
Regulation 15 Submission 

Whitchurch Neighbourhood Development Plan, 
2014 to 2029 

Consultation Statement 

Version for Regulation 15 Submission 

This document is the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement 
intended for submission under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 (As Amended). 

Disclaimer: every effort has been taken to ensure that the information in this document is as 
accurate as possible but no responsibility is implied or taken for errors or omission. 



Regulation 15 Submission 

Contents 

Contents 2 

1. Introduction 3 

2. Launch – creating and maintaining awareness and involvement 4 

3. “Have Your Say - Vision Consultation ” – identifying the issues 6 

4. “Where Should the Houses Go?” – testing the options 11 

5. Regulation 14 Consultation 16 

6. Communication of changes to the WNDP made after the Regulation 14 
consultation 25 

7. Additional consultation before the Regulation 15 submission 28 

8. Conclusion 34 

Appendix A Comments and WNDP responses from the Regulation 14 consultatio 35 

Appendix B Comments and WNDP responses from the July 2016 communication 
and the pre-Regulation 15 consultation 89 

Appendix C  Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan Have your Say - Vision’ Questionnaire 
112 

Appendix D  Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan  ‘Where Should The  Houses Go?’ 
Questionnaire 118 

Appendix E  Terms of Reference for Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Committee 126 



Regulation 15 Submission 

1. Introduction 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012. Section 15(2).  Part 5 of the Regulations 
sets out what a Consultation Statement should contain: 

• details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
Neighbourhood Plan; 

• how they were consulted; 
• the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 
• how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 

1.2 Consultation was led by the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee.  
The Steering Committee planned the process to be as accessible as possible to all 
interested parties; its meetings were open to the public, advertised in advance and 
the minutes published.  Progress in developing the plan was communicated through 
a variety of means, including on a website, Facebook, public noticeboard and 
through local publications.  In addition, detailed consultation took place at four stages 
in the process: 

• an initial series of launch meetings, to raise awareness of the Plan and recruit a 
Steering Committee and volunteers to support its production, during September 
2013; 

•  “Have Your Say” events during March 2014, to identify the most important issues 
that the Plan should address; 

•  “Where Should The Houses Go?” events during October 2014, to test reactions to 
the alternative development proposals; 

• the statutory consultation stage, in accordance with Regulation 14. 

1.3 The aims of the consultation process were to:  

• involve as much of the community as possible throughout all stages of Plan 
development, so that the Plan is based on the views of local people and other 
stakeholders;  

• ensure that consultation events took place at the critical points at which decisions 
needed to be taken;  

• engage with as wide a range of people as possible, using a variety of approaches 
and communication and consultation techniques; and  

• ensure that results of consultation were fed back to local people, through a range 
of means, as soon as possible after the consultation events.  
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2. Launch – creating and maintaining 
awareness and involvement 

2.1 Early in 2013, the Whitchurch Town Council proposed that Whitchurch should be the 
subject of a Neighbourhood Plan.  On 22 March 2013, Whitchurch was designated as 
a Neighbourhood Plan area by Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council. The Terms 
of Reference are included as Appendix E and are available on the Whitchurch Town 
Council Website.   The Town Council subsequently appointed David George as Chair 
of the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee. 

2.2 The Plan was launched at two public meetings, on the evenings of 6 and 15 
September 2013.  The meetings: 

• introduced interested parties to the concept of Neighbourhood Planning; 
• conducted an informal survey of the important considerations for the future 

development of Whitchurch; and  
• encouraged people to take part in the process. 

2.3 Approximately 1201 residents attended the meetings; six people volunteered to join 
the Steering Committee, and a further 25 volunteered to support the development of 
the Plan.  An informal survey was conducted at the meetings, which gave an initial 
indication of the land use and infrastructure issues that attendees considered most 
important.  The results were used to structure the comprehensive questionnaire 
launched at the initial consultation events (see section 3 below). 

2.4 Following the launch events, the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Committee was appointed on 16 October 2013.  A community engagement strategy 
document was prepared and approved by the Steering Committee on 30 October 
2013.  This set out the main communication activities that would be undertaken 
during the preparation of the Plan, and the stakeholders that should be addressed, 
including: 

• residents; 
• businesses; 
• developers; 
• local government; and 
• community groups. 

2.5 In order to involve as much of the community as possible throughout all stages of the 
Plan development, a programme of continuous communication of progress was put in 
place. 

2.6 The Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan website, www.whitchurchplan.org, contains: 

• an overview of the Neighbourhood Plan; 
• news items on the progress of the Plan; 

1 Estimate by Neighbourhood Plan Chair, David George. 

https://www.whitchurchplan.org




http://www3.hants.gov.uk/factsandfigures/population




http://www3.hants.gov.uk/factsandfigures/population-statistics/census_pages.htm










http://www3.hants.gov.uk/factsandfigures/population-statistics/census_pages/census_2011.htm
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• the four remaining sites ‘Bloswood Lane Extension’ [5], East of Winchester Rd’ 
[8], ‘Northwest Whitchurch’ [1] and ‘East of Bere Hill’ [9] were similar to one 
another in popularity. 

   

Figure 9.  Housing and industry options presented at the “Where Should The Houses Go?” 
housing options events 

4.11 Respondents were also in favour of developments that fulfil the need for employment 
growth in line with population, but also allow for some expansion requirements of 
current local businesses.  Of the three potential employment sites, the most popular 
was ‘North of the Railway’ [site 11] followed by ‘North West Whitchurch’ [10]. ‘South 
of Bloswood Lane’ [12] was considerably less popular. 

How issues were taken into account  

4.12 The results of the options survey were published on 22 February 2015, on the 
Neighbourhood Plan website.  Printed copies of the results were also made available 
at the town’s community hall, the Gill Nethercott Centre, and key charts were posted 
on the Neighbourhood Plan noticeboard. The results were also shared with 
representatives of developers and landowners who attended the events.  

4.13 The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee used residents’ preferences to design 
the recommendations in the draft Plan, taking account of relevant policies and 
planning constraints, and feedback from representatives of interested developers and 
landowners. 



Regulation 15 Submission 

5. Regulation 14 Consultation 
How people were consulted 

5.1 From 20 November 2015 until 8 January 2016, the draft Plan was made available to 
all stakeholders as part of the Regulation 14 consultation. The consultation was 
promoted through: 

• the WNDP website and Facebook page; 
• the Town Council website; 
• the Whitchurch community website and Facebook page; 
• a flyer delivered to every household in the parish, and to employers on Ardglen 

Estate; and 
• posters in shops around the town, and on the Town Council noticeboard outside 

the Town Hall. 

5.2 Copies of the plan were made available: 

• on the WNDP website at whitchurch-hampshire-tc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-
plan/2015/11/20/whitchurch-neighbourhood-development-plan/ 

• in the Town Hall office; 
• at Whitchurch Library; 
• at the town’s community hall, the Gill Nethercott Centre; 
• at H’s Tea Shop; 
• at Whitchurch Silk Mill Tea Shop; 
• at the Doctors’ surgery; and 
• in the offices of the Whitchurch branches of estate agents Brockenhurst and 

Graham & Co. 

5.3 Figure 10 shows the flyer distributed to each household in the town. Figure 11 shows 
the consultation announcements on the WNDP and Town Council websites. Figure 
12 shows the announcements on the Whitchurch community website and Facebook 
page. 



Regulation 15 Submission 

Figure 10.  Flyer advertising the Regulation 14 consultation 

Figure 11.  WNDP and Town Council website announcements of the Regulation 14 consultation 
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Figure 12.  Whitchurch community website and Facebook page  
announcements of the Regulation 14 consultation 

5.4 Consultation events were held from 1pm to 4pm on Sunday 6 December 2015, and 
from 9am to 12pm on Saturday 12 December 2015, at the Gill Nethercott Centre. 

5.5 During the consultation, the following documents were available online and at the 
events: 

• the draft WNDP; 
• the draft Employment Site Selection Overview Report; 
• the draft Housing Site Selection Overview Report; 
• the draft Infrastructure Report; 
• the draft Traffic Report. 
• the draft Consultation Statement;  
• the Sustainability Appraisal; 
• the Vision Questionnaire Analysis; 
• the ‘Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan “Where do the Houses Go?” Community 

Consultation’ report; 
• a summary of responses to the Business Survey; 
• a History and Archaeology Report; 
• the Whitchurch “Healthcheck and Town Action Plan Report” of 2005; 
• the Whitchurch Design Statement of 2009; and 
• the BDBC Neighbourhood Planning Screening Report. 
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5.6 At the events, posters were used to explain the draft Plan’s: 

• purpose and structure, and the constraints within which it operates; 
• Vision for the future Whitchurch, based on the initial community consultations; 
• Objectives established to deliver the Vision; 
• Policies to guide development; and 
• proposed development sites. 

5.7 NPSC members were available to answer questions, and residents could provide 
comments using the forms provided. Visitors to the WNDP website could ask 
questions or make comments via the “Contact” tab at the top of every page of the 
website. Figure 13 shows example posters and the comments form used. 
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Figure 13.  Example of the posters used at the consultation events, and the comments form  



Regulation 15 Submission 

How statutory consultees were consulted 

5.8 Thirty-eight organisations were identified as being “consultation bodies” according to 
Schedule 1 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.  These are 
shown in table 1. 

Schedule 1 category Organisation Contact 

A local planning authority, county council or 
parish council any part of whose area is in or 
adjoins the area of the local planning 
authority 

Hampshire County 
Council 

planning@hants.gov.uk 

Laverstoke & Freefolk 
Parish Council 

laverstokeclerk@gmail.com 

Kingsclere Parish 
Council 

clerk@kingsclere-pc.org.uk 

Litchfield and 
Woodcott Parish 
Meeting 

rhnicholson@yahoo.co.uk 

Ecchinswell, 
Sydmonton & Bishop's 
Green Parish Council 

clerk@ecchinswell-pc.gov.uk 

Overton Parish 
Council 

clerk@overtonparishcouncil.gov.uk 

Longparish Parish 
Council 

clerk@longparish.org.uk 

St Mary Bourne Parish 
Council 

clerk@stmarybourne-pc.gov.uk 

Hurstbourne Priors 
Parish Council 

Private email address 

The Coal Authority thecoalauthority@coal.gov.uk 
The Homes and Communities Agency  mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk 
Natural England  consultations@ 

naturalengland.org.uk   
The Environment Agency  wtenquiries@ 

environment-agency.gov.uk 
The Historic Buildings and Monuments 
Commission for England (known as English 
Heritage) 

southeast@HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (company 
number 2904587) 

1 Evershot Street, London, NW1 
2DN 

The Highways Agency  info@hants.gov.uk 
The Marine Management Organisation planning@ 

marinemanagement.org.uk 
Any person— 
(i) to whom the electronic communications 
code applies by virtue of a direction given 
under section 106(3)(a) of the 
Communications Act 2003; and  
(ii) who owns or controls electronic 
communications apparatus situated in any 
part of the area of the local planning 
authority; 

Openreach newsitereceptionnorthdowns@ 
openreach.co.uk  

Orange Planning Team, Orange Centre 
Office, The Point, 37 North West 
Road, Paddington, London W2 
1AG 

EE site.information@ 
everythingeverywhere.com 

Telefonica O2 Planning Team, Telefonica O2 
Limited, 260 Bath Rd, Slough SL1 
4DX  

Vodafone Land Use Planning Dept.,Vodafone 
House, The Connection, Newbury 
RG14 2FN 

TalkTalk customerservices@ 
talktalkbusiness.co.uk 

https://talktalkbusiness.co.uk
https://everythingeverywhere.com
https://openreach.co.uk
https://mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk
https://rhnicholson@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:laverstokeclerk@gmail.com
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Virgin Media Virgin Media, PO Box 219 Newport 
NP10 8GU 

Where it exercises functions in any part of 
the neighbourhood area—  
(i) a Primary Care Trust established under 
section 18 of the National Health Service Act 
2006 or continued in existence by virtue of 
that section;  
(ii) a person to whom a licence has been 
granted under section 6(1)(b) and (c) of the 
Electricity Act 1989;  
(iii) a person to whom a licence has been 
granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act 
1986; 
(iv) a sewerage undertaker; and 
(v) a water undertaker.  
Community and Voluntary Organisations 

North Hampshire 
Clinical 
Commissioning Group 

simon.wilkinson@nhs.net 

Scottish and Southern 
Energy 

55 Vastern Road, Reading, RG1 
8BU 

National Grid Amec Environmental & 
Infrastructure UK Ltd, Gables 
House, Kenilworth Road, 
Leamington Spa, CV32 6JX 

Southern Gas Network customer@sgn.co.uk 
Southern Water planningpolicy@ 

southernwater.co.uk 

Voluntary bodies some or all of whose 
activities benefit all or any part of the 
neighbourhood area 

Kingfisher Trust kingfisherdaycentre@ 
btinternet.com 

Age Concern sam.agnew@ 
ageconcernhampshire.org.uk 

Bodies which represent the interests of 
different racial, ethnic or national groups in 
the neighbourhood area 

Multicultural Forum admin@bmforum.org.uk 
All Hallows Church Via website contact form 

www.allhallowswhitchurch.org.uk/ 
ContactUs.aspx 

Methodist Church Private email address 
St John the Baptist 
Parish (RC) 

stjtb@portsmouthdiocese.org.uk 

Baptist Church andy.fitchet@whitchurchbc.org.uk 
Bodies which represent the interests of 
persons carrying on business in the 
neighbourhood area 

Ardglen Business 
Forum 

ali@labcal.co.uk 

Bodies which represent the interests of 
disabled persons in the neighbourhood area 

Disability Forum and 
Access Group 

Private email address 

Table 1. Organisations identified as being “consultation bodies” according to Schedule 1 of The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 

5.9 A further 23 organisations and individuals which the NPSC regarded as important 
stakeholders were also contacted and invited to comment. These are shown in 
table 2. 

Category Organisation/ Representative Contact 

AONB info@northwessexdowns.org.uk 
Public transport Southwest Trains Tshoveller@swtrains.co.uk 

Pdominey@swtrains.co.uk 
Stagecoach Buses martin.gibbon@stagecoachbus.com 
Basingstoke Community Transport keith_bct@hotmail.com 

Police Hampshire Constabulary Police HQ, West Hill, Romsey Road, 
Winchester, SO22 5DB 

Office of the Police & Crime 
Commissioner for Hampshire 

St George's Chamber, St George's Street, 
Winchester, SO23 8AJ 

Elected 
Representatives 

Borough Councillors cllr.keith.watts@basingstoke.gov.uk 
cllr.eric.dunlop@basingstoke.gov.uk 

County Councillor tom.thacker@hants.gov.uk 
MP kit.malthouse.mp@parliament.uk 

Schools Testbourne School adminoffice@testbourne.hants.sch.uk 
Whitchurch CofE Primary School adminoffice@whitchurch.hants.sch.uk 

https://adminoffice@whitchurch.hants.sch.uk
https://adminoffice@testbourne.hants.sch.uk
https://kit.malthouse.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:keith_bct@hotmail.com
mailto:martin.gibbon@stagecoachbus.com
https://Pdominey@swtrains.co.uk
https://Tshoveller@swtrains.co.uk
https://ali@labcal.co.uk
https://btinternet.com
https://southernwater.co.uk
https://customer@sgn.co.uk
mailto:simon.wilkinson@nhs.net
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Whitchurch Surgery Whitchurch Surgery ian.rees@nhs.net 
Housing 
Associations 

Sentinel Housing Association 56 Kingsclere Road, Basingstoke, Hampshire 
RG21 6XG 

Sovereign Housing Association stuart.roberts@sovereign.org.uk 
Landowners and 
developers featured 
in the WNDP 

BDBC Property Services jason.christou@basingstoke.gov.uk 

The Hospital of St Cross & 
Almshouse of Noble Poverty 

clerk@hospitalofstcross.co.uk 

David Wilson Homes Tollbar House, Tollbar Way, Hedge End, 
Southampton SO30 2UH 

R E Thompson & Co 51 Evingar Road, Whitchurch, Hants RG28 
7EU 

Timesvalue Ltd, c/o DGG Planning 
Ltd 

ian@dggplanning.co.uk 

Banner Homes and Bewley Homes 
c/o Barton Willmore 

The Observatory, Southfleet Road, Dartford, 
Kent, DA10 0DF 

Zurich Assurance giles.wordsworth@smithsgore.co.uk 
Other Whitchurch Association Private email address 

Table 2. Other organisations and individuals representatives invited to comment  
during the Regulation 14 consultation 

5.10 In addition, 121 businesses which had been identified as operating in Whitchurch, 
and for whom email contacts were available, were invited to comment on the plan. 

5.11 Figure 11 shows the communication to the organizations invited to comment on the 
draft WNDP. 

Figure 11.  Communication to the organizations invited to comment on the draft WNDP 

https://giles.wordsworth@smithsgore.co.uk
https://ian@dggplanning.co.uk
https://clerk@hospitalofstcross.co.uk
mailto:ian.rees@nhs.net
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Issues raised, and how they were taken into account 

5.12 Fourteen residents or employers commented on the Regulation 14 draft of the 
WNDP: 

• four provided detailed comments on process, matters of fact and the soundness 
of Plan recommendation; these were addressed where appropriate by corrections 
of detail or clarifications to the decision-making process in the relevant sections of 
the Plan and supporting documents. 

• the remaining respondents expressed support for the Plan, and/or raised 
individual points which were addressed where appropriate by corrections of detail 
or clarifications to the decision-making process in the relevant sections of the 
Plan and supporting documents. 

5.13 BDBC made 84 comments covering: 

• structure of the Plan documentation; 
• drafting; 
• legality, practicality and reasonableness of the proposed Policies; 
• consistency with the Adopted Local Plan; and 
• points of detail. 

The issues were addressed by redrafting of the Plan documentation, redrafting (and 
in one case, deletion) of Policies, and provision of additional detail in the Plan and its 
supporting documents. 

5.14 Seven other consultation bodies commented on the Regulation 14 Draft of the 
WNDP: 

• Southern Water provided detailed comments and recommended amendments to 
a number of policies and sections of text. These were incorporated where the 
NPSC believed that it was essential to WNDP Objectives and not already 
addressed by the BDBC Adopted Local Plan. 

• The remaining respondees addressed specific policies, Plan chapters or 
supporting documents, which were addressed where appropriate by corrections 
or clarifications to the relevant sections of the Plan and supporting documents. 

5.15 Individual comments, and the changes to the plan − if any − that were made as a 
result of comments from residents, employers and consultation bodies, are contained 
in Appendix A to this Consultation Statement. 
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6. Communication of changes to the WNDP 
made after the Regulation 14 consultation 

6.1 In July 2016, public presentations were made of changes to the Plan resulting from 
planning developments after the Regulation 14 consultation: 

• on 26 May 2016 BDBC “adopted” the Local Plan which changes the number of 
houses to be allocated by the Town Council and removes the BDBC allocation of 
Employment Land;  

• the 25 affordable homes proposed by Hyde Housing Association have been 
postponed indefinitely; 

• there had been a number of planning applications and decisions relating to 
housing and employment; and  

• there had been comments from residents and other stakeholders that required 
action in respect of the Regulation 14 version of the Plan.  

6.2 The presentation events were promoted through the WNDP website and Facebook 
page, and the Town Council website. Figure 13 shows the consultation 
announcements on the WNDP website and Facebook page.  

Figure 13.  WNDP website and Facebook announcements of the update events 

6.3 The events were held at the Gill Nethercott Centre on: 

• Tuesday 19 July, from 6pm to 9pm; and 
• Saturday 23 July, from 1pm to 4pm. 
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6.4 At the presentation events, a series of 15 posters explained: 

• what had changed since the community had been consulted on the Regulation 14 
draft of the WNDP in November 2015 – January 2016; 

• how the Plan had been changed to address the developments since the 
Regulation 14 consultation; and 

• details of the housing and employment site proposals in the revised WNDP. 

6.5 Members of the NPSC were available to answer residents’ questions, and comments 
forms were available to record feedback from visitors to the events.  Figure 14 shows 
the presentations at the event, and figure 15 shows examples of the posters, and the 
comments form used to solicit feedback. 

Figure 14.  The public presentations in July 2016 
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Figure 15.  Comments form and examples of the posters used at the public presentations in July 2016 

6.6 Following the two events, on 6 August, the posters and a comments form were made 
available on the WNDP website, with a request for comments before the end of 
August. 
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7. Additional consultation before the 
Regulation 15 submission 

7.1 Shortly before the submission of the Regulation 15 version of the WNDP, a further 
consultation on the main changes to the Plan was undertaken. Emphasis was placed 
on the changes to proposed revisions  the allocation of land for development. 

How people were consulted 

7.2 From 29 October to 3 December 2016, the draft Plan was made available to all 
stakeholders for a further consultation. The consultation was promoted through: 

• the WNDP website and Facebook page; 
• the Town Council website; 
• the November 2016 issue of the Parish Magazine; 
• the Whitchurch community website and Facebook page; and 
• a flyer delivered to households close to the additional proposed development site 

in North West Whitchurch. 

7.3 Copies of the plan were made available: 

• on the WNDP website at http://whitchurch-hampshire-tc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-
plan/2016/10/28/whitchurch-neighbourhood-development-plan-2/ 

• in the Town Hall office; 
• at Whitchurch Library; 
• at the town’s community hall, the Gill Nethercott Centre; and 
• at H’s Tea Shop. 

7.4 Figure 15 shows the consultation announcements on the WNDP and Town Council 
websites. Figure 16 shows the Parish Magazine announcement and the flyer, which 
was distributed to households which are close the newly allocated sites. Flyers were 
distributed to: 

• Witan Court; 
• Caesars Way; 
• Bradbury Close; 
• Beech Court; 
• Greenwoods; and 
• Station Road. 

http://whitchurch-hampshire-tc.gov.uk/neighbourhood
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Figure 15.  WNDP and Town Council website announcements of the 
additional consultation before Regulation 15 

Figure 16.  Parish magazine announcement and flyer, advertising the  
additional consultation before Regulation 15 
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7.5 Posters explaining the latest draft of the Plan and what has changed since the 
Regulation 14 consultation, together with the draft Plan documents, were available in 
the Town Hall during normal weekday opening hours, and a member of the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee was available at the Town Hall every 
Saturday, from 9am to 2pm, to explain the presentation and answer questions. 

7.6 Copies of the posters, and the draft Plan documents, were also made available at the 
Town’s community hall, the Gill Nethercott Centre, and on the WNDP website. 

7.7 During the consultation, the following documents were available online and at the 
events: 

• posters describing the changes to the draft WNDP; 
• the draft WNDP; 
• the draft Employment Site Selection Overview Report; 
• the draft Housing Site Selection Overview Report; 
• the draft Employment Site Selection Addendum;  
• the draft Housing Site Selection Addendum; and 
• a comments form for feedback. 

7.8 Figure 17 shows example posters from the events, and the comments form. 
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Figure 17.  Example of the posters used at the consultation events, and the comments form  
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How statutory consultees were consulted 

7.9 All statutory and other organizations and elected representatives who were contacted 
during the Regulation 14 consultation were contacted again during the additional 
consultation before Regulation 15. 

7.10 Figure 18 shows the communication to the organizations invited to comment on the 
draft WNDP. 

Figure 18.  Communication to the organizations invited to comment on the draft WNDP 
during the additional consultation before Regulation 15 

Issues raised, and how they were taken into account 

7.11 Fifteen residents or employers commented on the pre-Regulation 15 draft of the 
WNDP: 

• four provided detailed comments on process, matters of fact and the soundness 
of Plan recommendation; these were addressed where appropriate by corrections 
of detail or clarifications to the decision-making process in the relevant sections of 
the Plan and supporting documents. 

• the remaining respondents expressed support for the Plan and/or raised 
individual points which were addressed where appropriate by corrections of detail 
or clarifications to the decision-making process in the relevant sections of the 
Plan and supporting documents. 

7.12 BDBC made 31 comments covering: 
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• structure of the Plan documentation; 
• drafting; 
• legality, practicality and reasonableness of the proposed Policies; 
• consistency with the Adopted Local Plan; and 
• points of detail. 

Nineteen of these comments recognised improvements in Policies as a result of 
redrafting since the Regulation 14 consultation. The remaining comments were 
addressed by redrafting of the Plan documentation and further redrafting of Policies. 

7.13 Three other consultation bodies commented on the pre-Regulation 15 draft of the 
WNDP: 

• Southern Water provided detailed comments and recommended amendments to 
a number of policies and sections of text. These were incorporated where the 
NPSC believed that it was essential to WNDP Objectives and not already 
addressed by the BDBC Adopted Local Plan. 

• The remaining respondees addressed specific policies or Plan text, which were 
addressed where appropriate by corrections or clarifications to the relevant 
sections of the Plan and supporting documents. 

7.14 Individual comments, and the changes to the plan – if any – that were made as a 
result of comments from residents, employers and consultation bodies, are contained 
in Appendix B to this Consultation Statement. 
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8. Conclusion 
8.1 This Consultation Statement and the supporting documents in the Appendix to this 

Statement are considered to comply with Section 15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations. 
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Appendix A Comments and WNDP responses from the 
Regulation 14 consultation  
Statutory Consultees 

Consultee Report 
reference 

Comment WNDP response 

BDBC Policy HD1 This policy is quite convoluted, as it attempts to address affordable housing, older persons housing, and 
presumably the mix of market housing. The policy moves between different issues related to housing mix, 
which undermines the clarity and coherence of the policy. 

The first sentence is somewhat ambiguous, as it is not clear what constitutes the “specific needs identified 
for Whitchurch”. 

In respect of the second sentence, it is not clear what would constitute addressing the “local need for older 
persons’ housing”. i.e. what is the local need? And how much needs to be done to address it? 

The policy contains a very specific clause about the eligibility criteria for affordable rented accommodation. 
This clause seems overly prescriptive, and it is recommended that the WNDPSC consult with the borough 
council’s housing department regarding the proposed wording. 

Currently, the policy does not provide any clarification regarding what sort of mix is expected, and therefore 
is not considered consistent with the policy writing guidance set out in the PPG. 

The policy needs to be made more clear and precise, with clear requirements and criteria. 

It may be preferable to split this policy into 3 separate policies, or at least clarify the wording and structure 
of this policy. 

Please refer to the policy writing guidance in the PPG (referred to above). 

It is also recommended that supporting text/guidance is added in order to clarify the interpretation of the 
policy. 

The policy and/or supporting text should provide some clarification regarding what the evidence base 
shows is required in terms of housing mix, as currently the decision maker has no frame of reference for 
assessing this policy, which would lead to a very uncertain decision making process. It should also be 
clarified whether the mix referred to relates to market or affordable housing, or both. The Borough Housing 
department should be consulted on (c) and (e) and also on Policy HD3 

Policy HD1 contains a very specific clause about the eligibility criteria for affordable rented accommodation. 
This clause seems overly prescriptive, and it is recommended that the WNDPSC consult with the borough 

Policies HD1 and 
HD2 (formerly HD3) 
have been amended 
following feedback 
from, and 
discussions with, 
BDBC, including the 
Borough Housing 
department. 
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Consultee Report 
reference 

Comment WNDP response 

council’s housing department regarding the proposed wording. 

BDBC Policy HD1 Supporting text requires all development to include 40% social housing, which is not reasonable. The 
wording therefore needs revisiting.   

Policies HD1 and 
HD2 (formerly HD3) 
have been amended 
following feedback 
from, and 
discussions with, 
BDBC, including the 
Borough Housing 
department. 

BDBC Policy HD2 Applies space standards and there is an issue over whether this is viable The original Policy 
HD2 has been 
deleted from the 
WNDP. 

BDBC Policy HD3 Housing officers would need to consider this. Policy HD2 (formerly 
HD3) have been 
amended following 
feedback from, and 
discussions with, 
BDBC, including the 
Borough Housing 
department. 

BDBC 10.4 The reference to there being an “absence of concrete evidence to show that the North West Whitchurch 
site is not deliverable” does not seem a reasonable basis for relying on a site to meet an identified land use 
need, especially when the site in question has proved problematic to bring forward for a number of years. 

Policy D3.21 of the Adopted Local Plan will not be retained once the submission Local Plan is adopted and 
therefore it cannot be relied upon to meet the employment need identified. Only policy ES4 makes provision 
for new employment land, and it may not lead to the result which is favoured by the employment site 
selection analysis, namely the development of the North West Whitchurch site for employment use. It could 
lead to a less preferable site(s) coming forward to meet the demand identified. 

The conclusion also seems to assume that the North West Whitchurch site can be accessed through the 
railway tunnel to the north of the site. However, this has been at the root of the considerable delay in 
bringing the site forward for development, and no evidence has been presented that this issue has been 
resolved. 

The conclusion also appears confused in that it is stated that there is no need to make an allocation for 
employment need, owing to the existence of the saved policy, whilst, on the other hand, the WNDP 
provides a policy to allow additional employment land to come forward on a more flexible basis – ES4. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies of 
the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 11.3 / 11.4 11.3. This part of the WNDP does not need to be amended at this stage, but it may be necessary to monitor The Housing 

Page 36 of 128  
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the potential amendments to policy SS5 depending on future timescales. 

But to meet the BDBC modification to the emerging LP the word “approximately” should change to “at 
least”. 

11.4. The reference to the emerging Local Plan policy should be removed. If the WNDPSC want to ensure 
that 40% of new housing is affordable then this should be included within the policy. 

chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 11.4 Reference is made to the emerging Local Plan policy in respect of affordable housing, this is not necessary 
in respect of the ‘basic conditions’ as this is not yet part of the development plan. 

The Housing 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 11.4 second 
paragraph 

‘Social housing’ is a form of ‘affordable housing,’ as are affordable rent, and intermediate housing. In the 
future, the government may change the definition of affordable housing to include ‘starter homes’. 

The Housing 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 11.5 Considerable detail has been set out regarding the site selection process. It is not considered necessary 
that this be included within the Plan itself, as the information is already set out in the site selection 
document. 

Consider removing the material on site selection. This could simply be replaced by making reference to the 
accompanying site selection report. 

However, it is considered helpful to retain a clear explanation for the strategy for providing housing (i.e. 
focusing on smaller sites where possible) as this could be helpful in respect of future planning applications. 

The Housing chapter 
has been revised to 
take account of this 
and other comments. 
Full details of the site 
selection criteria, 
scoring methodology 
and results are set 
out in the supporting 
document “Housing 
Site Selection 
Overview Report”. 

BDBC 11.6 The detailed comments on the housing selection are set out in relation to the detailed report below. 
However, currently the council is concerned that the section doesn’t seem to present a coherent argument 
for why the sites in question have been selected. For example, page 87 shows that East of Winchester 
Road is one of the least “broadly acceptable” larger sites, and yet has been allocated. 

If a section on site selection is to be retained then it is recommended that this be more concise and clearly 
explain why the site selected are the most appropriate. 

The Housing 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 
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methodology and form of land use being considered. For example, the methodology makes reference to 
capacity within the local schools to accommodate additional pupils, and make provision for affordable 
housing, but doesn’t make any reference to meeting the industrial/commercial requirements of the local 
economy or relevant businesses. Consequently, the council is concerned that the conclusions drawn from 
the existing “SHLAA criteria” are not valid. 

been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments 

BDBC 5.1.1 The section on the “SHLAA criteria” is somewhat misleading, as the criteria used is actually taken from the 
council’s housing site assessment material as opposed to the SHLAA: 
http://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/doclib/168.pdf 

It is logical to base the analysis on the borough council’s site assessment criteria, but labelling it as “SHLAA 
criteria” is inaccurate. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 5.2 Further to the above, the “Vision” means of assessment is also hampered by a lack of specific criteria 
relevant to employment uses. Consequently, the council is concerned that this methodology does not form 
a robust means of assessment for employment uses. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 5.2.3 There seems to be a slight inconsistency of approach, as Bell Cornwall independently reviewed the 
“SHLAA” score, but not the “Vision” score. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 6.1.1 North West Whitchurch only seems to be being made available for mixed use (employment and residential), 
or purely residential. However, the WNDP is seeking to rely on a purely employment use designation to the 
land. Accordingly, the borough council is concerned that the land is not actually available for purely 
employment use. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 6.1.1, 6.1.11 In relation to the North West Whitchurch site, the assessment process does not seem to have responded 
fully to the access constraints, historic difficulty in developing the site, and the intentions of the landowner. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 

http://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/doclib/168.pdf
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other comments. 

BDBC 6.2.12 The wording of the second bullet should be clarified, and should probably state that “allocation of this site 
would be contrary to NPPF and WNDP policies to protect…”. The third bullet is also concerning, as it 
seems overly simplistic to rely of the previous allocation of an alternative site in the ALP, as this site has 
never been developed and the more up to date evidence collected by the WNDPSC is potentially more 
relevant. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 6.3.2 The SA/SEA makes reference to how the remaining 200 dwellings will be allocated in the neighbourhood 
area. However, the WNDP is proposing to allocate 141 units. 

Clarify the relationship between the SA/SEA and WNDP. Ensuring that the discrepancy between the two 
housing targets referred to has not undermined the assessment which has taken place. 

The Housing 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments 

BDBC 11.6 The WNP makes provision for 141 units exactly, which is precisely the net amount required in respect of 
policy SS5 in the Submission Local Plan. This does not allow for any flexibility in the event that some sites 
are not able to be developed or are not able to achieve the number of dwellings assigned to them in the 
Plan.   

More flexibility could be incorporated into the Plan in order to accommodate and deliverability issues with 
the allocated sites. For example, the Plan could include a ‘reserve site’ which could be released if certain 
stipulations are met. 

The Housing 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments 

BDBC 7 The WNDPSC may wish to consider whether any of the green spaces in the neighbourhood area would be 
suitable for designation as Local Green Space. Please see paragraphs 76 – 78 in the NPPF and the 
relevant guidance in the PPG. http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-space-
sports-and-recreation- facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space/local-green-space-designation/ 

Local Green Space designation is for use in Local Plans or Neighbourhood Plans. These plans can identify 
on a map (‘designate’) green areas for special protection. Anyone who wants an area to be designated as 
Local Green Space should contact the local planning authority about the contents of its local plan or get 
involved in neighbourhood planning. 

The General Design 
chapter has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 7 Conclusion The council is concerned about the final bullet: “in the absence of concrete evidence to show that the North 
West Whitchurch site is not deliverable”. This statement seems to indicate that the test has not been 
approached from the right angle. It is considered that the evidence needs to demonstrate that the site is 
deliverable, rather than relying on a lack of concrete evidence that it is not. 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-space
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BDBC 7.1, Policy GD2 The policy is seeking to make improvements to the walk / cycle network in and around Whitchurch, 
particularly in respect of the Test. However, it may be helpful to make reference to improvements in the 
existing network and provision of the proposed network as well as linking in with the existing facilities. 
Consider amending the text as follows: 

“Wherever possible, new development will be expected to exploit opportunities to link in with and improve 
the existing cycle and footpath network of the Town in accordance with the map set out in Figure 7.1” Page 
15 of response 

The policy includes a requirement that new development: “must dedicate land to the river frontage to 
facilitate future public access to a riverside walk along the River Test” 

This could be difficult to justify at the Independent Examination. For this clause to be valid there needs to 
be a realistic prospect that such a footpath can be provided within a clear timeframe. Any planning 
obligation/s or S106 agreement associated with this clause will need to meet the relevant test set out in the 
NPPF. 

It is recommended that further consideration be given to the likelihood of such a footpath being deliverable, 
and that evidence is presented to demonstrate that the path is realistic. Otherwise the requirement may be 
considered unreasonable and/or unjustified at the Independent Examination. 

Policy GD2 has been 
amended to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 7.3 The paragraph sets out that proposals need to comply with policy EM5 in the emerging Local Plan. The 
reference to this policy is unnecessary and creates a conflict with the basic condition which relates to the 
development plan. 

The General Design 
chapter has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 7.3 It is recommended that the reference to the emerging Local Plan policy is removed. If there are any locally 
distinctive landscape or historic environment considerations then these could be set out in the form of policy 
or supporting text/guidance. 

The General Design 
chapter has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments 

BDBC 7.4 Reference is again made to all development needing to make “proper provision for those with mobility 
impairments”. It is not clear what is required to meet this stipulation. Please see comments above in relation 
GD1. 

The General Design 
chapter has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 7.5, Policy GD3 The policy is potentially quite onerous for a small application in respect of such a facility, for example, 
external alterations would require a justification demonstrating that they would enhance the viability or 
community value. 

This policy does not say anything locally specific about community facilities in Whitchurch, which may be a 
missed opportunity. 

Again, reference is made to Submission Local Plan policies, please see comments above regarding this 

The General Design 
chapter hand Policy 
GD2 have been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments . 
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issue. 

Consider revising the policy to make it more defined and practical to implement, and more locally specific. 
Reference could also be made in the supporting text or section 2 regarding the importance of the different 
facilities, and whether additional facilities are needed, which may be useful in relation to future planning 
applications. 

BDBC 7.7, Policy LD2 The implications of how this policy would operate in relation to smaller scale/householder development is 
also considered worthy of clarification, as the policy could prove very onerous in relation to such 
applications. 

Consider including criteria which would clarify the reference to “not normally be permitted” i.e. what 
exceptions would satisfy this implicit flexibility. 

The General Design 
chapter and Policy 
LD2 have been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 8.9 The SA does not appear to consider reasonable alternatives to relying on the existing employment land 
allocation in respect of the North West Whitchurch site. 

This is especially pertinent given the comments above regarding the availability and deliverability of that 
site. Furthermore, the approach to employment sites is markedly less detailed than the much more robust 
approach to the housing options. 

It is recommended that the consultants who prepared the SA/SEA consider whether reasonable 
alternatives in relation to employment land provision have been incorporated into the assessment. 

The Sustainability 
Appraisal / Strategic 
Environmental 
Assessment has 
been revised to 
support the 
Regulation 15 
version of the 
WNDP. 

BDBC 9.3.1 The bullet points and paragraph immediately at the top of page 60 read as a policy. If this is the intention 
then this text could be converted into a policy. 

Give consideration to whether the requirements in relation to renewable or low carbon energy could be a 
policy as opposed to supporting text. 

The Infrastructure 
chapter and Policy 
IP1 have been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 9.3.2, Policy 
ES2 

The first sentence is a statement rather than a policy and would be better placed in supporting text, ‘Major’ 
developments could also be defined in supporting text. It is also considered that some of the elements of 
the policy are overly specific, in particular the reference to the backhaul systems. As such the council is 
concerned that they are not a reasonable policy requirement. It would be unreasonable to potentially refuse 
a major application on the grounds of lack of clarification regarding the capacity of the backhaul systems. 

Additional guidance regarding the potential content of the connectivity statement should be provided to aid 
applicants and decisions makers. 

Consider providing supporting text/guidance to aid the implementation of the policy. It is considered that 
some of the more specific elements of the policy would be more appropriate as part of the supporting 
text/guidance. 

The Infrastructure 
chapter and Policy 
IP2 (formerly ES2) 
have been revised to 
take into account this 
and other comments. 

BDBC 9.4 This paragraph is slightly confusing, as it mentions ‘allocating’ land for an extension to the doctor’s surgery 
but no explicit allocation appears to have been made. Therefore, it is presumed that this paragraph actually 

The Infrastructure 
chapter has been 
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means that there is scope to extend the surgery premises and that such an approach would be supported 
in principle. If that is the case then clarification along those lines is recommended. 

Consider some clarification of the wording of this paragraph, removing the reference made to allocating 
land for any necessary extension to the surgery. 

revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 9.5 9.5.3 of V2.6 states: “There is an opportunity to enable expansion of more popular sports by allocating 
more sporting land use, either close to Testbourne School, or on a new site, or both. Basingstoke & Deane 
Borough Council is undertaking a Strategic Sports and Leisure review that needs interaction with the Town 
Council to identify up-and-coming activities that merit encouragement with facilities or money.” 

NPPF 204 says that planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the following tests: 

• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

• directly related to the development; and 

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

See also 12.4 of V2.6 which could be enhanced. 

Consider how the playing pitches and changing rooms would be funded and delivered. Land could be 
secured by s.106 and the facilities could be funded through the neighbourhood fund, borough council CIL, 
and possibly s.106 contributions if they are proportionate. It should be noted though that no more than five 
contributions can be pooled. 

The Infrastructure 
chapter, and Policy 
HA4, have been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC 9.5 The council’s Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy have recently been published so 
there is the opportunity to review and update this section in light of that documentation. 

It is recommended that this section takes into account the council’s recently published Playing Pitch 
Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy. 

The Infrastructure 
chapter has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy CS1 Some additional clarification (ideally via map) regarding the location of the tunnels would be helpful. Policy CS1 has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy CS1 It is recommended that a map be included within the WNDP specifying where the tunnels are located rather 
than the use of OS grid references in the policy. 

Policy CS1 has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy EM5 Consider a new policy (that reflects the wording of Draft Policy EM5 - Green Infrastructure as set out in the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy): 

1. Development proposals will only be permitted where: 

a) they do not prejudice the delivery of the council’s Green Infrastructure Strategy (and subsequent 
updates); 

b) they do not result in the fragmentation of the green infrastructure network by severing important 

The General Design 
chapter has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 
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corridors/links; or 

c) they do not result in undue pressure on the network which cannot be fully mitigated. 

d) they seek to improve links and remedy identified deficiencies in the green infrastructure network in 
accordance with the borough’s Green Infrastructure Strategy. 

2. Proposals for the redevelopment of public and private green spaces will only be permitted where it can 
be clearly demonstrated that: 

a) replacement areas will be at least equivalent in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility, and 
there will be no overall negative impact on the provision of green infrastructure; or 

b) a robust assessment clearly demonstrates that the space is surplus to local requirements and will 
not be needed in the longer term, in accordance with the council’s local standards; or 

c) the proposal is for alternative recreational provision which meets evidence of local need in such a 
way as to outweigh the loss. 

A combination of on-site and off-site provision linked to new development will be sought, in accordance with 
the borough council’s adopted open space standards as set out in an appendix, and subsequent updates. 

In general the 
clarity of the 
section could 
be increased, 
with greater 
precision 
regarding the 
land use 
needs 
identified and 
how these will 
be 
successfully 
addressed 
through the 
Plan. 

In general the 
clarity of the 
section could be 
increased, with 
greater precision 
regarding the 
land use needs 
identified and 
how these will 
be successfully 
addressed 
through the 
Plan. 

In general the clarity of the section could be increased, with greater precision regarding the land use needs 
identified and how these will be successfully addressed through the Plan. 

In general the clarity 
of the section could 
be increased, with 
greater precision 
regarding the land 
use needs identified 
and how these will 
be successfully 
addressed through 
the Plan. 

BDBC Policy ES1 The reference to confirming with Local Plan policy is not appropriate. 

It is not clear exactly what is being covered by this policy, for example, would it encompass hotel and tourist 
accommodation? 

Some simplification and clarification of the policy could be considered, in particular the first section. 
Additional supporting text/guidance may also be beneficial in terms of aiding the interpretation of the policy. 

Policy GD8 (formerly 
ES1) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES2 The first sentence is a statement rather than a policy and would be better placed in supporting text, ‘Major’ 
developments could also be defined in supporting text. It is also considered that some of the elements of 

Policy IP2 (formerly 
ES2) has been 
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the policy are overly specific, in particular the reference to the backhaul systems. As such the council is 
concerned that they are not a reasonable policy requirement. It would be unreasonable to potentially refuse 
a major application on the grounds of lack of clarification regarding the capacity of the backhaul systems. 

Additional guidance regarding the potential content of the connectivity statement should be provided to aid 
applicants and decisions makers. 

Consider providing supporting text/guidance to aid the implementation of the policy. It is considered that 
some of the more specific elements of the policy would be more appropriate as part of the supporting 
text/guidance. 

revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES3 The essence of the policy appears to accord with the basic conditions. However, there is no apparent 
definition regarding what constitutes an employment site, facilities or uses. This is particularly problematic 
given the concerns raised above regarding how the evidence base appears unclear regarding what is 
encompassed by employment use. 

In addition, the policy makes reference to it reflecting Local Plan Policy EP2. The policy shouldn’t make 
reference to the Submission Local Plan. In addition, the policy contains more onerous requirements in 
terms of marketing than policy EP2, therefore it is potentially misleading to state that it reflects the EP2 
approach. 

The marketing clause is considered overly specific for a planning policy, though some of this could be 
adapted and incorporated as supporting text. 

Policy ES2 (formerly 
ES2) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES3 ES3: Makes specific reference to Local Plan policy, which is probably inappropriate. Policy also uses a 12 
month marketing period. 

Policy ES2 (formerly 
ES3) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES4 The reference to Local Plan policies is not considered necessary. The use of the wording “generally 
supported” is also not considered to be sufficiently precise. 

The policy makes reference to meeting the expansion needs of industrial businesses. Does this mean that 
only industrial related development will be permitted? If so, the council is concerned that this is potentially 
overly restrictive. The NPPF requires the planning system to do everything it can to support economic 
growth (para 19). 

For the same reason as above, the council is also concerned that restricting the provision of new premises 
only for industrial businesses currently located in Whitchurch is overly restrictive and may not accord with 
the requirement in paragraph 19 in NPPF. It would prevent the provision of space for new businesses or 
those looking to move into the neighbourhood area. This is especially pertinent given that paragraph 10.2.1 
states that proposals for start-up units will be encouraged. The policy only provides a limited amount of 
criteria and it is questioned whether more are required, such as in relation to issues such as design, scale 
and landscape impact. For example see: http://www.chapelparishneighbourhoodplan.org/employment-
tourism/The reference to “development proposals which restrict future expansion to the Ardglen Road 
Industrial Estate will not be supported” is considered potentially confusing. Would this mean than other 

Policy ES1 (formerly 
ES4) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

http://www.chapelparishneighbourhoodplan.org/employment
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employment sites proposed could be refused if they would divert demand away from this area? Or does it 
simply relate to other development which is in close proximity to the industrial area? The wording of the 
final clause could be improved by simply referring to not having an unacceptable impact on the residential 
amenity of nearby properties, or something along those lines. 

This policy could be fairly permissive given that a potential need for 160,000 square feet (14,864 square 
metres) of employment land has currently been identified, and given the previous delivery issues with 
regard to the North West Whitchurch site (meaning that site may not be able to meet the required need for 
employment land). 

BDBC Policy ES5 The wording of the policy would benefit from some clarification. For example “uses” could be substituted for 
“development”, as presumably, in order to accord with the NPPF, this policy would allow for new buildings, 
not just conversion of existing buildings? “[E]ncouraged” could be replaced with supported, as that is more 
positive and gives greater certainty. 

The reference to “do not impact” could be amended along the lines of “do not have an unacceptable 
detrimental impact”, as virtually any development will have some impact on the character of the area, 
making the current wording unduly restrictive. 

In addition, the policy currently seems to consist of two components. The first seems to facilitate new 
economic development in the countryside, though this is not entirely clear at present, but this is subject to 
relatively few criteria. The second clause relates to the conversion of existing buildings, subject to 5 criteria. 

Policy ES4 (formerly 
ES5) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES6 It is considered that it will not be possible to implement this policy. More specifically, it is not clear what is 
meant by “actively directed to the A34 Junction north of the Town…” or how “enforcement of the route 
through an appropriate mechanism” could be achieved in practice or form the subject of a valid planning 
condition. 

Policy ES3 (formerly 
ES6) has been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy ES6 Paragraph 10.4. the issue is: The reference to there being an “absence of concrete evidence to show that 
the North West Whitchurch site is not deliverable” does not seem a reasonable basis for relying on a site to 
meet an identified land use need, especially when the site in question has proved problematic to bring 
forward for a number of years. 

Employment-Related Traffic 

Planning applications that generate significant traffic should be accompanied by a Transport Statement and 
Traffic Management Plan. 

Protection of the Town Centre from employment related Heavy Good Vehicle (HGV) traffic 

Proposals for development of sites for employment use north of the Town Centre that would generate HGV 
traffic will need to demonstrate, by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment Plan, that HGV traffic 
generated will be actively directed to the A34 junction north of the Town at Litchfield, avoiding the Town 
Centre. The direction of traffic will need to be practical and enforceable and the development will be 
required to provide for the direction and enforcement of the route through an appropriate mechanism such 
as a Traffic Regulation Order 

The Employment 
chapter, and 
associated policies 
of the WNDP, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments 
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The conclusion also seems to assume that the North West Whitchurch site can be accessed through the 
railway tunnel to the north of the site. However, this has been at the root of the considerable delay in 
bringing the site forward for development, and no evidence has been presented that this issue has been 
resolved. 

The conclusion also appears confused in that it is stated that there is no need to make an allocation for 
employment need, owing to the existence of the saved policy, whilst, on the other hand, the WNDP 
provides a policy to allow additional employment land to come forward The response suggests action: 

Further consideration is recommended in terms of how best to address the need for employment land, as 
currently the council is concerned that this issue has not been fully addressed. The deliverability (including 
assessment of the suitability, achievability and availability) of any preferred site should be clearly 
demonstrated through the evidence base. 

BDBC Figure 2.1 This map does not tally with the Adopted Local Plan policies map, which can be accessed via the following 
link: http://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/page/25780/Whitchurch%20(D3.18,%20D3.19,%20D3.20,% 
20D3.21).pdf. 

The policy numbers are different in the map which has been incorporated (vis-à-vis the ALP map) and this 
could cause confusion, particularly where the WNP makes reference to employment allocations.       
It is recommended that the map is clarified and made consistent with the ALP map in order to prevent 
confusion, particular when making reference to policy numbers later in the document (in the employment 
section). 

It would also be helpful to retitle the map to refer to its status as the ALP policies map. 

The Neighbourhood 
Area chapter, and 
figure 2.1, have been 
revised to take into 
account this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Foreword States that: “A Basic Condition of the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan (WNDP) is that it must, in general, 
comply with the NPPF and the Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council (BDBC) adopted and emerging 
Local Plan policies amongst other considerations.” 

However, the Basic Conditions require compliance with strategic policies of the “development plan”, which 
does not yet include the emerging Local Plan. 

It is recommended that the wording is amended in order to clarify that the WNDP has been drawn up in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan. 

Whilst it is considered advisable to have regard to how the neighbourhood plan fits with the emerging 
strategic policies of the Submission Local Plan, the emerging policies should not be overemphasised. 

The Foreword has 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy GD3 The policy is potentially quite onerous for a small application in respect of such a facility, for example, 
external alterations would require a justification demonstrating that they would enhance the viability or 
community value. 

This policy does not say anything locally specific about community facilities in Whitchurch, which may be a 
missed opportunity. 

Again, reference is made to Submission Local Plan policies, please see comments above regarding this 
issue. 

Policy GD3 has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

http://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/page/25780/Whitchurch%20(D3.18,%20D3.19,%20D3.20
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BDBC Policy GD4 The first part of the policy, which pertains to the Bell Street/Church Street carpark, appears sufficiently clear 
and precise. However, the second part of the policy uses the term “will generally be supported”, which is 
considered insufficiently clear. In addition, the form of development being required is not clearly defined. 

Accordingly, the second element of the policy appears unreasonable and would not meet the PPG test for 
policy writing. If the policy is to be retained then it is considered necessary to provide greater clarity and 
demonstrate that achieving the goals set out are realistic and justified. 

The second element of the policy (civic open space) may not be capable of retention through the 
Independent Examination process. 

Setting out an aspiration in supporting text for the provision of certain facilities in this area may be the most 
appropriate way of achieving this objective without the provision of considerable additional justification. 

Policy GD4 has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy GD5 The policy makes reference to retail development, but includes a range of uses which goes beyond retail 
i.e. A1 – A5, which would include restaurants, pubs and takeaways. Therefore, the intention and 
interpretation of the policy is uncertain, as is the role of the evening economy (i.e. uses A3 – 5). The second 
paragraph in the policy is not sufficiently clear to form an effective and workable policy. In addition, it is 
considered that robust justification should be provided for the strong stance being taken against A2 uses. 
The reference to an Article 4 direction is also considered inappropriate within the policy. Furthermore, it is 
not considered possible to serve an Article 4 direction along the lines which is set out. 

The third paragraph relates to a broad range of uses and the council questions whether this is the intention 
of the policy, given that it seems to be focused on retail. The requirement for mixed use schemes also 
appears overly restrictive. 

The final paragraph is unclear and is not considered to conform to the policy writing guidance set out in the 
PPG. 

Policy GD5 has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy GD6 The wording of the policy is currently not sufficiently clear and precise. For example, what is meant by 
“employment or service trade”? 

In addition, justification may need to be provided for the 12 months marketing requirement. The 
requirement to advertise the building below the market rate is considered unreasonable. 

Policy GD6 has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policy GD6 The wording of the policy is currently not sufficiently clear and precise. For example, what is meant by 
“employment or service trade”? 

In addition, justification may need to be provided for the 12 months marketing requirement. The 
requirement to advertise the building below the market rate is considered unreasonable. 

The policy wording should be clarified. It may be worth considering a more clearly defined, criteria based 
policy. 

It is recommended that the requirement to market the building below the market rate should be removed as 
this is considered an unreasonable requirement. 

Policy GD6 has been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC General Need to ensure consistency between maps and the policies and supporting text (allocation numbers etc.) 

Various references are made to the Whitchurch Village Design Statement in the WNDP. The 

The WNDP has been 
revised to take 
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neighbourhood plan will have more weight than the Village Design Statement (as the VDS is supplementary 
planning guidance, whereas the WNDP will be a development plan document, and hence of the same 
status as the Local Plan), and consequently if the WNDPSC wish to give greater weight to any of the 
sections in the VDS then these could be incorporated into the neighbourhood plan. 

There are various references to Local Plan policy, these are likely to be removed by any Independent 
Examiner if the Submission Local Plan has not been adopted at the time of the Independent Examination. 

Many of the policies lack supporting text/guidance and this hinders the interpretation of the policies by 
applicants and decision makers. This is likely to undermine the implementation of the policies. 

The drafting of the document could be improved upon, in particular the formatting is inconsistent and the 
document contains a significant number of errors, some of which have been identified below in Annex A. 

account of this 
comment. 

BDBC General The Plan emphasises the emerging Local Plan which may be inappropriate. 

Second paragraph - suggest change to: ”A Basic Condition of the Whitchurch Neighbourhood Plan (WNDP) 
is that it must have regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and be in general conformity 
with the strategic policies of the development plan.” 

The WNDP has been 
revised to take 
account of this 
comment. 

BDBC Pages 10, 11, 
12 & 13, and   
Policy GD1 

This policy could be interpreted as meaning that all development needs to be supported by either a design 
and access statement or a visual impact assessment. That would be onerous for smaller scale 
development such as residential extensions. 

In addition, it is not clear when a visual impact appraisal is required. This is quite an onerous requirement if 
applied widely and therefore it is considered that the parameters for this requirement need to be clarified in 
supporting text/guidance. 

The wording of the policy appears to require that all of the criteria are met, when in practice it is likely that 
generally only some will be relevant.  Consider providing supporting text giving more detail regarding what 
information needs to be provided with applications and how the criteria should be applied in practice when 
preparing 

Re-enforce the adoption of the Whitchurch Design Statement as supplementary guidance to be used in the 
planning process.   page 10 says: 

This policy could be interpreted as meaning that all development needs to be supported by either a design 
and access statement or a visual impact assessment. That would be onerous for smaller scale 
development such as residential extensions. 

In addition, it is not clear when a visual impact appraisal is required. This is quite an onerous requirement if 
applied widely and therefore it is considered that the parameters for this requirement need to be clarified in 
supporting text/guidance. 

The wording of the policy appears to require that all of the criteria are met when in practice it is likely that 
generally only some will be relevant. 

Consider providing supporting text giving more detail regarding what information needs to be provided with 
applications and how the criteria should be applied in practice. 

The General Design 
chapter, and Policy 
GD1, have been 
revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 
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Pge 11. In relation to clause 3, permeability and connectivity are generally considered important in urban 
design terms, and this clause could be widened in scope to reflect these principles. The clause, as currently 
written, is not clear in terms of which areas are being referred to. 

Page 12. Guidance regarding the location of key viewpoints should be provided, preferably shown via a 
map showing their position. Supporting text could add further guidance in relation to this issue. For criterion 
2 a map/diagram would be helpful. The VDS has no such map but states: Sources of information: 
Documents: The following documents were used in the preparation of the Whitchurch Design Statement: 
Analysis of Favourite Views of Whitchurch , Whitchurch Design Statement Team, March 2003. For criterion 
3 a map would also be helpful. 

Clause 6 relates to making provision for those with mobility impairment. It is not clear what standard needs 
to be achieved. If the requirement is not different to the building regulations then it is considered that this 
clause could be removed. If a higher standard is being required should needs to be clarified and justified. 

Page 13. In relation to clause 7 (conserve and enhance the riverside setting), this reference to the riverside 
setting could cause confusion, as there are more issues associated with the setting of heritage assets than 
simply the riverside nature of certain heritage assets within the neighbourhood area. 

A more general requirement regarding respecting the setting and character/ significance of heritage assets 
could be set out in the policy, with more locally specific factors set out through supporting text/guidance. 
Alternatively the clause could be reworded to improve clarity. 

With respect to clause 8, it is not clear what is meant by a “positive building frontage”. This could be a 
reference to the urban design concept of ‘active frontages’, but this is not clear. 

Consider rewording, and/or providing supporting text which would clarify the meaning of the terminology. 

It is recommended that the reference to the emerging Local Plan policy is removed. If there are any locally 
distinctive landscape or historic environment considerations then these could be set out in the form of policy 
or supporting text/guidance. 

BDBC Policies HA1-4 Phasing aspect is unclear and needs to be revisited. The Housing 
Chapter, and 
Policies HA1-4, have 
been revised to take 
account of this and 
other comments. 

BDBC Policies HA1-4 No site specific criteria have been included for the sites The Housing 
Chapter, Policies 
HA1-4 and the 
Housing Site 
Selection Addendum 
have been revised to 
take account of this 
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