.  

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
                  Not effective

                                
 X        Not justified
Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.


Background Paper ‘Open Spaces Plan Final Report’ (page 88) (OSPFP) identified the potential and demand for Broadmarsh (in which site Brockhampton West is located) to meet the need for a coastal park within the ‘Provision Issues’. It would balance the provision of country park facilities in other parts of the Borough. It recognised the need for investment in additional facilities and the significant impact on the community it would have if the land were sold for development. 

The need for additional facilities is not in itself any justification for selling part of the land to raise finance for such investment. There are other sources. The map on page 78 of the report identifies the area as both High Quality and High Value.

Core Strategy, Section 10, Policy DM1 ‘Recreation and Open Space’ (paragraph 10.01) provides pre-conditions before any open space land is developed. Based upon OSPFP there does not appear to be any surplus of coastal parkland and, if there were, there is no analysis of any possible alternative open space use e.g. playing fields. On this basis, within the core strategy itself, the inclusion of site BD11 is not justified.

Please indicate under what grounds you wish to submit your representation on the Pre-Submission Core Strategy:


Not legally compliant
                  Not effective

 X        Not justified                                 X
Not consistent with national policy

Please specify which paragraph number, page and chapter you are commenting on and provide justification as to why it is not legally compliant or fails one of the three tests of soundness. 

A separate entry is required for each item you consider to be unsound.

PPG20 ‘Coastal Planning’ identifies that areas directly visible from the coast could be considered as part of the coastal zone (paragraph 1.7) and that any development of such sites could have effects on this zone (paragraph 1.8). It goes on, in paragraph 2.5, to identify that large developments may present the most obvious threat to nature conservation sites. There are nature conservation designations that will be affected at Brockhampton West. 

The ELR identifies (paragraph 3.46, page 88) that evidence has not yet been provided on a range of issues for Brockhamton West including environmental impact and nature conservation. This indicates that not only is this not justified but also not consistent with National Policy. 

Significantly, paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10 of PPG20 inform authorities that where the coastal zone is small provision for any development should be made elsewhere in the district and no provision made for any development that does not need a coastal location such that undeveloped parts of the coast will seldom be the most appropriate location.     

Policy DM9 ‘Development in the Coastal Zone’ includes a requirement to have no harmful effects on nature conservation. This has not been demonstrated.

The strategy could be more sound by the exclusion of site BD11.
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