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East Hagbourne Neighbourhood Plan (EHNP) 

Community Group, 5th Meeting 7:00pm, 31st January 2018, East Hagbourne Pavilion 

 

1) Attendance and Apologies 

Present were:  

Robert Ainger,  Robert Crane, Paul Dixon, Pat Elderfield, Peter Hands, Kay Hardie, Jane Hoskin, 
Andrew Oldfield, Carolyn Shaikh, Andy Stocks, Christina Sweeney. 

- plus for the Steering Group:  

Bill Barksfield, Andy Barmer, David Rickeard, Crispin Topping, Marcus Wood. 

 

Apologies were received from:    

Sally Barksfield, Stuart Dale, Chris Hawes, Susan Pring. 

 

2) Time Scale the NP 

David pointed out a mistake in the timeline reported in the minutes of the public meeting held on 

11th January, which have been corrected. The target timing is 

 End January   Formal public & statutory authorities’ consultation  

 Mid March  Agreed revisions with SODC      

 Easy April  Examination by independent inspector    

 Mid May  Agreed revisions with SODC      

 Mid June  Public Referendum       

 Mid July  Plan made by SODC 

This timing is tight and assumes no delays at any stage. As noted below, we are running about 2 

weeks behind this schedule and should work to avoid further delays. 

 

3) Green Spaces 

David outlined the status of the proposals for Local Green Spaces. The EH Landscape and 
Character Assessment had identified 13 green spaces within the parish that were potentially 
suitable for designation, based on their value to the community and the professional evaluation 
of the authors. The SG considered that some of these already had adequate protection and chose 
a sub-set of six sites was chosen for detailed evaluation and designation. Letters were sent to 
owners of the six sites explaining our views and soliciting input. Some of these land owners have 
expressed strong objections and concerns about the proposals.  

The evaluations of the six sites have been reviewed by AECOM who have declared them robust, 
but we have also asked their advice about other approaches that might allay the concerns of land 
owners. There is an option for specific policies to address the management of sites of value, 
rather than formally designating the site. The SG will look into this option in preparing the draft 
NP report and also whether some of the sites would be adequately protected by being in the 
Conservation Area. The proposals will be evaluated both in the SODC review and by the 
independent examiner, and it is possible that some our proposals might not be accepted. 

 

4) Completion of site evaluation review 

Following the 4th Meeting on 24th January 2018, the evaluation workbook had been updated and 
circulated to the CG. The new draft includes further evaluations for Site 4 (Great Mead South), 
assessing Paddock 1 alone and Paddocks 1&2 alone. More detail had been added to the overall 
Suitability and Availability evaluations. This version was reviewed at the meeting. 
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Marcus led a discussion of the process so far and the conclusions emerging from the evaluation. 
Details can be found in the presentation slides1. Four sites fail to meet the criteria for suitability 
and/or availability and so are not suitable for allocation. This leaves two sites, East Tadley Field 
(Orchestra) and Western Village Plotlands (Greenlight) as possible allocation sites. 

The meeting was broadly in agreement with the evaluation, but there was extensive discussion 
of the detailed responses and comments of where improvements were needed to improve the 
robustness of the evaluation. 

The question of how to handle site size was discussed. Our objective for number of houses was 
around 75, which exceeds the expectations of the emerging Local Plan, but is a threshold set by 
the Greenlight planning decision. The community, from the responses in the Community survey 
of 2016 would seems to prefer that houses are distributed between smaller sites, however this 
does not look feasible from where we are today, because none of the smaller sites identified 
proved to be suitable for allocation. Smaller sites would also have less requirement to provide 
affordable housing. The meeting stressed, however, that size itself should not be a reason to rule 
out a site and the evaluation should be worded carefully to avoid giving that impression. 

A number of comments were made about the traffic light ratings assigned to some questions and 
some suggestions for change suggested. The merits of calculating a more analytical score based 
on these ratings was discussed, but not considered practical. Not all the questions should carry 
the same weight in the evaluation and a numerical calculation would be hostage to the precise 
weighting given to each one. It was considered better to determine the overall suitability more 
holistically, but making clear which elements of the evaluation were considered important in 
reaching the decision. The location of the site was suggested as an additional criterion, 
particularly with regard to traffic impacts during the construction. 

Crispin outlined the steps needed and advice we had received about allocation. We need to 
produce at least two scenarios which can be put through the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
process by AECOM. It was decided that the two site suitable for allocation would form these 
scenarios. Crispin had reconfirmed with SODC that the Greenlight site is legitimate for allocation 
and the fact that it already has planning permission does not rule it out. The Orchestra land has 
a planning application currently under consideration which should be determined around April.  

The views of the community were also discussed. The community survey indicated that people 
were not in favour of large developments in the village, but clearly that is not deliverable following 
the Greenlight decision. There was also growing opposition to the Orchestra application, so the 
NP would need to convince the public of the reasons for allocating one of these sites. Allocating 
more than one of the sites was not considered feasible. Splitting the housing between the sites is 
not practical, because planning on both sites is at an advanced stage. 

After discussion the consensus was that our draft preferred option would be to allocate the 
Greenlight site, subject to final refinements to our evaluation, its review by AECOM and the SEA.   

 

 

 

5) Next Steps 

Allocation: 

 CG members will send in comments on detail changes needed by the weekend. 

 The SG (plus anyone else willing to help) will update the evaluation and provide it to AECOM 
by Monday morning 5th February for review of our evaluation and SEA 

The NP report: 

The SG will work to update the text including 

 Green Spaces recommendations 

                                                
1 EH CG Summary of CG Site Evaluation and proposed allocation 31st Jan.pdf  The slides have been 
updated to reflect the discussion at the meeting 
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 Recommendations on housing mix from the Housing Needs Assessment 

 A general review of our policies in the light of experience since they were drafted 

 Completion of the consultation statement 

The objective is to complete a draft to send to SODC on Monday 12th February. 

Communications: 

A public meeting will be held immediately following this to inform the community of the 
recommendations and provide an opportunity for comment and feedback. Date to be determined 
once we are sure of our timing. 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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