
APPENDIX A

Gaps between Settlements

Draft Methodology

1. Introduction

1.1 Gaps are perceived to be of great importance locally.  The gaps within the 
Second Review Local Plan 20061 were reviewed as part of the evidence base 
supporting the Joint Core Strategy (JCS), Policy CP232.  Following their re-
examination it was concluded that all of the gaps in the Second Review Local 
Plan in principle still perform the function of separating individual settlements, 
the identity of which would be lost by their coalescence.

1.2 It is for the Local Plan Part 3 therefore to re-define the precise extent of the 
adopted Joint Core Strategy gaps, supported by revised mapped boundaries, 
taking account of any significant changes since 2006.  The methodology and 
criteria to be used is set out below.  

2. Background

2.1 The JCS, Policy CP23, lists sixteen gaps between settlements, four of which 
are in the SDNP.  Only one new gap was recommended between Liss and Hill 
Brow which lies in the SDNP.  Gaps are a locally determined matter and not a 
strategic issue and the SDNP decided not to include gaps in their recent Local 
Plan: Preferred Options; they consider such areas, now falling in the National 
Park,  are already given extra protection through this status. It will be for East 
Hampshire District Council to ensure that the SDNP are aware of the 
evidence behind the principle of the gaps. 

2.2 In line with Policy CP23, it is fundamental that the gaps are revised to reflect 
their precise boundaries to assist development management when 
considering planning applications and maintain the separate identities of 
settlements.

3. Methodology

3.1 To re-define the precise extent of the adopted JCS gaps, the following 
methodology should be used:

 Desk top review: As a baseline, taking the original gap boundaries from 
the Second Review Local Plan held on GIS, supported by aerial 
photography, assess each gap against the criteria set out below.  This 
may result in no further change to the original boundary or will result in a 
revision.  The gap boundary is then mapped to clearly show any new 
change.  

1 See Second Review Local Plan, Policy C11(b) and associated inset maps.
2 See Background Paper on Gaps Between Settlements (September 2011)



Gaps criteria Explanation/ comment
a) Open and 

undeveloped
A gap should generally be open and have an 
undeveloped nature.  Ideally there should be an absence 
of existing urban activity but this will not realistically be 
achievable.

b) Sufficient 
separation between 
settlements 

A gap should provide a sense of arriving/leaving a place, 
a feeling of separation, the identity of which would be lost 
by coalescence.

c) Aligning to a 
recognised feature

The boundary of a gap should consider the existing 
vegetation and land uses (gardens, footpaths, 
hedgerows, streams, field boundaries, woodlands, roads, 
backs of houses).  These act as a robust edge to a gap 
(act as visual screen to housing). However, in many 
cases the boundaries should, where possible, align to 
the Settlement Policy Boundaries.

d) Ecological values A gap should not necessarily include nature conservation 
recognition (eg. SSSIs, SPAs) as these are adequately 
protected.

e) Nature of settlement 
edges

The boundary of a gap should integrate with the adjacent 
countryside.

f) Alignment with 
revised settlement 
policy boundaries

In most instances the boundary of a gap will adjoin the 
SPB.

g) Planning 
completions

The boundary of a gap should be aligned against the 
developments that were not completed during the 
Second Review Local Plan.    

h) Planning 
permissions

The boundary of a gap should be aligned against the 
developments with recent permissions, such as 
Applegarth Farm in Grayshott, which is within an existing 
gap.

i) Allocations The boundary of a gap should be aligned against the 
allocations in the adopted Housing and Employment 
Allocations Plan, such as HN1 Land East of Horndean 
and those contained within the Local Plan: Part 3 and 
‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans.

3.2 The aim of the desk top review is to draw up a set of draft boundaries.   
However, there may be an instance where a development site undermines a 
gap already identified in the JCS.  This would result in the re-examination of 
that particular gap against the original principles.  

 Site visits: The desk top review will be supported by a visual 
assessment in the form of site visits.  Consideration will be given to 
changes made to the boundaries.  Observations made on site visits will 
be noted and photographs taken which may result in further changes to 
the draft boundaries.  The results from the desk top review and site visits 



will then be collated on an excel spreadsheet covering each individual 
gap as outlined below:

Map 
Ref

Location / 
Description Criteria

Consideration / 
Recommendation Action Evidence

 Consultation: The draft methodology along with an example(s) will be 
presented to Development Policy Panel in the form of a Report.  This 
Report, when published, will provide the opportunity for individuals to 
feedback.  Following feedback and advice from DPP, work will continue 
on the drafting the gap boundaries.  Once completed, consultation will be 
carried out with the Part 3 Team, internal officers, DPP, Parish/Town 
Councils and Neighbourhood Planning Groups.  Further steps will need 
to be agreed regarding a more formal public consultation which could 
include workshops.

 Regulation 18 consultation: A draft set of precise boundaries for the 
gaps identified in the JCS will be contained within the Regulation 18 
public consultation on Part 3 of the Local Plan that is due to commence 
in March 2018.

4. Neighbourhood Plans (NP)

4.1 A number of Neighbourhood Plans in the District include new and/or propose 
new gaps (not tested through the JCS) or have allocated sites in existing 
gaps.

4.2 If a gap has not been tested through the JCS, it will not be shown in the Local 
Plan: Part 3. However, new gaps defined in ‘made’ NPs form part of the 
Development Plan and carry weight in the determination of planning 
applications.  

4.3 If a NP has allocated a development site in an existing gap, this gap boundary 
will need to be reviewed as part of this assessment.

Four Marks & Medstead NP

The adopted Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood Plan (April 2016) 
includes and maps a new gap between Medstead Village and South Medstead 
to help prevent coalescence and retain the separate identify of the settlements.  
This gap was not considered through the Joint Core Strategy and criteria set in 
Policy CP23.  This gap will therefore not be included in the Local Plan: Part 3 
but remains part of the Development Plan.

---
Alton NP

The Second Review Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy include the 
Alton/Holybourne gap which is made up of two areas, one to the north of 
Anstey Road, the other to the south of Anstey Road/London Road. The large 
area to the north takes in Anstey Park, the Eggars School playing fields and 



land to the north west of the Florence Treloar School.  The adopted Alton 
Neighbourhood Plan allocates land adjacent to Alton Convent School, Anstey 
Lane, for residential use.  This falls within the larger area of the 
Alton/Holybourne gap.  The Alton NP also allocates land at Borovere Farm 
which falls within the Alton/Chawton gap.  The Part 3 gap boundary should not 
include the allocated development sites.  It is therefore recommended that the 
gap boundary should be mapped around the allocated sites. 

 Rowlands Castle NP

Rowlands Castle NP proposes a new gap between Rowlands Castle and 
Havant.  It is for Rowlands Castle Neighbourhood Plan to include this proposed 
gap in their NP rather than be considered within Part 3 of the Local Plan.

5. Summary

5.1 The methodology provides guidance and transparency to our customers on 
how the local planning authority has approached re-defining the gap 
boundaries.  

5.2 In addition, it establishes a baseline methodology upon which future revisions 
to gaps can be undertaken, ie. through subsequent Local Plans, Development 
Plan Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.


