
Comments from (Organisation, or surname)..Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council
Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	

	Paragraph No. ; or
	Section B para 5.4

	Chapter No.
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC1

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council.
Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	CC2 and Monitoring 

Framework Table G1

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC3

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC4

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC5

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	CC8a

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC8b

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC10b

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	CC12

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	RE4

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname).. Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	H1

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	BE2

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	TC2

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	

	Paragraph No. ; or
	Map E6

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council
Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	

	Paragraph No. ; or
	Section E6 – Para 2.11

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	WCBV1

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Oppose

	Policy No. ; or
	WCBV3

	Paragraph No. ; or
	& Table WCBV1

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council.

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	WCBV5

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2


Comments from (Organisation, or surname)... Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

Section B

	Support or oppose 

(please specify)
	Support

	Policy No. ; or
	WCBV6

	Paragraph No. ; or
	

	Chapter No.
	


Section C


Section D1
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Section D2








To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  





The recognition of the key role of advanced communications in sustaining the rural economy is supported. However this is not sufficiently followed through in other policies, notably the omission of any positive intention to stimulate deployment of higher performance broadband across the region and especially to ensure coverage of rural areas and market towns.                                                                                                                                                        





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


A proposed policy wording is provided in our response to policy RE4.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports the proposed policy on sustainable development, and would urge that it is not diluted as it will provide an important basis for developing the Borough’s LDF policies on this matter.





However, the Council notes the reservations expressed in the Sustainability Assessment and agrees that the proposed level of development is more likely to have an adverse than a positive impact.                                                                                                                                                                      





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


The Council agrees that local authorities have a key role to play in bringing about the necessary behavioural change, especially through Local Partnership mechanisms, but is concerned that the very ambitious results targeted in the Plan will only be achieved by significant steps taken by national government, which are outwith the remit of the Plan.





It will be important to ensure that there are no further increases in the proposed level of development and that the rather ‘soft’ references to factors such as ‘smart growth’ made elsewhere in the Plan are rapidly converted into guidance that actively encourages economic growth and prosperity in ways that don’t rely on concomitant growth in society’s demands on the environment.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 





















































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports the proposed policy on climate change, and would urge that it is not diluted as it will provide an important basis for developing the Borough’s LDF policies on this matter.  However, some factors which contribute to global warming have not been significantly acknowledged.





However, see our general reservations under Policy CC1.                                                                                                                                                            





 The Council is concerned at the very high levels of inward and outward population migration built into the population projections on which the plan is based.  The data underlying the Plan suggest that total outward migration equates statistically to about half the regional population over the plan period, with a rather higher level of inward migration.  These high levels of migration could have adverse impacts on climate change, as well as causing undesirable societal change and upheaval, Climate change impacts would occur due to the tendency, when an individual or a family migrates from one region to another, for them to retain extensive links with their former home community and have a higher-than-average tendency to travel back to their region of origin as well as to invite people from their former home area to travel to visit them.  While some of this will be temporary (students or temporary employees), much is likely to be permanent. The ongoing increased travel arising from these migratory movements would conflict with Sustainability Appraisal Objective 12 on the causes of climate change and Objective 15 on reducing the need to travel by car.  We are surprised and concerned that the Plan fails to draw attention to the potential adverse impacts of this level of movement, to assess its nature and causes, or to propose any measures to reduce the need or demand for such movements.  





                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





Add to paragraph 1.5


“ In light of the very high projected levels of population migration into and out of the region over the plan period, it is important that any resultant increase in longer distance non travel-to-work related journeys are monitored and the implications for appropriate transport infrastructure, particularly rail, are assessed.  SEERA will undertake a study to analyse the components of predicted in and out migration and assess its likely climate change and other impacts.  If appropriate, in light of this work, policies will be brought forward at the first review of the South East Plan to reduce  or manage the demand for such travel and mitigate its impacts and appropriate national policies will also be sought.”





To support this, and to ensure the proper monitoring of the climate change impacts of transport generally, the South East Plan Monitoring Framework should be amended to include measurement of the greenhouse emissions caused by travel which at present is not covered in either the monitoring measures for Policy CC2 or for Section D4 on Transport.
























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports the proposed policies on Resource Use, and would urge that it is not diluted as it will provide an important basis for developing the Borough’s LDF policies on this matter.





However the Council notes that there is an inconsistency between this policy and the push for economic growth, unless mechanisms for achieving ‘smart growth’ are more clearly explicated.                                                                                                                                                         





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


This is of particular importance in respect of water resources.  Emerging evidence suggests that there is now a widening issue in relation to water supply within the region as a whole which needs to be addressed.





While – for example - the introduction of more positive measures for water efficiency in new build developments can change the relationship between household growth and water consumption, such measures should apply to all new build and not – as proposed elsewhere – only to developments above a particular number of homes. There should also be policies to encourage and assist retrofit to existing homes, offices etc.





The Council shares the Sustainability Assessment’s concerns regarding the realisation of the level of behaviour change needed to produce the desired outcomes, and the difficulty of orchestrating all the influences needed to bring about such change.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports the proposed policy on Sustainable Construction, and would urge that it is not diluted as it will provide an important basis for developing the Borough’s LDF policies on this matter.





The Council notes that it will be important for similar or equivalent policies on sustainable construction to be adopted by all authorities and fully supported by national as well as regional guidance.                                                                                                                                                              





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


Unless equivalent policies are adopted across the region and by other regions, and fully supported by national policies and guidance, local authorities will be in the difficult position of balancing between their desire to support the most positive approaches to sustainable construction and pressure to achieve other objectives, especially the delivery of house building targets and affordable homes, as well as economic growth. 














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council has a particularly high reliance on timely provision of infrastructure to achieve all other aspects of the Plan but especially house building targets, quality of life and sustainability.





In particular, transport infrastructure limitations already contribute adversely to climate change, with essential as well as voluntary journeys generating excessive emissions and fuel consumption as a result of traffic congestion.  Such  limitations and effects also impact on economic efficiency and overall Quality of Life.                                                                                                                                                     





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


It is critical that key strategic and local infrastructure is provided in a timely manner, and that it is properly financed through national and regional funding streams.  Without such investment insufficient capacity will be available to deliver the levels of housing required to meet local need and to maintain the Borough’s economic prosperity.  It is therefore very important that this policy is not diluted. The Plan should more clearly recognize the cross-impact between adequate transport infrastructure and sustainability, in relation to both the environment and the economy. There is no evidence to suggest that the car will cease to be a critical element in essential as well as desire-driven travel over the plan period, and enhanced road traffic control methods as well as adequate roads will be essential to achieving many aspects of the Plan.





The Plan should be amended to require that investment in new roads, rail etc links includes effective traffic management as a design element rather than being applied later and at a greater cost, with associated disruption.











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


Quality of Life is known to be a key factor in the choice of location for the kinds of enterprises Basingstoke and Deane needs to attract if we are to achieve economic growth and raise the standard of living for our residents. It is also a key factor in attracting and retaining people with specialist skills needed to man high-added-value businesses, and to retain in the area those with the competence to start and sustain new enterprises. 








If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


In recent years, policies aimed at intensification of development have too often led to development proposals that are inappropriate in a particular local context – in towns as well as in villages – and that have had an adverse effect on both perceived and real quality of life for residents.





While the Council supports the general thrust of this policy, the policy should recognise the significant difference between, major new development or substantial redevelopment, where intensification can be properly planned, and infill development or small scale redevelopment, where the impact on the existing surroundings becomes a more important factor than intensity of the new build.  To achieve an appropriate balance between appropriate development and making the best use of land within urban areas a cross-reference to, and strengthening of, Policy BE2 would provide such a  balance.


.

















                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:      





A cross reference should be added linking Policy CC8a and  Policy BE2                                                                                                          





Add to the end of Policy BE2





“Such guidance should recognise that, for smaller development and redevelopment schemes in existing residential areas, the impact on local character is likely to be a relatively more important factor than achieving high densities of development.”



























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports this policy, and the identification of Basingstoke as a Regional Hub in Box CC1.  This is because it considers it appropriate to recognise Basingstoke’s existing role, and its potential to develop further as the major settlement in North Hampshire in a sustainable manner.  





This places a very high dependency on both infrastructure investment and the retention of quality of life aspects.





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 

















                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council welcomes the recognition of the need for strategic gaps and related policies for the urban fringe. Urban sprawl has seriously adverse consequences for the quality of life of both town and country dwellers.                                                                                                                                                            





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council welcomes the emphasis on ‘the character, distinctiveness and sense of place of settlements and landscapes’. This will be helpful to our local planning in providing an appropriate context for development proposals in existing settlements.                                                                                                                                                       





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































While this and Policy T4 are supported, the Council is disappointed that the ICT aspect of both infrastructure and ‘Communications’ receives so little attention. In particular the Plan should include a policy to actively promote the deployment of high performance broadband and any further advances in communications technology, which will support the region’s sustainable economic success over the plan period.  Failure to secure such deployment will adversely affect the ability of the region to achieve social, economic and environmental goals.





As identified at paragraph 5.4 of Section B, advanced ICT has already helped the rural economy in the south east to diversify and prosper economically.  Broadband infrastructure is already a key dependency for high added value enterprises.  Higher performance broadband also facilitates beneficial behavioural change – for example in the use of remote conferencing as a travel substitute and to enhance location-independent working, where high performance makes such activities attractive rather than burdensome.  





There remain isolated gaps where satisfactory broadband service is unobtainable and there is no clear national strategy for deployment of high performance broadband (‘broaderband’).  The present market-based approach has resulted in the region being relatively poorly served in this respect compared with regions that include large metropolitan areas.  Within the market-based approach to provision of this service there is some scope for local and regional authorities to significantly influence investment in broadband infrastructure, take up and use and to publicise and encourage the provision and take up of other emerging forms of ICT.  This would also support the use of one of the sub-regional and local level interventions identified at Box RE1, namely the provision of advanced ICT infrastructure.











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





Add to the end of Policy RE4:





Regional and local authorities and agencies should co-operate to seek the effective and competitive provision of broadband, or any suitable alternative technologies, into remaining gaps where exchanges are not ADSL enabled or where homes and businesses are out of reach of ADSL.  





Regional and local authorities, agencies and others should actively promote infrastructure investment in high performance broadband, and any other relevant beneficial developments in ICT as a critical means of supporting economic growth, sustainable communities and behavioural change.
























































During the previous consultation period this Council supported a target figure of 740 net additional dwellings per annum based on local need and the need to retain quality of life, this being critical to sustaining the Borough’s role as a key source of economic growth and prosperity for the County and the Region.  We have seen no evidence to support the proposed figure of 825.  The Council is also concerned that Policy H1 does not reflect continuing uncertainty over future sewage treatment capacity at Basingstoke and the potential constraint it will place on development after 2016. This issue of sewerage treatment capacity and its potential effect on the ability to actually deliver development over the plan period is identified in SEERA’s own technical reports.                                                                                                                                                          





There is no certainty that the full results of the water cycle study referred to in the Regional Planning Committee Report of 24 May 2006 (Agenda Item 5 – Infrastructure – Water Quality) will be available by the time of the Examination, though this Council has been actively pursuing and supporting it with the Environment Agency, Hampshire County Council and the water companies. There needs to be consistency between Policy H1 and Policy WCBV3 in terms of any footnotes attached to them. We request that a further footnote is added to the table at Policy H1, as set out below, to clarify that, whichever level of development is proposed, its delivery will depend on a solution to the sewage treatment capacity limits at Basingstoke being achieved and implemented.  This would also provide greater consistency with Policy NRM1.  Furthermore, without the provision and effective funding of other essential infrastructure, notably for transport, delivery of housing will become increasingly constrained.





With an appropriate focus on smart growth and the satisfactory resolution of infrastructure capacity issues, the Council considers 740 dwellings to be the appropriate annual home building target for this Borough.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





Amend Policy H1 as follows:





Revise the table at Policy H1 to show a figure of 740 under ‘Annual Average’ and 14,800 under ‘Total’ for Basingstoke and Deane; and,





insert a new footnote to the table at Policy H1 as follows:  





“The figure for Basingstoke and Deane is indicative pending the outcome of further work on sewerage treatment capacity at Basingstoke which, if unresolved, could constrain development after 2016.”


. 



























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


Quality of Life is known to be a key factor in the choice of location for the kinds of enterprises Basingstoke and Deane needs to attract if we are to achieve economic growth and raise the standard of living for our residents. It is also a key factor in attracting and retaining people with specialist skills needed to man high-added-value businesses, and to retain in the area those with the competence to start and sustain new enterprises. 








If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


In recent years, policies aimed at intensification of development have too often led to development proposals that are inappropriate in a particular local context – in towns as well as in villages – and that have had an adverse effect on both perceived and real quality of life for residents.





While the Council supports the general thrust of this policy, the policy should recognise the significant difference between, major new development or substantial redevelopment, where intensification can be properly planned, and infill development or small scale redevelopment, where the impact on the existing surroundings becomes a more important factor than intensity of the new build.  To achieve an appropriate balance between appropriate development and making the best use of land within urban areas a strengthening of Policy BE2 would provide such a  balance.


.

















                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:      





Add to the end of Policy BE2





“Such guidance should recognise that, for smaller development and redevelopment schemes in existing residential areas, the impact on local character is likely to be a relatively more important factor than achieving high densities of development.”



























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The identification of Basingstoke as a Primary Regional Centre is supported by this Council.  The policy wording is also supported as it provides valuable guidance for the forthcoming Local Development Framework strategy and policies for Basingstoke town centre in terms of retail, cultural, employment, housing and other policies.  It is consistent with the town’s role as a regional hub.  The Policy’s recognition of the important role of smaller centres in meeting more local needs is also supported.





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 

















                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


  


The parts of this Borough to the south of the M3, together with the northern wards/parishes of Kingsclere, Highclere and Bourne, East Woodhay and Burghclere are rural in nature and provide few services, it is therefore unlikely that the areas would have any housing allocations.  Given this, and the significant investment in infrastructure that would be necessary to access these areas, it is considered inappropriate to include them within the Sub-Region.                                                                                                                                                                       





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:      





From a planning perspective there would be more logic in deleting these areas from the sub-region.  The boundary does not follow administrative (ward and even parish) boundaries, nor does it follow any obvious natural features, roads or settlement outlines, creating immense potential confusion as well as monitoring difficulties.                                                     


                                                                                                                                                                 


Furthermore, a number of changes have been made to the sub-regional boundary including the removal of Farnham and most recently the removal of part of South Oxfordshire District.  The justification for this change was that the area concerned is not required to provide any housing under the sub-regional strategy and that it should therefore be included in the ‘rest of Oxfordshire’.  Similar arguments apply to the areas referred to in Basingstoke and it would therefore be inconsistent to leave these areas within this Sub-Region. This request was made at several stages during the Plan process and no explanation or rationale for the somewhat arbitrary line of the boundary was given. The proposed changes would have no impact on delivery of housing.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 





Change to Map E6





The parts of this Borough south of the M3, together with the northern wards/parishes of Kingsclere, Highclere and Bourne, East Woodhay and Burghclere be excluded from the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub-Region and placed within the ‘Rest of Hampshire’ area.
























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council consider that the reference in Section E6, paragraph 2.11 to a shortfall of 40-60 hectares of additional employment land in North Hampshire, and the suggestion that most of the shortfall should be met in Basingstoke should be removed for the reasons set out below:                                                                                                                                                                  





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:  


                                                                                                                                                                                                                          


The text elsewhere in Section E6, paragraph 2.11 identifies that there are uncertainties relating to economic forecasting and predicting the future relationship of economic growth to floorspace requirements.





It is inconsistent to identify a shortfall in North Hampshire without a similar analysis having been carried out for other parts of the sub-region and there is no need to do so as any necessary land can come forward through the LDF process in accordance with policy WCBV4 and the criteria in Policy RE2.





The inclusion of this reference could result in undue pressure being applied through the LDF process to identify greenfield land for employment which would undermine the objective of the stated criterion in Policy RE2 that policies should provide for a range of sites and premises based on the efficient use of existing and underused sites and premises and on locations which intensify the use of existing sites.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 





Change proposed – deletion of the first two sentences of paragraph 2.11 of Section E6








To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The Council supports this policy as providing important guidance to ensure the provision of the essential transport infrastructure that will be required to meet the Plan’s housing and other development aims and to enable Basingstoke to fulfill its role as a regional hub.  Without the timely and properly funded provision of infrastructure  neither the identified housing nor economic growth can be delivered, and quality of life will be severely impacted.





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


More detailed comments on infrastructure provision are set out in the Borough Council’s comments on Policy WCBV6.














                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 

































































In accordance with this Council’s objection to Policy H1 (that the rate of housing provision should be an annual average of 740 homes per year) the figure for that part of the Borough lying within the WCBV sub-region should be an annual average of 710 homes per year. 


 


The Council is also concerned that Policy WCBV3 and Table WCBV1 do not reflect the uncertainty over future sewage treatment capacity at Basingstoke and the potential constraint it will place on development after 2016.  This issue of sewerage treatment capacity and its potential effect on the ability to actually deliver development over the plan period is identified in SEERA’s own technical reports.                                                                                                                                                   





It is not certain that the full results of the water cycle study referred to in the Regional Planning Committee Report of 24 May 2006 (Agenda Item 5 – Infrastructure – Water Quality) will be available by the time of the Examination, though this Council has been actively pursuing and supporting it with the Environment Agency and water companies.  It is not considered that the approach set out in Note 4 to Policy WCBV 3 has a sound technical basis reflecting the true nature of this potential constraint, or that the status of the note itself is clear.





The Council therefore request that a further note is added to the table at Policy WCBV3 (similar to, and cross-referring to the one requested by this Council for Policy H1) as set out below, to clarify that, whichever level of development proposed, its delivery is dependent on a solution to the sewage treatment capacity limits at Basingstoke being achieved and implemented.  This would also provide greater consistency with Policy NRM1.





The Council is also concerned that without the provision and effective funding of other essential infrastructure, notably for transport, a significant element of the identified housing may not be capable of delivery.








                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





Replace the figures for Basingstoke and Deane in Table WCBV1 with an annual average of 710 homes per year and a total of 14,200; and,





Delete existing Note 4 and replace with a new note to Table WCBV1 at Policy WCBV3 as follows:





“As referred to in footnote X to Policy H1, the figure for Basingstoke and Deane is indicative pending the outcome of further work on sewerage treatment capacity at Basingstoke which, if unresolved, could constrain development after 2016.”



























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


The reference to ‘Smart Growth’ is welcomed but its explanation is inadequate, in that it focuses on factors of production and employment in existing enterprises but fails to identify the need for regional and local authorities to analyse changes in the nature of future enterprise and employment that are required, both to sustain economic growth and to achieve objectives in relation to climate change, quality of life etc, and that also have a bearing on regional and local demographics.





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


For a region or a local area, ‘smart growth’ is not only about improving the productivity etc of existing patterns of enterprises. In the time frame of the Plan the nature and characteristics of enterprises will be more important. In areas of existing high employment the focus needs to be on higher added value enterprises. It is significant that regions chosen as benchmarks by SEEDA and that have higher added value than the South East are almost all areas that attract and sustain (or create) ‘headquarter’, ‘research’ or ‘regional management’ operations rather than – for example - back office services or manufacturing.





This affects almost all aspects of planning, including future local and regional demographics, housing mix, education infrastructure etc. 








                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 






























































To help us process your response effectively, please summarise why you support or oppose the policy or paragraph:  


 


This policy is supported as it provides clear guidance that future housing and other development in the sub-region can only be delivered if the identified critical infrastructure is secured.  For Basingstoke and Deane it is fundamental that, to deliver the proposed level of housing, key strategic and local infrastructure is provided in a timely fashion and that it is properly financed through regional and national funding streams. 





If you wish to expand on your response please use the space below:                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                 


Without such provision a significant element of the identified housing may not be capable of delivery, particularly in relation to water disposal and transport infrastructure.  It is therefore considered very important for achieving the objectives of the Sub-Regional Strategy that this policy is not diluted.  The level of infrastructure needed to achieve this is, in part, set out in Annex 3 of the accompanying South East Plan Implementation Plan.  The Borough Council supports the approach taken in this document and would wish to support not only those schemes which focus on the Borough but also the strategic rail schemes in relation to ‘Airtrack’ and the Reading Station Upgrade.  The Borough Council considers that both of these schemes would have significant benefits in terms of maximising the economic potential of the Borough, and in particular Basingstoke.











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 





If you are suggesting changes to the draft plan, please supply revised wording of policies or supporting text as you wish to see them:                                                                                                                 
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