Publication Stage Representation Form
Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.   
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy, please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.

Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.

Name/ Organisation:  Your Name
Postcode:   Your Postcode
1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph                             Policy                         Policies Map 

	2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:


Please check as appropriate. 

(1) Legally Compliant 


  Yes 
☒

No   ☐
(2) Sound                                       
  Yes  ☐               No   ☒
(3) Compliant with the                  
  Yes 
☒
           No   ☐
Duty to Cooperate 




I think that the New Settlement Policy (SS3) Is unsound for the following reasons:
a) It is unnecessary

The Local Plan openly admits that a New Settlement is unnecessary to achieve the housing target. See Para 98 (SS1) Note 7 “A new settlement within the area of search is not needed to meet the housing needs identified in this Plan. It is shown in this Plan so that work can start on planning for a new settlement in anticipation of the need for additional homes and infrastructure arising in future, potentially within five years of adoption when the Plan should be reviewed in any event. It does not therefore form part of the housing supply needed to meet the housing target of 388 homes per annum.”

It is unsound to commit to an unnecessary New Settlement which will spoil the countryside and contravene Objective 14 of the Plan which is “To maintain the separate character and identity of settlements by avoiding development that would result in their visual or physical coalescence”
b) The idea of an unnecessary New Settlement has not been tested by a Regulation 18 Public Consultation 
In the 2017 Regulation 18 Consultation the housing numbers were 39% higher than they are in the current consultation, and the option of a New Settlement was presented as a ‘last resort’ after the opportunities for developing on brownfield sites and within settlement boundaries had been exhausted. 
It is incorrect to infer from the Reg 18 Consultation, as the Local Plan now does, that the public expressed any desire for Hart to build a New Settlement now that the lower housing numbers have made it unnecessary. 

c) It will deliver more houses than required (which is not an idea that has been tested by a Regulation 18 Public Consultation)
SS3 calls for the New Settlement to be capable of delivering new homes by the middle of the planning period (ie 2024). Since the New Settlement is not required to deliver the required housing numbers, the New Settlement homes will be surplus to requirement. This is an idea which has not been tested by a Reg 18 Public Consultation, and I doubt that it would be popular with most of Hart’s residents.

d) It will hinder the regeneration of the urban centres (in particular Fleet) 

An objective of the Local Plan (para 66 and Hart’s Retail Study) is to regenerate Fleet and reverse the outflow of retail and evening economy spending from the District. However, any serious regeneration of Fleet will need commitment and co-investment from Hart District Council, and it is inconceivable that Hart could invest in the regeneration of Fleet as well as investing in a New Settlement.  Hart has in effect chosen to support an unnecessary New Settlement which will prevent the necessary regeneration of its failing major urban centre. 

In mitigation, Hart District has claimed that the regeneration of Fleet as a means of providing more housing is an “impossible pipe dream” [Councillor Cockarill, Council Meeting 4 January 2018]. However Fleet is the least densely-populated town of its size in Britain [see Rural Hart Association response to the 2017 Consultation] and the RHA response to this consultation shows that a major regeneration of Fleet with a mixed retail/residential scheme is both feasible and highly desirable in terms improved financial viability of Hart and an improved Sense of Place in the town.

SS3 should be removed entirely from the Plan. This would make the Plan sound and allow the rest of the Plan to be approved at Inspection

No, I do not wish to participate in the oral part of the examination.
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Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.  Please be as precise as possible.


If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box to set out your comments.











4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you  identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).  You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.  It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as possible.





6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:











