
TPC Responses to Pro Vision/Humphrey Comments and Responses  

Section: Policy, paragraph, 

Figure , reference and 

extract from TNP 

(ProVision) 

Comment 

(ProVision) 

Recommended amendments 

 

 

TPC  Response 

General The document lacks paragraph 

numbering, therefore, is difficult 

to cross-reference.  

Add paragraph numbers in future 

revisions.  

Noted: our preferred style is the one we have. 

Paragraph numbering would break it down a 

lot, less readable. No action. 

General 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Many of the draft policies repeat 

higher level policies (the SDLP) 

and therefore it is doubtful that 

they conform with the basic 

conditions test for 

Neighbourhood Plans. 

Review draft policies and remove or 

amend policies that only repeat higher 

level policy, or stray outside of material 

planning issues. 

We note that the following examples 

are likely to fall into this category, and 

have therefore not commented further 

on their detail: 

 Policy LHE5  

Local biodiversity, trees and 

woodlands 

 Policy LHE6 Dark night skies 

 Policy WE1 Flood Risk 

Management of the water 

environment 

 Policy WE2 Foul Sewerage 

including surcharging 

 Policy MA3 Minor traffic 

management improvements 

 MA5  Transport in the village 

 Policy MA6  Historic Rural 

Roads 

 Policy DE1 Design 

 Policy IDC1 Purpose of the 

Policy &Infrastructure and 

Developer Contributions 

 Policy SS1 – Renewable energy 

 Policy SS2 -  Sustainable and 

adaptable buildings.  

 

Agree that TNP should not duplicate LP 

policies. Check each policy and amend or 

delete as appropriate.  

 

We note that many of the Pro Vision 

responses repeat those of SDNPA. Where this 

is the case, the response is the same. SS1 is 

the exception to the PV list for policy deletion 

as not listed by SD.  

 

See responses to SDNP on this and proposed 

amendments to TNP.  
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Objective 2:                     

“To enhance a vibrant and 

thriving community life, by 

providing new housing     

to meet local needs, 

promoting employment 

and supporting retail, 

community and sports 

provision                           

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           

 1. The objectives of the 

TNP are generally 

supported, especially 

Objective 2.  

 2. The TNP provides 

opportunity to meet local 

needs over and above 

those identified in the 

SDLP.  

 3. Humphreys Group is 

already the major 

employer in the parish 

and best able to sustain 

and provide further 

employment 

opportunities.  

 4. It is also owner of Site 

S1, which is the best 

performing housing site 

in the evidence base 

(notably the SA).  

Further review of the draft policies 

against the TNP’s objectives, as there 

are instances (highlighted below), 

where policies appear to contradict 

them.  

(1 – 4)  Noted: See comments below and 

proposed changes to objective 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. We note that both Humphreys and Twyford 

Prep School claim that they are the major 

employers for the village. Twyford School is 

the largest single employer while Humphreys 

is the owner of a business park/industrial 

estate with 18 individual firms (SMEs) who 

employ more in aggregate. It would be helpful 

to have the precise number. 

 

 

 

 

BE1- Employment and 

business provision 

Supporting Text: 

Purpose of the Policy 

“The biggest concentration of 

firms (27) is to be found at 

Hazeley Enterprise 

Park/Northfields Farm”  

 There are currently 18 

businesses at the 

enterprise Park including 

the Humphrey Group. 

Business numbers do 

change over time and 

therefore this is a 

snapshot only. 

“The biggest concentration of firms 

(27)(currently 18) is to be found at Hazeley 

Enterprise Park/Northfields Farm” 

Noted: 27 was the figure supplied by 

Humphreys Group in 2017. Agree 

amendments as follows: “The number of firms 

fluctuates; it was 27 in 2017 and in spring 2020 

was 18. 

“The 78% of Twyford 

residents working outside the 

Parish have a huge range of 

employment choices within 

easy reach, in the urban 

centres of Winchester and 

South Hampshire, many 

 1. Plan uses 2011 Census 

figures, now nearly 10 

years old, and makes 

assumptions about those 

working outside of the 

village. 

 

 2. More up to date ONS figures 

should be used if available.  

 3. It should be recognised that 

22% of people living and 

working in the village is 

comparatively high compared 

to other settlements, and 

1 & 2 TPC used census figures in the first place 

and supplemented them with a survey of firms 

including all the firms at Northfields. TPC are 

not aware of alternative employment statistics 

at the parish level. 

3. 22% (which includes the self employed) is 

far from indicating self sufficiency or the 
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1
NPPF Paragraphs 83 and 84 (Supporting a prosperous rural economy). 

commute to London. 

This pattern of working has 

been confirmed by a survey of 

local firms and employers 

carried out in 2016 by TNP”. 

therefore Twyford actually has 

a good level of self-sufficiency, 

thanks in part to the job 

opportunities provided by 

Hazeley Enterprise Park.  

contributions of HEP. The main test for 

settlements in the National Park is community 

benefits. 

“There is an outstanding 

consent for a 131 bed care 

home and commercial 

buildings to replace the Feed 

Mill at Northfields Farm and a 

further consent granted in 

2017 for the redevelopment 

of existing land and buildings 

at Northfields. These could 

add about three hundred jobs 

to the Parish and 

provide for the expansion of 

existing firms and for new 

ones”.  

 Support in general but 

detail should be amended. 

It is misleading to quote 

precise employment 

figures, which are at best 

speculative. The net gain 

in jobs is significantly less 

than this would imply. 

Therefore, we suggest the 

reference to 300 is 

deleted. 

 “There is an outstanding consent for a 131 

bed care home and commercial 

buildings to replace the Feed Mill at 

Northfields Farm (08/02924/OUT & 

SDNP/14/05196/REM & 

SDNP/16/04628/COND) and a further 

consent granted in 2017 for the 

redevelopment of existing land and 

buildings at Northfields 

(SDNP/17/02639/FUL). These could add 

about three hundred jobs to the Parish and 

provide for the expansion of existing firms 

and for new ones”. 

 

The figure of “about 300 jobs” is derived from  

1. Addendum to application 08/0294/OUT of 

2008 dated 21/4/09. This gives a total of 

240 employees for the mixed care home 

(91 bed) and business use. 

2. The increase in the care home from 91 

beds to 131 beds further increases care 

home employment from 96 to 132. 

3. 2017 consent 17/02639/FUL gives a net 

addition floor space of 302.5 m2 which 

appears to give an extra 20 employees. 

Total estimate is 296 employees. 

(Stuart Michel report) 

No change. 

“In Twyford there is no      

need for further employment 

and its encouragement would 

simply draw more people in 

from outside.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1. The statement appears 

to completely contradict 

TNP Objective 2, which 

includes “promoting 

employment”.  

 2. Amend to state that the 

village is already well-

served by employment 

opportunities notably 

through Hazeley 

Enterprise Park.  

 3. For consistency with 

national
1
 and local policy, 

amend so that the Plan is 

not prevented more rural 

“Given the existing employment potential at 

Hazeley Enterprise Park and Northfields 

Farm, inTwyford is already well served by 

employment opportunities therefore there is 

no need for further employment sites to be 

allocated but other ‘windfall’ opportunities 

may be available through conversion, 

upgrading and redevelopment of existing 

properties  and sites helping to strengthen 

and sustain the local rural economy. and its 

encouragement would simply draw more 

people in from outside.” 

1. Agree: Amend objective to reconcile this 

with the BE policies, and make it subsidiary 

to community needs.  

 

 

2. Agree that the village is well served by 

varied employment opportunities. The text 

makes this clear. 

 

 

 

3. Provision is made for further multiple 

employment opportunities, in addition to 

those permitted at HEP, but not yet built. 

       Not understood. TPC knows of no barriers 
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employment but rather 

making the point that the 

village already benefits 

from significant 

employment opportunity.  

 4. The Plan might usefully 

express an aspiration for 

employment 

opportunities that are 

accessible to the local 

community, for example, 

provision of a range of 

skilled and unskilled work.  

to the local population taking the available 

jobs in the Parish or through lack of skill or 

any other reason. 

 

 

4. This is part of SD 34 especially (d) 

 

“In summary, while the      

expansion and redevelopment 

of businesses and employers 

serving the needs of the 

Twyford Community and 

land-based enterprises        

(e.g. farms, golf course etc.) 

are supported (subject to 

other requirements of the 

Plan), the expansion or 

intensification of other 

commercial premises,         

whether of sites or buildings, 

is resisted”.   

 1. Fails to acknowledge 

modern working practices 

such as working from 

home. 

 2. Not consistent with 

NPPF support for rural 

economy (NPPF Chapter 

6) and making efficient 

use of previously 

developed land (NPPF 

Chapter 11). 

 3. Not in conformity with 

SDLP Policy SD34 which 

permits proposals that 

“foster the economic and 

social wellbeing of local 

communities in the 

National Park including 

where it provides: 

e) ‘flexibility for 

established businesses to 

secure future resilience 

and protect local jobs; 

Suggest delete paragraph as 

inconsistent with national and local 

policy.  

1. Disagree: 2011 census and TNP’s own 

survey on Twyford business has identified 

home working as a significant working 

practice for which TNP makes appropriate 

provision. 

2. The focus here is delivering sustainable 

development and SDNP purposes. 

 

 

 

 

3. Disagree: flexibility is provided by the 

consents already granted.  
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and 

4. f) Intensify the 

commercial use of an 

employment site and 

make a more efficient use 

of brown field land” 

4. The consents granted propose 

redevelopment of brownfield land and 

buildings, in excess of the needs of the 

Twyford community. The further 

intensification of this site is not justified by 

the objectives of this policy in this case, 

because of the local circumstances.  

No change. 

“Because of their size and 

importance in the Parish and 

their countryside location, 

Twyford Preparatory School 

and Northfields Farm/ 

Hazeley Enterprise Park are 

subject to more detailed 

policies”.  

 Support Northfields/ HEP 

reference as a key 

stakeholder/site in the 

local community.  

 Noted. 

Supporting text:               

Relationship to the South 

Downs Local Plan            

 

 “Employment and business 

are encouraged by SDLP SD 

34 in limited circumstances 

subject to their fostering “the 

economic and social well 

being of local communities. 

However, the evidence base 

for Twyford Parish shows 

firstly that the community is 

more than fully provided for 

in employment; that few of 

the businesses in the Parish 

provide services for the 

community and that recent 

outstanding consents        

provide the opportunity for 

expansion and modernization 

of existing firms, as well as 

 1. Where is the evidence 

for this assertion? 

 2. Hazeley Enterprise Park 

provides local services 

such as car servicing 

centre, florist, wine 

merchant which benefit 

and help to sustain the 

local community as well as 

serving customers 

elsewhere. A number of 

Twyford residents are 

employed here as well. 

There are therefore strong 

links between businesses 

at the Enterprise Park and 

the local community. 

 3. Whether recent 

outstanding consents 

provide the opportunity 

for expansion and 

“Employment and business are encouraged 

by SDLP SD 34 in limited certain 

circumstances subject to their fostering “the 

economic and social well being of local 

communities. However, the evidence base 

for Twyford Parish shows firstly that the 

community is more than fully provided for in 

employment; that few of the businesses in 

the Parish provide services for the 

community and that recent outstanding 

consents provide the opportunity for 

expansion and modernization of existing 

firms, as well as new ones. 

 

Policies BE1, BE2 and BE3 apply the aims 

and objectives of the SDLP and of SD 34 and 

SD 35 in particular to the particular 

circumstances of Twyford Parish”. 

1. The evidence for the high level of 

employment in Twyford comes from  

(a) List of firms 

(b) TNP survey of businesses 

(c) 2011 Census which also gives 

evidence of those working outside 

the Parish.          

2. Generally agreed. 

3. Disagree: the existence of the 

outstanding consents must be taken 

into account when applying the 

application of SD 34 to the local 

circumstances of Twyford. SD 34 (a) 

and (f) allow expansion of any 

established business and any 

commercial use with brownfield land. 

In the context of the Northfield 

Farm/HEP complex SD 34.1 e & f 

would allow for the expansion of 18 

businesses currently and of 5.5 ha of 

the existing industrial estate. The SDLP 
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new ones. (see TNP response 

1 and 2 ). 

 

Policies BE1, BE2 and BE3 

apply the aims and objectives 

of the SDLP and of SD 34 and 

SD 35 in particular to the 

particular circumstances of 

Twyford Parish”.   

modernisation of existing 

firms as well as new ones 

is irrelevant. This should 

not be a determining 

factor for other proposals 

coming forward. 

criteria are:- “future resilience and 

protect local jobs for businesses; and 

“make more efficient use of 

brownfield land”. The cumulative 

effect of these criteria (added to the 

outstanding consents) is of concern to 

the Parish. Consequently the plan 

seeks to add additional controls 

namely the limitation of growth to 

align with the key categories of SDLP 

and to require a master plan in which 

the multiple activities and 

requirements of tenants can be 

provided for, and then environmental 

effects managed. No change. 

 

Policy BE1 

Employment and business 

provision. 

1.       Existing land and 

buildings in use for economic 

purpose are to be retained 

and will be subject to SD 35.2, 

other than  DB2. 

 

2.       Within the settlement 

boundary, development, 

including change of use and 

redevelopment for economic 

purposes will be permitted. 

 

3.       Outside the settlement 

boundary excluding BE2 new 

development, redevelopment 

and expansion, whether of 

site area or buildings will be 

permitted in accordance with 

SD 34 and the uses specified 

 1. Support the fact that 

key sites outside of the 

settlement policy 

boundary are addressed in 

the Plan. 

 2. However, as drafted 

Parts 1 and 2 of the policy 

largely duplicate the 

requirements of SDLP 

SD34 & SD35. 

 3. Part 3 seeks to limit 

redevelopment and 

expansion proposals 

outside the settlement to 

uses in SD34a)-d) and g) 

only. This is not in 

conformity with SDLP 

SD34 and the purpose of a 

Neighbourhood Plan is not 

to constrain or alter higher 

 5. This draft policy should be 

comprehensively reviewed for 

consistency with higher level 

policy.   

 6. HEP should be identified as 

mixed-use employment site. 

1. Welcome agreement to TNP approach. 

 

2. Noted: Agreed in part and amended. See 

also General Note. 

 

3. Agree to first sentence. Disagree to 

second on grounds that TNP BE1 applies 

SD 34 to particular circumstances of 

Twyford and of HEP in particular. 

 

4. Agree deleted as policy and moved to 

supporting text. 

 

5. Policy reviewed. See amended text. 

 

6. The use is currently 100% commercial. (B 

uses). 
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in SD34 (a-d and g).  In other 

cases re-development will be 

permitted on 

a 'like for like' basis. Changes 

of use for commercial 

purposes will be permitted 

provided that no additional 

heavy traffic is generated. 

 

4.      In all cases, there should 

be no additional impact on 

historic rural roads”. 

 

level policy.  

 4. Part 4 requires there to 

be no impact on the 

historic rural roads in the 

Parish. Part 2 of policy 

SD35 requires 

development proposals to 

not adversely impact the 

wider landscape, including 

impacts relating to traffic, 

noise or pollution. The 

TNP duplicates SD35 and 

applies a more restrictive 

approach than SD35. 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 

Policy BE2: 

Northfields Farm and 

Hazeley Enterprise Park 

Supporting text: 

Purpose of the Policy 

 

“It is in single ownership and 

is in the process of being 

turned from an agri-industrial 

egg farm with offices, sheds 

and a feed mill to commercial 

uses”. 

“The site is home to about 27 

firms” 

 1. The agricultural uses 

ceased well over 10 years 

ago, therefore, inaccurate 

to reference site as an 

agri-industrial site; now a 

well-established and 

recognised mixed-use 

commercial site. 

 2. There are currently 18 

firms including The 

Humphrey Group, amend 

to reflect this. 

“It is in single ownership and is in the 

process of being turned from an agri-

industrial egg farm with offices, sheds and a 

feed mill to is an established mixed-use 

commercialuses site, which for more than 

ten years now, has been in the process of 

upgrading to meet modern business 

accommodation needs”. 

 

“The site is home currently to about 2718 

firms”. 

 

 

1. Noted: see amended text. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Noted: Amended 27 to 18. 

“The mill and other land 

within this site have the 

benefit of several planning 

permissions; two have yet to 

be implemented. One is for 

redevelopment of the mill for 

further commercial space and 

a 131 bed space care home, 

with employment predicted 

to grow by over 200 people. 

 1. Factually incorrect. 

Suggest text is updated to 

accurately reflect current 

position. 

 2. It is misleading to quote 

precise employment 

figures, which are at best 

speculative. The net gain 

in jobs is significantly less 

“The mill and other land within this site 

have the benefit of several planning 

permissions (referenced in the supporting 

text to this policy); two have yet to be 

implemented. One is for redevelopment of 

the mill for further commercial space and a 

131 bed space care home, both of which are 

expected to enhance employment 

opportunities at the site.  

The pre-commencement planning conditions 

1. Noted: see amended text. 

 

2. See note on employment previously (page 

3  “There is an outstanding consent …..”) 

Amended to 300. 

 

 

 

 



Page 8 of 36 

 

This cannot be implemented 

until the mill has been 

removed with 2026 as its end 

date. A second more recent 

consent permits the 

development of additional 

land and buildings with 

redevelopment of commercial 

buildings; the area overlaps 

the care home consent. The 

consent is not tied to the 

demolition of the mill. It will 

generate a significant number 

of extra jobs”. 

than this would imply. 

Therefore, we suggest the 

reference to 200 is 

deleted. 

 3. The process of 

discharging the pre-

commencement planning 

conditions is underway 

and there is every 

likelihood that the 

implementation of the 

planning permission will 

have lawfully started by 

the time the TNP is put to 

referendum.  

for the mill site have been discharged and 

this permission has been lawfully 

commenced and therefore the permission is 

extant. The redevelopment of the site is 

controlled by planning conditions and a 

legal agreement. The legal agreement 

requires removal of the mill.  

The second more recent consent permits the 

development of additional land and 

buildings with redevelopment of commercial 

buildings; the area overlaps the care home 

consent. The consent is not tied to the 

demolition of the mill. Pre-commencement 

planning conditions have been discharged. It 

will generate a significant number of extra 

jobs.  

Both permissions largely will replace 

existing jobs on the site though there  is 

expected to be a net gain overall. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Noted. 

“Consents have been granted 

on a piecemeal basis for 

different parts of the site and 

have failed to secure overall 

control of hours of working, 

traffic,cycle or pedestrian 

movement or landscaping”. 

 1. We do not support this 

negative assertion. 

 2. Through the planning 

control process, each 

scheme has been 

considered 

comprehensively in the 

context of the existing 

development and extant 

permission at the 

Northfields Farm and 

Hazeley Enterprise Park  

site by the Applicants, 

SDNPA (both Officers and 

elected members at 

Committee) and other 

stakeholders, including 

the Environment Agency 

and the Local Highway 

“Consents have been granted on a 

piecemeal basis for different parts of the 

site and have failed to secure overall control 

of hours of working, traffic, 

cycle or pedestrian movement or 

landscaping”. 

1. Noted. 

 

2. Noted: No overall plan exists of the four 

key elements of the master plan: 

 Landscaping 

 Hours of work 

 Access 

 Design 

No EIA has been carried out to assess the 

cumulative impact of the Northfields/HEP 

development or how these might be 

mitigated. 

It is hoped that these previous studies will 

provide much of the basis for the master 

plan. 
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Authority. Appropriate 

conditions and a legal 

agreement have been 

used to secure ‘control’ or 

mitigation of impacts of 

the development where 

necessary. 

 3. Given the mixed-use 

nature of the site an 

‘overall’ control approach 

to matters such as 

working hours and traffic 

is inappropriate, unduly 

restrictive an unnecessary. 

Suggest this is deleted. 

 4. It should be noted that 

the SA (para 6.52) 

considered having a 

restrictive approach to this 

employment site (and the 

Twyford School site) but 

advised that the Plan 

should not “unduly stifle 

employment opportunities 

in the parish”. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Disagree. The mixed use and nature of the 

site, its proximity to housing, including 

one access road, its size and complexity, 

plus its prominence in the landscape and 

the likelihood of change as a result of 

changing policies of SDLP and of the 

owner, support a master framework for 

the key items identified. 

 

 

4. Noted. The comments of the SA have 

been noted already. Ample provision has 

been made for further opportunities for 

both further employment and existing 

firms. 

No change. 

 

 

“The site is significant in 

National Park terms both for 

employment and for 

commercial use. It is 

dominant within the TNP in 

the provision of business 

space. Few of the jobs are 

filled by Twyford or South 

Downs area residents”. 

 1. Welcome recognition of 

the site’s contribution to 

employment and 

commercial uses in the 

National Park.  

 2. However, attributing 

this to being ‘significant’ in 

the whole of the National 

Park is a value judgement 

which is unsubstantiated 

and imprecise. We suggest 

“The mixed-use commercial site is 

significant in National Parkthe dominant 

local employer in terms both for 

employment and for commercial use.It is 

dominant within the TNP in the provision of 

business space. Few of the jobs are filled by 

Twyford or South Downs area residents”. 

 

 

1. Noted.  This support for TNP’s policy to 

guide alternative proposals on 

Northfields/HEP is most welcome. 

 

 

2. Northfields/HEP is one of very few 

substantial industrial/commercial areas in 

the National Park outside Petersfield and 

Lewes. Its significance to the local 

community is discussed elsewhere in 

these comments and responses. 
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that it is referred to as an 

‘established’ employment 

site and significant in the 

local community.  

 3. The last sentence is 

unsubstantiated, and it is 

not the role of the 

planning system to control 

where people live and 

work.  

 4. As noted in regard to 

the supporting text of the 

Business policies, the TNP 

could express an 

aspiration for improving 

the opportunities for local 

residents to work in the 

community, through for 

example, encouraging a 

range of skilled and 

unskilled jobs.  

 5. Supporting the mixed-

use regeneration/ up-

grading opportunities at 

HEP is the most obvious 

way in which the TNP can 

help to encourage more 

employment 

opportunities to live and 

work in the parish. 

 

 

 

3. Evidence for this was supplied by TNP’s 

survey from: 

 Local firms 

 Sustainability objectives of NPPF 

and SDLP to reduce the need to 

travel 

 Note that the social and economic 

welfare of the community are key 

National Park criteria. 

4. No need to do this as Twyford already has 

a very large range of jobs with provision 

for more at Northfields/HEP with TNP 

policies for more by applying SD 34 (in 

part). 

 

 

 

 

 

5. This is allowed for by BE2 and SD 34 a – d 

and g, and by the existing consents. 

No change. 

 

 

 

 

 

“The site with its many 

buildings is on high ground to 

the north east of the village 

and is visible over a wide area 

from many vantage points. 

When the mill is demolished it 

is planned to be replaced by 

 The care home scheme 

has extant planning 

permission it is not for the 

TNP to revisit or opine on 

past planning decisions.  

The policy and supporting 

“The site with its many buildings is on high 

ground to the north east of the village and is 

visible from the surrounding area. When 

the mill is demolished any future proposals 

for the site should continue to consider the 

impacts on the landscape and views from 

surrounding public view points’.  which will 

The potential effects of the consented scheme 

need to be recognised in case the care home is 

built. The plans approved for this building give 

full information to judge the impact on the 

wider landscape. 

No change. 
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the care home, which will be 

prominent in the landscape. 

Proposals to reduce the 

impactof the care home on 

the landscape and on the 

village would be 

encouraged”. 

text should focus on 

guidance for potential 

future alternative 

proposals. We suggest 

that the second sentence 

is either deleted or 

amended to simply 

suggest that any future 

schemes for the site 

should continue to be 

sympathetic to the 

position of the site in the 

landscape and the context 

of the village. 

be prominent in the landscape. Proposals to 

reduce the impact 

of the care home on the landscape and on 

the village would be encouraged”. 

“Principle access to the site is 

from Hazeley Road with a 

secondary one through the 

housing at Northfields. 

Routing agreements through 

a Green Travel Plan, direct 

heavy lorries away from the 

village through the National 

Park via the Hazeley Road 

onto the Morestead Road by 

narrow C class roads. This is a 

substantial diversion from the 

shortest route to the trunk 

road system and is intended 

to avoid the village centre”. 

 1. For clarification, the 

HGV routing agreement 

was in fact secured 

through s106 legal 

agreement with the HEP 

Phase 1 permission in 

2004 (it is not a ‘Green 

Travel Plan’ measure).  

 2. Although a similar 

routing agreement was 

not required for the HEP 

Phase 2 development, the 

Humphrey Group is 

voluntarily publicising and 

enforcing on a site-wide 

basis.  

 3. Suggest remove ‘narrow 

C class roads’ and the last 

sentence amended a 

proposal that future 

development/ 

redevelopment at the site 

5.“Principle access to the site is from 

Hazeley Road with a secondary one through 

the housing at Northfields. A Routing 

agreement secured through a S106 (as part 

of 03/000302/FULS) , directs heavy lorries 

away from the village through the National 

Park via the Hazeley Road onto the 

Morestead Road by narrow C class 

roads. This is a substantial diversion from 

the shortest route to the trunk road system 

and is intended to avoid the village centre. 

The outline permission for the replacement 

of the mill secures this through planning 

condition. The Humphrey Group continues 

to apply and enforce the routing agreement 

on a site-wide basis.  

HEP Phase 1 was also implemented with a 

Green Travel Plan.  

Future proposals should continue to respect 

the routing agreement and Travel Plan 

measures”. 

1. Noted: Amend by substituting ‘s106 

agreement’ for “Green Travel Plan”. 

 

 

 

 

2. Noted: This appears to support the 

master plan approach to put the whole 

site on a consistent footing. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Noted: but disagree change to wording. 

The existing routing assists the village 

centre but has disadvantages of its own. 
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should continue to respect 

the existing routing 

agreements which take 

heavy goods lorries away 

from the village centre.  

 4. Additional wording 

proposed to support the 

principle of opportunities 

to improve the access to 

the site in the future 

(thereby providing 

justification for the TNP’s 

in principle support for a 

new road access in the 

future).  

 

4. Agree: Added “Policy MA4 supports the 

proposal for a new access directly into 

HEP off the B3335”.   

 

5. Both statements crossed out are factually 

correct and significant in their impact on 

the neighbourhood plan environment.  

No change. 

“The site is in the countryside. 

SDLP Policy SD 35 requires 

that premises in commercial 

use should be retained for 

that purpose. BE1 defines the 

circumstances in which 

expansion and new 

development is to be 

permitted; applying the 

principles of SD 34 to the local 

considerations by excluding 

the expansion of most sites 

and buildings as the 

outstanding consents on this 

site amply fulfil their 

objectives of this policy”. 

 1. Inappropriate to 

exclude the expansion of 

sites and buildings 

because ‘outstanding 

consents on this site 

amply fulfil their 

objectives of this policy’.  
 2. The potential for 

revised proposals on this 

site to come forward 

which increase the built 

form should not be pre-

judged for this reason. 

 3. To do so would 

contradict TNP Objective 2 

(“promoting 

employment”) and the SA, 

which notes that the plan 

should not unduly restrict 

employment 

opportunities. 

4.  “The site is in the countryside. SDLP 

Policy SD 35 requires that premises in 

commercial use should be retained for that 

purpose. BE defines the 

circumstances in which expansion and new 

development is to be 

permitted; applying the principles of SD 34 

to the local considerations by 

excluding the expansion of most sites and 

buildings as the outstanding 

consents on this site amply fulfil their 

objectives of this policy”. 

1. The existing consents allow for major 

intensification of the area identified in 

Map 6. This has not been justified on the 

basis of Twyford’s needs or the 

requirements of individual tenants or any 

policy requirements of either TNP or 

SDLP. The outstanding consents are a 

reserve available to the owners to meet 

the needs of individual tenants or provide 

for new firms. 

2. The master plan proposed by this policy 

allows for further development on this 

site by either redevelopment or by 

alternative layouts of the consented area. 

Such a plan will enable cumulative effects 

to be assessed, and will give the planning 

authority the basis for an agreement with 

the landlords for addressing the changing 

needs of tenants.  

3. Noted: see changes to objective No 2. The 

SA is not a policy document; the TNP 
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ensures ample provision is made for local 

enterprises and jobs. 

4. Retain text. 

“The preparation of a master 

plan for this major site would 

provide the context for 

further applications and be 

the means of addressing the 

issues identified in this policy. 

It applies similar objectives to 

the SDLP Development 

Strategy (SD 25.3), and is the 

only means of securing 

overall control of key aspects 

of the sites. The master plan 

should include land outside 

the defined boundary but in 

the same ownership to show 

landscaping, access to 

Northfields and Hazeley Road, 

and proposed land uses”. 

 1. Inappropriate and not 

in conformity with SDLP 

Policy SD5 and subtext 

5.24 outline master plans 

should only be used if a 

site is comprehensively 

redeveloped. SD5 requires 

proposals take a 

‘landscape led approach’ 
unless scale of 

development warrants a 

“comprehensive master 

plan”. 

 2. Policy SD 25.3 

(referenced) deals with 

the Development Strategy 

and says that in respect of 

“development proposals 

outside settlement 

boundaries within rural 

estates and large farms, 

positive regard will be had 

to…. (inter alia) proposals 
are part of a whole estate 

plan that has been 

endorsed by the National 

Park Authority”.Objective 

to use a master plan to 

seek overall control is 

misguided and 

inappropriate. 

 3. It would be 

inappropriate to impose a 

“The preparation of a master plan for this 

major site would provide the context for 

further applications and be the means of 

addressing the issues identified in this 

policy. It applies similar objectives to the 

SDLP Development Strategy (SD 25.3), and is 

the only means of securing overall control of 

key aspects of the sites. The master plan 

should include land outside the defined 

boundary but in the same ownership to 

show landscaping, access to Northfields and 

Hazeley Road, and proposed land uses”. 

 

6. “The mixed-use site has been evolving 

and upgrading for more than 10 years, 

controlled by planning permissions.  Future 

applications should ensure that they 

continue to be considered in the context of 

the existing and permitted schemes at the 

site to ensure a comprehensive approach 

and to integrate successfully with the 

village”. 

1. SD 5 is only one form of master plan 

which is a useful tool for securing a 

comprehensive approach to major sites 

and ensuring that key considerations are 

properly addressed. SDNPA do not object 

to the master plan approach of TNP for 

either this site (BE2) or Twyford School 

(BE3). 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Disagree – see above 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The requirements for a master plan would 

be triggered by further applications for 

planning permission. The master plan 

enables the existing consents and uses to 

be integrated with future plans. 
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master plan on this 

established employment 

site that seeks to 

overwrite existing 

permissions, and noting 

para 6.52 of the SA which 

states that the Plan should 

not “unduly stifle 

employment 

opportunities in the 

parish”; 

 4. Even had there been 

justification for a master 

plan, it would place an 

additional planning 

control burden on the 

SDNPA to prepare and 

adopt the master plan; 

 5. Replace with general 

comment about future 

proposals continuing to 

have regard to the existing 

and permitted 

development at the site 

and integration with the 

village. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. The master plan would be for the 

owners/applicant to prepare. 

 

 

 

 

 

5. The master plan is the means of achieving 

this. 

 

6. This revised text is a sound statement 

which supports the master plan approach 

of TNP. However, TNP’s text makes the 

preparation of the master plan a clearer 

requirement. 

Policy BE2.1  

Northfields Farm and 

Hazeley enterprise Park 

Redevelopment or Change 

of Use 

 

“The site as shown on Map 6 

is designated as a local 

employment site, subject to 

SDLP SD 35.4. 

 1. Welcome recognition 

that Northfields Farm 

Hazeley Enterprise Park 

contributes to SDNP and 

local employment offer 

but factually incorrect – it 

is not ‘designated’ or 

‘allocated’ as a local 

employment site by SDLP. 

Site falls under SD35.3 – 

(14)“The site as shown onThe site is 

identified on Map 6. As an existing 

(unallocated) employment site it is subject 

tois designated as a local employment site, 

subject to SDLP SD 35.4 SD35.3. The site 

however has a mixed employment use and 

therefore consents for the expansion or 

redevelopment or change of use which 

complement this will be granted within the 

currently developed area in accordance with 

Policy BE1. Proposals should:  and 

1. Welcome agreement: It is TNP which 

designates this SPA as a local employment 

site; SDNPA also welcome this designation 

(see SDNPA comments). 

 

 

2. Agree the site is a mixed use site, and if 

the care home consent is implemented 

will include a care home as well as B1, B2 

and B8 uses. Agree the identification of 
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Consents for expansion or 

redevelopment or change of 

use will be granted, within 

the currently developed area 

in accordance with Policy BE1 

and subject to prior 

agreement of the following:- 

 

a) The removal of the feed 

mill 

b) The preparation of a 

master plan to cover the 

following matters for the 

whole of site outlined on Map 

6 including: 

i) Hours of working 

ii) Traffic and its routing to 

minimize the impact on the 

village and the SDNP 

iii) Landscaping to minimize 

the impact on the wider 

landscape including areas of 

planting identified on Map 6. 

iv) Pedestrian and cycle 

routes”. 

 

existing employment sites. 

 2. However, it is a mixed- 

use site and should be 

recognised this way to 

ensure it includes for the 

care home- a quasi-

employment use which 

complements the 

transition from the 

employment site to the 

residential uses in the 

village.  

 3. Map 6 – designation of 

site as ‘Special Policy Area’ 
should be amended to 

identify the site only 

(consistent with Map 7 for 

Twyford School). 

 4. Criteria a) TNP cannot 

insist on removal of feed 

mill, this is an existing 

operational business. 

Repetitive of existing 

planning permission, 

therefore, inappropriate 

and unjustified. 

 5. Criteria b) master plan 

requirement- this is 

inappropriate for the 

reasons expressed above 

in relation to the 

supporting text.  

 6. Matters i)-iv) of the 

masterplan are all 

repetition of matters 

which are duly considered 

which:subject to prior agreement of the 

following:- 

 

a) The removal of the feed mill 

b) The preparation of a master plan to cover 

the following 

matters for the whole of site outlined on 

Map 6 including: 

i) Hours of working 

ii) Traffic and its routing to minimize the 

impact on the 

village and the SDNP 

iii) Landscaping to minimize the impact on 

the wider 

landscape including areas of planting 

identified on Map 6. 

iv) Pedestrian and cycle routes”. 

i) Be landscape-led and 

supported by a proportionate 

LVA which demonstrate the 

proposals have an acceptable 

landscape impact; 

ii) Adhere to the Green Travel 

Plan measures already 

implemented and routing 

agreements already in place, 

unless an alternative 

arrangement is justified to 

mitigate the travel impacts of 

a specific development 

proposal; and 

iii) Relate well to the existing 

village, through appropriate 

vehicle and pedestrian/cycle 

connections. 

 

15. Future proposals for development of the 

site may, depending on their scale and 

type, put unsustainable pressure on the 

the care home as an employment use. 

Agree its inclusion of the care home on 

Map 6. 

3. The designation of the SPA is drawn 

tightly around the area with existing use 

and further consents for mixed use 

employment. The area contains some 

landscaping but not the full extent of 

structural landscaping required for this 

site to meet the “landscape led” criterion 

of SDLP/TNP. The areas identified in 

addition are existing areas of trees 

recently planted and in the same 

ownership. These areas (and possibly 

more) are key areas for inclusion in the 

master plan. 

4. The removal of the mill has been a central 

aim of the community for very many 

years and was central to the grant of 

consent for the care home, and a reason 

in that decision for overriding existing 

policy. The mill has yet to be removed and 

while it is still there, there is always the 

possibility of the Planning Authority 

reconsidering the current requirement for 

its demolition by 2026. The TNP will 

remain in force beyond 2026 and will 

continue to guide any future planning 

application. A summary of the 

circumstances giving rise to the Care 

Home consent were given by the same 

consultants in 2012.  See Pro Vision 

objection to EIP WDLP 2012 downloads 

HDR-30088-Humphrey-Farms.pdf 

5. Disagree: see above for response. 

6. The items for consideration in the master 
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in the planning control 

process and/ or 

information required by 

the local list for planning 

applications in the SDNPA. 

Therefore, unnecessary 

duplication of higher-level 

policy. 

 7. i) Hours of working can 

be controlled through 

appropriate planning 

conditions and is a 

standard planning 

consideration already. 

 8. ii) Traffic-The site (and 

the extant permissions) is 

already subject of/adheres 

to a routing agreement. 

Future applications are 

likely to be required to 

adhere to this unless 

demonstrable reasons for 

another approach - 

suggest policy amended to 

reflect this. Duplication at 

MA4.  

 9. iii) Landscaping areas 

shown on Map 6 were not 

required by previous 

planning permissions 

despite appropriate 

assessment of landscape 

considerations. Mitigation 

of visual impacts was 

appropriately secured 

through the planning 

local highway network. In which case, a 

new vehicular access will be supported 

in principle where appropriate 

justification, including benefits for the 

village, is provided with a planning 

application. 

 

16. Map 6 : 

- Amend key to replace blue line 

reference ‘Special Policy Area’ with 

‘Northfields Farm/ Hazeley 

Enterprise Park’ (as done for 

Twyford School on Map 7) 

- Delete ‘Landscaping’ annotation 

completely. 

 

 

 

plan are not necessarily the same as those 

in the planning control process. The list 

are the key concerns of the 

Neighbourhood Plan and are included to 

guide those preparing the master plan. 

7. The hours of working imposed by 

planning conditions do not appear 

consistent across the site, having been 

imposed at different times and in varying 

contexts. One example is proximity of 

premises with long permitted hours of 

working close to the care home and to 

dwellings e.g. 07/00302/FUL. Condition 8 

allows 6 a.m to 23.00 working on Monday 

– Friday. 

8. Noted: The routing agreement appears to 

be a good basis for the transport element 

of the master plan, although there 

appears to be little enforcement with the 

current measures inadequate. The 

operation of this Agreement needs to be 

reviewed.  

9. No master landscape plan appears to 

have been agreed. Although areas of 

planting have been agreed in planning 

applications some mature planting has 

been removed in several cases, and other 

treed areas proposed for development. 

The master landscape plan is included to 

provide a long term basis in which the 

agreed tree planting can reach maturity. 
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permission or pre-

commencement 

conditions.  

 10. Terra Firma LCA 

assesses the character of 

the area and impacts of 

the housing sites only. It is 

therefore silent on 

whether mitigation is 

required in relation to the 

employment 

sites/policies. Therefore, 

there is no justification for 

this draft requirement. 

 11. The policy could, 

however, be amended to 

require a proportionate 

Landscape and Visual 

Assessment with all future 

proposals (albeit that 

would be repeating the 

requirement for planning 

applications in the SDNPA 

Local List of 

Requirements, July 2019). 

 12. Landscaping shown on 

Map 6 is misleading, it 

ignores existing 

landscaping within these 

locations. Map 6 should 

be amended to remove 

requirement for new 

landscaping in the 

absence of supporting 

evidence. 

 13. With reference to the 

 

 

 

10. Terra Firma was not asked by TPC to 

propose mitigation; many case areas 

identified already contain significant 

planting by the landowners. 

11. This work clearly provides a good 

foundation for the comprehensive 

approach of the master plan. 

12. The presence of planting within these 

areas is acknowledged; it is one reason 

why they have been identified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13. Noted: The SA is a fait accompli. It was 

carried out by independent consultants 

approved by SDNPA. 

14. The merits of this alternative policy are 

acknowledged. It is gratifying that there is 

agreement on a bespoke policy to include 

landscaping and movement and access. 

However, the TNP proposal for setting 

these matters within a master plan goes a 

step further and does so to secure the 

statutory objectives of the National Park, 

in particular the protection of natural 

beauty and the safe guarding of social and 

economic welfare of the local community. 

All of the elements listed are required to 

secure this. 
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SA (Figure 6), the evidence 

base should be amended 

to show that this policy 

has a positive effect when 

assessed against the 

Employment Objective  - 

“To promote the provision 

of local employment” 

(currently reported as 

having a negative impact).  

15. Support for this objective is welcomed 

including the proposal for a new vehicular 

access. The TNP proposal is MA4. This 

should be incorporated in the master plan 

which could also consider alternatives. 

16. Map 6. Welcome support for definition of 

the SPA. The reasons for including other 

areas of landscaping are set out below (3). 

Agree: label as suggested but retain 

landscaping notation. 

 

Policy BE2.2  

Northfields Farm and 

Hazeley Enterprise Park 

Care Home Consent 

 

“As it appears unlikely that 

the 131 bed care home will 

now be built and the owners 

are known to be considering 

alternatives, the following 

additional criteria should be 

met for any new proposal: 

a) Should be in accordance 

with SD 35: employment land, 

or 

b) For any changes of use 

justified in accordance with 

SD 35should: 

i) Benefit the community as a 

whole 

ii) Provision should be related 

to the needs and scaleof the 

village 

iii) Relate well to existing 

village facilities 

iv) Have safe means of 

pedestrian access to facilities 

 1. This policy would not 

comply with the basic 

conditions test. It seeks to 

impose more rigid 

controls over a site which 

already has an extant 

planning permission and is 

based on a speculation 

that the site is unlikely to 

come forward.  

 2. The extant permission 

would remain a material 

consideration in any 

future proposal. 

 3. Validity of criteria that 

the development should 

benefit the Twyford 

community as a whole and 

not impact on existing 

medical services is 

questionable.  Private 

health care, especially for 

the elderly, often reduces 

pressure on local health 

services.  

“As it appears unlikely that the 131 bed care 

home will now be built and the owners are 

known to be considering alternatives, the 

following additional criteria should be met 

for any new proposal: 

a) Should be in accordance with SD 35: 

employment land, or 

b) For any changes of use justified in 

accordance with SD 35 

should: 

i) Benefit the community as a whole 

ii) Provision should be related to the needs 

and scale 

of the village 

iii) Relate well to existing village facilities 

iv) Have safe means of pedestrian access to 

facilities 

v) Not impact on existing medical services 

vi) Satisfy all the normal landscape and 

other 

development requirements 

vii) Be justified by local need”. 

1 & 4 This comment claims that Government 

guidance prevents NP’s from imposing 

limitations on existing planning consents. 

This is a similar point to that made by the 

SDNPA. SDNPA have not clarified the basis 

for their statement which appears to relate 

to zoning of residential land as green 

space, by communities opposed to 

allocations in Local Plans. That is not the 

case here. TNP accepts that consents have 

been granted and are probably 

commenced to secure their continuance. 

The owners are therefore able to 

implement their consents. However they 

have not done so, so the existing use 

persists. Alternative uses for the mill and 

other buildings affected by the consent are 

clearly possible; indeed they are likely, as 

these comments by Pro-Vision indicate. 

TNP have assumed that the owners will 

welcome guidance on acceptable 

alternatives. However, the alternative use 

of the mill site/care home consent can be 

covered more simply. BE2.2 is therefore 

deleted and consequent changes made to 
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v) Not impact on existing 

medical services 

vi) Satisfy all the normal 

landscape and 

otherdevelopment 

requirements 

vii) Be justified by local need”. 

 

 4. Any future proposals at 

the Northfields Farm/ 

Hazeley site should be 

dealt with under BE1.1. 

The policy is unnecessary 

and adds nothing to what 

the SDLP policies and the 

planning process already 

take account of. 

 5. Suggest delete entire 

policy other than iii) which 

should be incorporated 

into Policy BE2.1 as shown 

in previous comment. 

 

BE1 and BE2.1 and to the supporting text. 

2.  The extant permission would be coloured 

by a number of considerations: 

 Granted in 2008, and would 

normally have expired 

 Granted contrary to policy in 2008 

to secure removal of mill,  

 provide for elderly from 

settlements to west outside SDNP 

 Now NP and subject to SDLP 

 Granted to provide employment 

for Twyford for in excess of need. 

All of these points justify a new look for any 

application. 

3. This policy is to be deleted. 

5. This is to be deleted. 

6. & 5. SDNPA welcome and support BE2. 

Note: policy BE2 and its supporting text 

have been revised extensively in response 

to comments, and those of SDNPA. 

Policy LHE2 

Landscape Features and 

views 

 

Table 3- Important Parish 

Features and Views 

 

“ The high ground at 

Northfields and Hazeley 

Enterprise Park where the 

feed mill is particularly 

prominent 

 The Terra Firma Landscape 

Character Assessment Part 

1 (2.11) refers to 

‘Important visual 

landmarks and features 

which are within the 

landscape setting’. Whilst 

it refers to Northfields and 

HEP as prominent features, 

unlike the other features/ 

views we do not consider 

that it is recognising these 

as positive features to be 

retained/respected. 

Reference to the mill and 

HEP therefore don’t sit 

“ The high ground at Northfields and 

Hazeley Enterprise Park” where the feed mill 

is particularly prominent.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreed. The view here is identified as 

something negative whereas all the others are 

positive. Amend wording. 
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comfortably within this 

table as currently 

presented. This should be 

amended.  

“Long distance views of the 

landscape from Hazeley 

Road” 

 The allocation of Site 26 

would adversely affect this 

as you approach the 

village as noted in the 

evidence base. 

 Noted but see TNP evidence base which 

addresses this issue e.g. in the SA and in site 

selection process and DB1. 

Policy MA 4  

Access to 

Northfields/Hazeley 

Enterprise Park 

 

Purpose of the policy  

“There is an existing Traffic 

Regulation Order, (TRO) 

prohibiting large goods 

vehicles over 7.5 tonnes from 

using the western section of 

Hazeley Road between the 

Northfields access and the 

crossroads in the middle of 

the village. This is not always 

complied with and large 

vehicles continue to make the 

tight turn across the front of 

the General Stores/ Post 

Office and use the narrow 

section of Hazeley Road that 

has numerous parked cars 

between the Post Office and 

Parish Hall car park. The 

owner of Northfields/Hazeley 

Enterprise Park has also 

erected signs advising all 

large goods vehicles to turn 

left out of the access and has 

 1. Some of the HEP 

buildings are subject of a 

routing agreement 

secured by S106. The 

Humphrey Group has 

voluntarily applied this to 

the mill and all other 

businesses at the 

Northfields Farm/ HEP 

site. Drivers who do not 

adhere to this are 

identified and warned by 

the Humphrey Group not 

to do this.  

 2. Suggest the sentence 

about non-compliance is 

deleted or amended from 

the text. 

 3. TRO is to prevent 

through traffic no traffic 

accessing sites in the 

parish 

 4. Is this a planning 

matter? If not, then 

delete – serves no 

purpose in planning 

control. 

10. “There is an existing Traffic Regulation 

Order, (TRO) prohibiting large goods 

vehicles over 7.5 tonnes from using the 

western section of Hazeley Road between 

the Northfields access and the crossroads 

in the middle of the village. This is not 

always complied with and large vehicles 

continue to make the tight turn across the 

front of the General Stores/ Post Office and 

use the narrow section of Hazeley Road that 

has numerous parked cars between the Post 

Office and Parish Hall car park. The owner of 

Northfields/Hazeley Enterprise Park has also 

erected signs advising all large goods 

vehicles to turn left out of the access and 

has installed a monitoring system. 

11. The formation of a new direct link from 

the bottom of Whites Hill into benefits to 

the village and reinforce the existing weight 

restriction along the village end of Hazeley 

Road”. Northfields Farm/Hazeley Enterprise 

Park would provide environmental to the 

village and reinforce the existing weight 

restriction along the village end of Hazeley 

Road”. ”. 

 

 

The suggested deletion of this policy is not 

accepted.  

 

1. Noted, although the Parish does not 

consider the monitoring to be wholly 

effective. 

 

2. Disagree. Retain. 

 

 

3. Accepted, if HGVs need to deliver 

within the Parish,  

4. Signage is one means of reducing 

traffic impact on the village centre.  

No change. 
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installed a monitoring system. 

The formation of a new direct 

link from the bottom of 

Whites Hill into 

Northfields Farm/Hazeley 

Enterprise Park would provide 

environmental benefits to the 

village and reinforce the 

existing weight restriction 

along the village end of 

Hazeley Road”. 

 5. HEP’s traffic 

monitoring shows that a 

large percentage of heavy 

traffic movements 

between the centre of 

the village and the HEP 

entrance are actually 

through traffic. 

 6. HEP traffic controlled 

by routing agreement 

already.  

 7. The specific location of 

a new access into the site 

has not been assessed, 

nor has evidence been 

provided to demonstrate 

it is required.  

 8. Please see our 

proposed amendments to 

draft Policy BE2.2 

regarding the benefit of 

supporting the principle 

of a new route if future 

proposals justify one.  

 9. Suggest instead that 

this policy does not serve 

any meaningful purpose 

and that draft Policy 

BE2.2 is amended (along 

the lines we have 

suggested above).  

 

5. HEP have not shared this information 

with TPC; we would welcome it. 

 

 

 

 

6. This point is unclear. Bullet point 1 

states only “some of the HEP 

buildings” are covered by S.106. 

 

7. The policy covers the principle of a 

new access off the B3335. 

 

8. See comments/response on BE2.2 

above. 

 

 

 

9. Policy BE2.2 is now deleted. 

 

10. This text summarises the conflicts at 

the village centre and the controls in 

place. Retain text. 

 

11. Note that HEP support the policy for 

the new link to B3335. No change. 

Policy MA4 

Access to Northfields 

Farm/ Hazeley Enterprise 

Park 

“The principle of a new 

 1. See comments on the 

purpose of policy MA4 

and on BE2.2 (both 

above).  

 2. For these reasons, we 

“The principle of a new highway access from 

B3335 Whites Hill into Northfields 

Farm/ Hazeley Enterprise Park is supported 

(see Map 6)”. 

 

1. Disagree. Keep policy MA4 separate, 

but refer to it in BE2. 

2 & 3. Retain diagrammatic notation on     

Map 6. 
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highway access from B3335 

Whites Hill into Northfields 

Farm/ Hazeley Enterprise 

Park is supported (see Map 

6)”. 

suggest that the policy 

should be deleted.  

3.  Map 6 key to be amended to remove 

reference to a new vehicle route. 

Policy PO1 

Pollution and 

Contaminated Land 

 

Purpose of the Policy Text 

& Policy PO1 

“The main sources of 

pollution in Twyford are: the 

B3335 and Hazeley 

Farm Feed Mill. The former is 

identified as Nitrous Oxide 

from vehicle emissions along 

the length of the village, 

exceeding recommended 

levels on occasions south of 

the Post Office. As the B3335 

continues to become busier, 

pollution levels are set to 

increase. The Mill gives rise to 

smell and is wind dependent. 

Other pollution includes noise 

from aircraft and road 

vehicles using the B3335 and 

the M3. Contaminated land is 

likely to occur only in limited 

parts of the village”.  

“Development proposals will 

be subject to SD 54 and SD 

55.TPC will seek to reduce 

existing levels of pollution 

and mitigate further rises”. 

 1. There is no evidence 

provided with the TNP to 

support the assertion 

that the occasional smells 

from the mill are one of 2 

main sources of pollution. 

The Policy adds nothing 

further than signposting 

the relevant SDLP 

policies. Recommend 

that this section of the 

plan is deleted. 

 2. Mill is compliant with 

licence /environmental 

permit, so these matters 

are dealt with outside the 

planning system.  

 3. There is also obligation 

to remove the mill when 

implementing extant 

permissions. 

The main sources of pollution in Twyford 

are: is the B3335 and Hazeley 

Farm Feed Mill. The former is identified as 

Nitrous Oxide from vehicle 

emissions along the length of the village, 

exceeding recommended 

levels on occasions south of the Post Office. 

As the B3335 continues to 

become busier, pollution levels are set to 

increase. The Mill occasionally gives rise to 

smell and is however, this is wind 

dependent. Other pollution includes noise 

from aircraft 

and road vehicles using the B3335 and the 

M3. 

Contaminated land is likely to occur only in 

limited parts of the village”. 

 

 

“Development proposals will be subject to 

SD 54 and SD 55. 

TPC will seek to reduce existing levels of 

pollution and mitigate 

further rises”. 

 

1. Agreed that smell from the mill should 

be identified as one of several causes 

of pollution. Text is amended to 

identify the sources and policy is 

amended to refer to all these named 

sources and so is Twyford specific. 

2. PO1 follows principles set by SDLP SD 

54,  and does not duplicate separate 

Environmental Legislation. 

3. Noted. 

SB2: Development 

Outside the Settlement 

 Welcome the inclusion of 

specific policy for 

Northfields Farm and HEP 

 Noted: Support welcomed. 
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recognising the 

requirement for special 

consideration given it is 

an established 

employment site.  

Policy HN1 

“1. The mix of homes shall be 

as specified in SDLP SD 27 

2. The minimum dimensions 

of new housing shall accord 

with nationally described 

space standards. 

3. New housing for one, two, 

three or four bedroom houses 

will be permitted with 

maximum floor areas of 80 

sq. metres; 100 sq. 

metres,120 sq. metres and 

140 sq. metres, other than in 

accordance with 

HN6, respectively unless 

permitted by other policies. 

(Areas are gross internal i.e. 

excluding external walls)”. 

 1. Points 1 and 2 

duplicate other policy 

requirements of SDLP 

and national legislation. 

Suggest these are 

deleted.  

 2. If housing is to address 

need for the elderly 

wishing to downsize (as 

per the Housing Needs 

Study carried out in April 

2015 and reference in the 

NP), they are likely to 

require more facilities 

and larger floor space for 

manoeuvrability etc than 

in other age groups 

moving into properties 

with the same number of 

bedrooms.  

 3. Where is the evidence 

for maximum floor space 

requirements?  

 4. This limit on maximum 

space is unsubstantiated 

and likely to have impact 

on development viability 

of the preferred housing 

site(s), which could 

threaten the ability of the 

TNP to meet local 

5. 1. The mix of homes shall be as specified 

in SDLP SD 27 

2. The minimum dimensions of new housing 

shall accord with nationally described space 

standards. 

3. New housing for one, two, three or four 

bedroom houses will be permitted with 

maximum floor areas of 80 sq. metres; 100 

sq. metres, 120 sq. metres and 140 sq. 

metres, other than in accordance with 

HN6, respectively unless permitted by other 

policies. (Areas are gross internal i.e. 

excluding external walls)”. 

TNP response agrees with SD suggestions 

which refer to point 2 and part 3. 

1. Agree but retain for clarity. 

 

 

2. Agreed.  Moved to supporting text 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. See TN/B and note below.  

 

4. The evidence base for the limit on house 

sizes has now been reviewed in a technical 

paper. The approach of the New Forest 

Local Plan and the report of the 

Independent Examiner have been noted. 

 

 Following comments of SDNPA and others, 

the proposed house sizes are now 

referenced back to nationally prescribed 



Page 24 of 36 

 

housing need.  minimum but increased by 20% to reflect 

the diversity of Twyford’s needs. As a 

result, the size of the 4 bed house is 

increased in HN1 to 150 m sq.  

 

Text has also been added to HN3 

(Affordable Housing) in response to 

queries on the potential effect of this 

policy on viability. It proposes that HN1 

should be the first policy to be reviewed if, 

for instance DB1 is shown not to be viable 

before adopting the measures proposed by 

SDLP in para  7:65 in respect of Affordable 

Housing. It should be noted however that 

assessments of viability are normally 

carried out at the planning application 

stage. 

5. Agree delete point 2 but retain point 3 

with minor amendment.  

 

“The SDNPA have carried out 

a number of studies to inform 

decisions about what number 

of houses should be delivered 

in different parts of the 

National Park. The 

assessment of evidence, 

including the capacity of the 

landscape and the availability 

of services and facilities 

within towns and villages, led 

to housing requirements for a 

number of villages within the 

National Park. Twyford is 

required to identify land for 

an additional 20 dwellings in 

the plan period. 

 

 1. The text should 

recognise that the Local 

Housing Need (LHN) for 

Twyford is about 35 

households, therefore 

around 70 dwellings are 

needed to meet this need 

based on the adopted 

SDLP affordable housing 

policies, as reported in the 

SA (para 6.14).   

 2. Whilst SDLP Policy SD26 

cites a minimum of 20 

houses are to be provided 

in Twyford the policy 

outlines that this is 

The SDNPA have carried out a number of 

studies to inform decisions about 

what number of houses should be delivered 

in different parts of the National Park. The 

assessment of evidence, including the 

capacity of the landscape and the 

availability of services and facilities within 

towns and villages, led to housing 

requirements for a number of villages within 

the National Park. Twyford is required to    

6.  identify land for an additionalat least20 

dwellings in the plan period. 

 

7. Twyford Parish Council has accepted this 

total as reasonable and so an allocation is  

8. to be made. This figure does not meet all 

the needs identified in the Housing Needs 

Survey which is identified as approximately 

1. TNP policy is led by SDLP which is quite 

clear, namely a requirement for 20 

dwellings. SDNPA have reviewed the TNP 

extensively; this is not a matter which they 

have raised. Pro-Vision will be aware that 

this issue (need/supply) was looked at with 

care by the SDLP Examiner who found that 

NP’s are not required to meet full housing 

need. 

 

 

2. Agreed. Both TNP and SDLP make 

provision for additional houses both inside 

and outside the Settlement Boundary in a 

variety of ways. TPC has however not 

sought to increase the allocation of 20 
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Twyford Parish Council has 

accepted this total as 

reasonable and so an 

allocation is to be made. This 

figure does not meet all the 

needs identified in the 

Housing Needs Survey. 

However, these needs can be 

met in several other ways, as 

described above, both in the 

village and in the surrounding 

settlements outside the 

National Park in which full 

provision is made. 

 

In addition to the allocation 

of 20 dwellings, housing will 

also be provided within the 

settlement boundary and in 

the countryside subject to 

other policies of this plan. 

Where proposals result in an 

increase in the number of 

dwellings, for example, if 

Stacey’s garage develops as 

housing, this would be 

counted as windfall, and 

would be in addition to the 

allocation.” 

‘approximately’ and does 

not prevent the TNP from 

planning for more SDLP 

SD26 (4). Specifically the 

adopted policy states 

“Neighbourhood 

Development Plans that 

accommodate higher levels 

of housing than is set out 

above will be supported by 

the National Park 

Authority providing that 

they meet local housing 

need and are in general 

conformity with the 

strategic policies of the 

development plan”. 

 3. The SA demonstrates 

that both S1 and Site 26 

(subject to mitigation) 

could provide for housing 

without having adverse 

impacts. Therefore, both 

sites could be allocated 

which would go further 

towards meeting LHN 

while being in general 

conformity with the SDLP. 

This would still leave room 

for windfall sites, which 

can’t be relied upon to the 

extent which may be 

necessary to meet the 

LHN. 

 4. Relying on possible 

windfalls to make up the 

35.The SDLP does however support NDP’s 

that accommodate higher levels than set 

out in SD26 where they are in general 

conformity with the strategic policies of the 

plan. However, Therefore, the TNP proposes 

to enable the ability to plan for more than 

20 homes to make a positive effort to meet 

the local need reducing the pressure on 

neighbouring settlements to absorb unmet 

need.  together with these needs can be met 

are which can be met in several proposed to 

be met  in several other ways, as described 

above, both in the village and in the 

surrounding settlements outside the 

National Park in which full provision is 

made. 

 

In addition to the allocation of at least XX 

dwellings, housing will also be provided 

within the settlement boundary and in the 

countryside subject to other policies of this 

plan. Where proposals result in an increase 

in the number of dwellings, for example, if 

Stacey’s garage develops as housing, this 

would be counted as windfall, and would be 

in addition to the allocation.” 

 

dwellings, nor is there substantial 

community pressure to do so.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. SA looks at each site individually, not 

together, so does not assess the 

cumulative impact. TNP considers that the 

SA does not adequately convey the 

negative aspects of site 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. TNP does not rely solely on windfalls to 

make up LHN. See response under 2 

above. 

5. Comment noted. 
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gap between the SDLP’s 20 

homes (up to 1 affordable) 

(approximately) and the 

LHN is unrealistic, 

especially noting that draft 

policy HN3 notes that 

there are no sites within 

the settlement boundary; 

 5. Suggest HN2 and HN3 

‘Purpose of Policy’ text 

combined into one section. 

6. Proposed change “to” “at least” gives no 

additional flexibility. No change. 

7. The proposed deletions seek to explain 

the TNP’s approach. No change to text for 

reasons given. 

8. The Pro Vision response proposes 

substantial additional text to support 

firstly, additional housing and secondly, 

the allocation of Site S1. All of these 

issues are dealt with at length in the site 

selection process. The agreement that 

SDNP should allocate further sites “to 

reduce pressure on existing settlements” 

is contrary to the statutory duty of 

National Parks and was dealt with by the 

Independent Examiner of SDLP. No 

change to text. 

Policy HN2 

“Provision will be made for 

additional housing by the 

allocation of additional land 

for 20 dwellings and by 

infilling and redevelopment 

within the settlement 

boundary and by other 

policies of this Plan” 

 1. Suggest policy should be 

more flexible to enable a 

higher number of 

dwellings to be provided to 

meet identified LHN in 

accordance with the 

provisions of the SDLP 

Policy SD26 (as discussed 

above). 

 2. Policy HN2 however, 

adds no more than HN3 or 

SB1 and SB2 therefore 

suggest it is deleted and 

HN3 amended to 

incorporate spirit of HN2 

to support flexibility to 

provide for more than 20 

homes. 

 

3. “Provision will be made for additional 

housing by the allocation of 

additional land on one or more sites for at 

least for 20 dwellings and by infilling and 

redevelopment 

within the settlement boundary and by 

other policies of this Plan” 

1. From the outset of the TNP, the SDNPA 

figure of 20 dwellings is the one which has 

been put forward for inclusion in the TNP. 

It has been publicised and appears to be 

fundamental to the community’s 

acceptance and support to TNP’s housing 

proposals.  

 

2. Agreed HN3 not needed. See changes to 

HN2 & 3. TNP however does not impose a 

ceiling for additional dwellings; 20 

dwellings is a minimum. 

3. Policy amalgamated with HN2 and 

reference to other sites than Site 26 

deleted. No additional reference to 

“flexibility” for reasons given above. 
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Policy HN3 Land For 

Housing: site selection 

 

Purpose of Policy text 

“Land has to be allocated to 

provide for a minimum of 20 

houses. The allocation has to 

be outside the settlement 

boundary as there is no 

undeveloped land within the 

settlement boundary and no 

suitable brown field sites 

outside it. A comprehensive 

survey of all the sites around 

the village was carried out 

and local people were asked 

to say which they considered 

the best locations for housing 

(See map 3). Sites were 

assessed and ranked using 

the SDNPA’s own site 

assessment criteria with 

the addition of two others; 

firstly proximity to village 

facilities and secondly 

potential to provide a 

minimum of 11 dwellings to 

ensure on-site delivery of 

40% affordable dwelling ...... 

 

…….The land adjacent to the 
Parish Hall and Surgery has 

been selected because of its 

closeness to village facilities 

and its potential to deliver 

further benefits, in particular, 

increased parking for the 

village centre and open 

space. It is also large enough 

 1. Map 3- Not appropriate 

to show all the sites that 

were assessed on map 3 

(see below).  This detail 

should be reserved for 

supporting evidence. 

 2.  It is apparent from the 

evidence base, including 

the SA (Section 6) that S26 

has been selected solely on 

its perceived potential to 

deliver the community 

benefits including an 

extended car parking area 

for the village.  

 3. It should be noted that CIL 

receipts from any site with 

the TNP area would also be 

available to contribute 

towards infrastructure such 

as the flood alleviation works, 

car parking and open space 

on Site 26. 

 4. The SA (figure 5) and 

para 6.26 reports that S26 

has significant negative 

impacts including on 

landscape and heritage. 

 5. SA para 6.21 states that 

it is not appropriate to 

allocate all of S26 as would 

be required to deliver 20 

homes because of the 

landscape impact.  

 6. The SA considered 

various options including 

allocation S1 as well as 

9. “Land has to be allocated to provide for a 

minimum of 20 houses, however the local 

housing need is around 35. The 

allocation has to be outside the settlement 

boundary as there is no 

undeveloped land within the settlement 

boundary and no suitable brown 

field sites outside it. A comprehensive survey 

of all the sites around the village was 

carried out and local people were asked to 

say which they considered the best locations 

for housing (See map 3).Sites were assessed 

and ranked using the SDNPA’s own site 

assessment criteria with the addition of two 

others; firstly proximity to village facilities 

and secondly potential to provide a 

minimum of 11 dwellings to ensure on-site 

delivery of 40% affordable dwellings….. 
…….The Both the land adjacent to the Parish 

Hall and Surgery (Site 26) and adjacent to 

Northfields Farm (S1)has have been 

selected. Site 26 because of its closeness to 

village facilities and its potential to deliver 

further benefits, in particular, increased 

parking for the village centre and open 

space. It is also large enough to apply the 

affordable housing criteria for on-site 

provision. The development of this site 

provides the opportunity to incorporate 

flood mitigation on site and to support off 

site works required for the benefit of the 

whole Parish. S1 has also been allocated 

because it performed best against the SA 

framework, it has limited constraints and 

can be appropriately developed for housing 

with limited impact on the special qualities 

the NP. 

 

The dwellings on both sites would be small 

(in accordance with housing Policy HN1) and 

1. Agreed: Amend Map 3. 

 

 

 

 

2. There are multiple reasons given for the 

selection of site 26 in preference to site 1. 

Location and sustainability are at the 

head of the list. See Evidence Base and in 

the website, “Site Selection”. 

 

 

 

 

3. TPC is well aware of this and has taken full 

account of it in selecting site 26. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. The heritage impacts are minor; the 

landscape impacts can be mitigated. The 

SA finds the allocation of site 26 to be 

acceptable. 

 

 

5. Site 26 as surveyed by Terra Firma was 

larger than the land allocated by HN3/DB1. 

The site was reduced on TF’s 

recommendations and further reduced by 

both the tree clump and the car park. 

 

6. Noted. The choice of testing alternatives 

was that of the authors of the SEA, which 
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to apply the affordable 

housing criteria for on-site 

provision. The development of 

this site provides the 

opportunity to incorporate 

flood mitigation on site and 

to support off site works 

required for the benefit of the 

whole Parish. 

 

The dwellings would be small 

(in accordance with housing 

Policy HN1) and so at a high 

density. The site is 

constrained by a clump of 

trees on the higher ground, 

which should remain as a 

feature and foil to new 

building. 

Flooding also affects the 

lower ground as identified in 

policy WE1 Flood Risk 

Management. 

The detailed policy for site 26, 

DB1, explains how the 

landscape and flooding 

issues have been addressed 

and how they are to be 

resolved. 

The boundaries of the site 

have been set following 

detailed design advice 

commissioned by Twyford 

Parish Council and further 

analysis of landscape 

impact. 

Policy DB1 sets out the 

detailed requirements for the 

development of site 26 for 20 

dwellings. 

S26, but without allowing 

for maximum capacity of 

both sites. It has not 

however considered the 

alternative option of 

allocation both sites to 

maximum capacity, which 

would have the benefit of 

meeting much more of the 

LHN.  

 7. Overall, the evidence 

base does not support the 

allocation of S26 only, and 

indeed if only one site 

were to be selected, the 

evidence points to S1, 

which is assessed to be 

significantly less 

constrained.  

 8. Evidence supports the 

allocation of both S26 and 

S1: the former because of 

its ability to include land 

for a car park extension, 

and the latter because it is 

the best performing site 

against the SA framework 

and because of the LHN. 

so at a high density.  

Site 26The site is constrained by a clump of 

trees on the higher ground, which should 

remain as a feature and foil to new building. 

Flooding also affects the lower ground as 

identified in policy WE1 Flood Risk 

Management. 

 

Thedetailed policy for site 26,Policy DB1, 

explains the framework for development 

proposals for S1 and Site 26how the 

landscape and flooding 

issues on Site 26have been addressed and 

how they are to be resolved. For site 26 it 

refers to the constraints which need to be 

addressed through any development 

proposal. The boundaries of the site have 

also been set following detailed design 

advice commissioned by Twyford Parish 

Council and further analysis of landscape 

impact. 

 

Policy DB1 sets out the detailed 

requirements for the development of site 26 

for 20 dwellings. 

 

was an independent study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. The TNP evidence base (Site Selection 

Process) fully justifies the selection of site 

26. 

 

 

 

 

8. TNP’s decision to allocate one site only 

(site 26) is within its remit, is supported 

following publicity, and conforms to SDLP 

policy. 

9. The proposed text is rewritten 

substantially to support the allocation of 

Site S1 in addition to that of Site 26, 

though the numbers of additional 

dwellings are not specified. TNP has 

assessed the relative merits of both sites 

exhaustively and a range of options. The 

allocation of 20 dwellings was accepted by 

the community at an early stage of the 

plan process and has been the basis for the 

TNP ever since. While there may be some 

support for S1 in preference to Site 26, 

there is none for the allocation of both 

sites. No change to text. 
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Policy HN3 

“Land is allocated for 20 

houses and additional parking 

and open space on Site 26 

adjacent to the Parish Hall as 

shown on Map 3. Policy DB1 

sets out the requirements for 

its development”. 

 1. The SA shows that S1 

can accommodate all 20 

houses and performed 

better than Site 26 in SA 

Framework Objectives. It 

has no negative impacts.  

 2. Site 26 had 3 negative 

impacts landscape, 

heritage and water. The SA 

suggests that these can be 

overcome through 

mitigation, however the 

mitigation for landscape 

includes the provision of a 

detailed LVIA which 

demonstrates the design 

and layout of the site 

minimises impact on the 

landscape- this should be 

done now to ensure 

certainty this can be 

achieved.  

 3. SA suggests that only 

Site 26 would enable other 

objectives of the TNP 

including addressing flood 

alleviation and Car Parking 

to come forward, hence it 

is being taken forward. 

However, it is not 

confirmed why this is the 

case – for example the site 

does not include all the 

land required for the 

identified flood alleviation 

works.  

12 & 13. “Land is allocated to provide for 

at least XX houses and additional parking 

and open space on Sites S1 and Site 26 

adjacent to the Parish Hall as shown on 

Map 3. Policy DB1 sets out a framework for 

development proposals for these sites 

out the requirements for its development”. 

 

Map 3 to be amended to show sites S1 and 

Site 26 only. 

 

Add a new policy to allocate land at S1 

(Northfields) for around 20 dwellings 

[further assessment of the site capacity 

should be completed]. 

1. SA concludes that Site 26 as allocated is 

justified. 

 

 

 

 

2. The negative impacts were examined in 

detail as set out in the Site Selection and 

other reports. LVIA is a requirement for 

the planning application stage. TNP’s 

advice from Spindrift working on Terra 

Firma’s report, gives proportionate 

evidence to justify the allocation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Since the text was completed, TPC has 

taken the initiative in the preparation of 

flood mitigation schemes which now forms 

part of the evidence base. All land needed 

for the FMS is within the control of the 

relevant owners or the Highway Authority. 

The prospective allocation of Site 26 has 

resulted in close co-operation with the 

owners of the site who also own land 

upstream required for the FMS. 
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 4. Given the constraints 

and significant mitigation 

required for Site 26, 

notwithstanding the 

requirements for a 

Development Brief under 

draft Policy DB1, it is a high 

risk strategy to rely on this 

one site. There is a real risk 

that the costs of mitigation 

and site preparation would 

lead to a dilution of the 

affordable housing 

contribution, or worse 

case, the site is 

undeliverable in which 

case none of the housing 

benefits/needs would be 

met.  

 5. The SA recognises the 

uncertainty over the 

deliverability of S26,  

stating that in reference to 

the constraints “Solutions 

have been identified but 

further information is 

required on the costs of the 

engineering schemes to 

ensure that a mitigation 

scheme can be delivered”. 

 6. The obvious remedy 

would be for more than 

one site to be allocated.   

The evidence base is clear 

that site S1 is the obvious 

alternative or additional 

4. The objector’s fears are noted. TPC has 

taken a number of steps to ensure that:    

1.  the site is deliverable without 

     excessive demands being put on the 

     landowners,  

2.  the infrastructure improvements are 

 carried out. In short, the time spent in 

preparing the TNP has enabled 

progress towards delivery of the 

infrastructure to move forward in 

tandem. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. As above but it should be noted that 

significant time has now elapsed since 

the SEA was prepared. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 & 7 

     The objector does not make clear how 

the allocation of land at Northfields 

would help deliver car parking and flood 

mitigation in Hazeley Road. The sole 
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2
Twyford Neighbourhood Plan – Housing Site Selection Process – Updated to include the further evaluation of Site S1 and Site 26 – Dec 2019 

33
Twyford Neighbourhood Plan – Housing Site Selection Process – Updated to include the further evaluation of Site S1 and Site 26 – Dec 2019 (page 7). 

site. The site is assessed by 

Terra Firma as being “an 

extension to existing 

housing at Northfields.  All 

necessary infrastructure is 

in place. Enclosed by a tree 

belt to North and planting 

to east.  It has footpath 

Links to play area and 

countryside to North.  A 

disadvantage is its distance 

from the village centre”2
 

 7. Unlike S26, site S1 was 

“endorsed in whole” by the 

landscape consultant.  

 8. The site is subject to 

“significant public 

support”3
.  

 9. The relative distance 

from the village centre is at 

least partially 

compensated by its 

proximity to the major 

employment area in the 

community, and proximity 

to local play areas, the bus 

stop on Cox’s Hill close to 

the junction with 

Northfields (served by 

routes 69, 623, 691, 692 

and E1) and the church. 

Allocation of S1 in the TNP, 

in addition to Site 26 

benefit to TPC would be 25% of the CIL 

receipts to which the Parish would be 

entitled. All other CIL goes to SDNPA for 

projects across the National Park. Note 

that TF assessed only the landscape and 

not the full range of Site Assessment 

and other criteria which TPC has taken 

into account. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.     The public support for Site 1 was at the 

site assessment stage and was, in part, 

the basis of its being one of the two sites 

considered. 

 

9. The proximity of the site to all these 

facilities and to the footpaths and 

countryside is accepted. However, these 

are not, for the most part, most used in 

daily life. All of the key village facilities 

are accessed by the B3335 with its 

exceptionally high traffic, steep hill and 

narrow and single sided pavements: this 

is a major disincentive to pedestrian 

access for families, children and the 

elderly. 
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would ensure flexibility, 

provide greater choice of 

homes in line with National 

Policy objectives, and 

significantly de-risk 

delivering the housing 

objectives of the plan.  

 10. Allocation of a second 

site would increase the 

prospective CIL monies, 

25% of which can be 

retained locally once the 

TNP is adopted.  

 11. Reference to DB1 to 

include S1 and to ensure 

that DB1 is not too 

prescriptive, the policy 

should comprise a 

framework which allows 

for flexibility in 

development proposals 

coming forward.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Agreed. See 6 and 7 above. 

 

 

 

 

 

11. TNP have been repeatedly told by SDNPA 

that no reference can be made in the plan 

to any possible alternative site. 

12. The proposed policy does not include any 

numbers of dwellings which makes it 

impossible to assess.  

13. The amended text also fails to propose 

site development criteria or how a 

number of significant constraints could be 

overcome. These include: 

1. Relationship to adjacent Employment 

Site in the same ownership, with 

multiple consents, likely 

redevelopment of further premises 

and pre-App proposals for major 

development (Retirement Village) 

2. Integration into Master Plan for land 

in the same ownership, including 

landscaping and joint access. 

3. Noise impact from hours of working 

4. Open space deficiencies 

5. Pedestrian and cycle access 
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4
 It is recommended that the Parish Council undertakes further assessment of the potential capacity of S26 and S1 combined, and considers to what extent it should plan positively to 

meet the identified LHN over the TNP period.  

6. Capacity of narrow access road and 

junctions both with Northfields and 

with B3335, to accommodate. 

No change to TNP text. 

 

Policy HN4   Affordable 

provision on allocated and 

windfall sites 

“1. Provision for affordable 

housing will be made at 50% 

in accordance with SDLP SD 

28. 

2. The occupation of 

affordable housing will be 

limited to people with strong 

local connections to Twyford 

Parish. The eligibility criteria 

are those agreed for the most 

recent scheme at Hewlett 

Close. Priority is to be given 

to those born and educated in 

the Parish and those who 

have been resident in the 

Parish for a long time and 

have close relatives in the 

Parish”. 

 1. The requirement for 

50% affordable on all sites 

is not in conformity with 

the SDLP Policy SD28, 

which has a sliding scale 

depending on number of 

dwellings. 

 2. The requirement for 

occupation being limited 

to people with ‘strong local 

links’ is not defined and 

not clear how this would 

be enforced in planning 

terms.  

 3. The Policy duplicates 

SDLP Policy SD28 and 

therefore should be 

deleted. 

4. 1. Provision for affordable housing will be 

made at 50% in accordance with 

SDLP SD 28. 

5. 2. The occupation of affordable housing 

will be limited to people with strong 

local connections to Twyford Parish. The 

eligibility criteria are those 

agreed for the most recent scheme at 

Hewlett Close. Priority is to be given 

to those born and educated in the Parish 

and those who have been 

resident in the Parish for a long time and 

have close relatives in the Parish”. 

1 & 4. 

Noted as SDNPA comment and amended. 

 

 

 

2. The criteria for strong local connection are 

as set out in the sec 106 agreement 

attached to the Hewlett Close 

development in 2010 and used by WCC 

since. 

 

 

3. SDNPA object to this because it does not 

duplicate SDLP. 

 

5.    The policy is amended and will refer to 

the local Twyford criteria. 

“The land adjoining the 

Parish Hall Car Park, (as 

shown on Map 14,), 

is allocated for the 

development of 20 houses, 

subject to the preparation of 

a development brief to 

incorporate: 

a) A minimum of 50% 

affordable dwellings. 

 1. Policy should be 

amended to include for 

both S1 and Site 26. 

 2. Support the provision 

of a brief for the 

allocated sites to assist 

developers and SDNP 

with working towards a 

positive scheme. 

6. "The sites known as S1 and Site 26 

areland adjoining the Parish Hall Car Park, 

(as shown on Map 14,), 

is allocated for the development of at least 

XX
4
 houses, subject to the preparation of a 

development brief. to incorporate: 

The brief for Site 26 should accord with the 

wider policies of this NP and the 

Development Plan and incorporate: 

 

1. Disagree for reasons stated above. 

 

 

2. Support for requirement for a brief for 

the allocated site is welcomed. Map 15 

labelled “indicative” (previously map 14). 
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b) A mix of houses in 

accordance with policy HN1. 

c) Additional parking for 

around 20 cars, with further 

land for an additional 20 

spaces, or other community 

use adjacent to the existing 

car park. 

d) The area of the tree clump 

as open space. 

e) The preparation of a 

comprehensive landscape 

scheme incorporating land to 

the east in the same 

ownership. 

f) The retention of boundary 

trees. 

g) Flood management 

measures as part of a 

comprehensive scheme for 

the land between B3335 and 

Bourne Lane. 

h) Foul sewerage scheme 

which does not impact on 

that part of the system which 

malfunctions in periods of 

high surface water flows. 

i) Design is 

 a) to relate positively to the 

Surgery and Parish Hall 

b) to follow the principles of 

the layout (shown on Map 14) 

unless there are clear 

advantages of an alternative 

layout. 

c) accord with DE1. 

j) Management of the land 

excluded from development. 

k) Adherence to a 

Construction Environmental 

However, this should be 

more of a ‘framework’, it 
is too prescriptive to 

refer to a layout such as 

Map 14.   

 3. Reference to other 

policies isn’t required and 

should be deleted. 

 4. The protection/ 

retention of features on 

site can be cited but 

more flexibility should be 

allowed in terms of how 

this is done (d). 

 5. The Brief can’t make 

demand about other land 

outside of the site even if 

it is in the same 

ownership (e) and (g). 

 

 

a) A minimum of 50% affordable dwellings. 

b) A mix of houses in accordance with policy 

HN1. 

c) Additional parking for around 20 cars, 

with further land for an additional 20 

spaces, or other community use adjacent to 

the existing car park. 

d) The area of the tree clump to be 

protected as open space. 

e) The preparation of a comprehensive 

landscape scheme 

incorporating land to the east in the same 

ownership. 

f) The retention of boundary trees. 

g) Flood management measures as part of a 

comprehensive scheme for the land 

between B3335 and Bourne Lane. 

h) Foul sewerage scheme which does not 

impact on that part of the system which 

malfunctions in periods of high surface 

water flows. 

 

The brief for Site 1 should accord with the 

wider policies of this NP and the 

Development Plan and incorporate: 

 

[criteria to be confirmed].  

 

 

 

 

 

3. Noted. However in this case, it is helpful 

to inform all those who read the plan, and 

to reassure local people that these key 

points are to form the basis for the 

scheme, as they have been constantly 

informed.  

4. Noted. The layout and draft brief has 

been seen and discussed with the owners’ 
development partners; they have made 

no comment to this effect. 

5. Both matters are agreed with the owners. 

6. The detailed changes to this policy do not 

directly affect the objector but follow 

from this and other comments. The 

objector is not aware of the progress 

made in discussion with the owners of 

Site 26 in implementing the detailed 

proposals of TNP which affect the site and 

the design and layout of the site.  

No change to policy. 
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Management Plan 

coupled with careful design 

and the utilisation of 

standard pollution guidance 

to ensure adverse water 

quality effects on the River 

Itchen SAC is avoided. 

l) A drainage plan must be 

provided to show that the 

drainage associated with the 

site will either utilise an 

existing mains drainage 

system at the nearest point of 

capacity or will be dealt with 

by a small package treatment 

plant (or similar). If the 

decision is to use a small 

package treatment plant then 

the drainage plan will need to 

demonstrate that there is no 

hydrological connectivity 

from the proposed Package 

Treatment Plant to the River 

Itchen for example are there 

existing watercourse or local 

drainage channels or a high 

water table, in the area of the 

proposed package treatment 

plan that will mean that the 

proposed package treatment 

would not be effective and 

would result in there being a 

high risk that phosphorous 

transferred into the protected 

River Itchen SAC and SSSI”. 

Map 14 

Land for Housing – Site 26 

 1. It is not appropriate to 

provide a detailed layout 

plan for the proposed 

housing allocation(s).  

5. Delete Map 14 Map 14 changed to Map 15 (additional 

map has been added) 

1. See SD recommendation, not to delete site 

26 but state it is an ‘indicative’ layout 
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 Layout is subject to 

detailed site 

investigations and design 

process through the 

standard planning control 

process.  

 2. This Map is in danger 

of raising expectations 

unduly about the 

deliverability of the site.  

 3. The preliminary design 

work should remain in 

the evidence base.  

 4. Similar supporting 

evidence could be 

provided if S1 is also 

allocated, in line with the 

site selection evidence.  

which TNP agrees. 

2. See note on co-operation with owners of 

Site 26 above. The DB1 proposals appear 

to be agreed as the basis for development. 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

 

3. Noted: It is in the Evidence Base. 

 

4. Noted. 

 

5. Retain plan but add “Indicative” 

Table 1 Open Spaces in 

Public or Charitable 

Ownership or subject to 

formal agreement 

‘Humphrey Developments 

(under Planning Condition) 

Winchester City Council’ 

 Ownership name 

incorrect- needs 

amending. 

“Humphrey DevelopmentsFamily (under 

Planning Condition) Winchester City 

Council”. 

Noted. Amended text.  


