
Comments on Items 6, SDNP response

Cllr David Evans 12th Dec 2018

The following notes are my views based on my understanding of the rules that apply 
although I have not had time to verify some of this.

Referring to Para:

4.0  Much of this section deals only with Bramshott and Liphook. In order to make it clear 
that the issues cover more areas, it may help to indent 4.2 to 4.4 as sub sections of 4.1, as 
4.1.1, 4.1.2 etc

Then other areas, such as Horndean, could be 4.2 and so on.

In that way, the message of 4.5.to 4.7 – that other areas are affected, would become more 
clear

4.1 Rather than saying that the boundary “makes sense” and then going on to argue that it 
does not make sense, it may be better just to say:

“It is acknowledged that the boundary with the South Downs National Park has been subject 
to considerable scrutiny in its making.”

4.2 Suggest adding something like:

“In particular, in the interests of sustainability, reduction of car use, CO2 and pollution it is 
important that we make the greatest possible use of public transport where this is available, 
and Liphook’s main line railway station should be a key element in this. Unfortunately, the 
boundary of the SDNP lies only about 200 metres from the railway station thereby sterilising 
a large area of potential residential land within easy walking distance of the station.”

4.3 says: “..who have been told by the SDNP representative that any designation of 
development land within this area would be refused by the SDNP”. My understanding is:  
This Neighbourhood Plan designated area covers the whole Parish including the minority 
area inside the SDNP. This was a decision for the community and SDNPA permission to this 
boundary was not required. Neither the SDNPA nor EHDC may take part in the drafting of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. Provided that the NP is compliant with the current local plan for the 
area, the JCS, it is not clear that the SDNPA have powers to refuse a properly produce NP 
even if it seeks to allocate land for development that is within the SDNP. It may be, 
therefore, that the SDNPA representative is acting ultra vires in attempting to influence the 
NP Steering Group in this way. It may be of assistance to the NP SG if EHDC can clarify this 
in the interest, also, of other NP groups in the District.

4.5 etc : Also:

Rowlands Castle. Similarly, the southern boundary of the Park has sterilised land that is only 
150m from its main line railway station that should be available for sustainable residential 
development. For example, trains to Portsmouth take 23 minutes whereas driving can take 
28 minutes in the rush hour. 

Bentley. Again, the Park boundary, which actually runs along the railway line, similarly 
sterilises land that could be used for sustainable residential development.

4.7 “Parish Boundaries”. Agreed. This applies significantly to Horndean where about 30% of 
the Parish is within the Park. Another concern is the abandonment of local gaps within the 
Park which means that the local gap between Horndean village and Blendworth can no 
longer be upheld unless a landscape or other Park issue comes into play. 



Another issue is exemplified by Clanfield where the village itself is tightly bounded by Park 
but the Parish extends well into the Park. Further housing for Clanfield is now pretty much 
restricted to building on the local gap between the old and new parts of the village which is 
something local people do not want. 

Furthermore, in Clanfield, Horndean and elsewhere, should the Park decide to permit 
housing on land that is inside the Park but abuts the village there is no democratic 
accountability to test such a development against the wishes and needs of village residents. 

I believe that a Conclusion should be added to sum up the Council’s view.

It might read something like:

“EHDC is opposed to any extension of the SDNP Boundaries within the District and 
furthermore proposes that in some locations where settlements such as Liphook, Horndean, 
Rowlands Castle, Clanfield and Bentley have sustainable development opportunities 
constrained by Park boundaries, that these boundaries be pulled back to the Parish 
boundaries in order to relieve these constraints.”


