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Minutes of an Extra- ordinary meeting of Burghclere Parish Council held on 

 19th March 2020 at 4pm at the Portal Hall 

 
 

Present: Cllrs R Carrow (Chair), A Crowley (Vice Chair), S Whiting, I Collins, A Wason  

and J Richardson  

 

J Letsome (Clerk) 

 

In attendance: C Saint 

 
   

1. Apologies 

 

Apologies had been received from B Canning and G Morton 

 

2. Declaration of members’ interests for this meeting 

 

There were none declared. 

3. Resolution to agree confidential business 

RC presented a resolution in accordance with the Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings) 

Act 1960 to exclude the public and press for discussion re agenda item 4 - Neighbourhood 

Plan Update where publicity might be prejudicial to the special nature of the business. 

The passing of this resolution was agreed by all. 

 

4. Neighbourhood Plan Update  
 

RC spoke to the attached report “20200319-Response to IE-BPC-FINAL REV C” that had 

previously been circulated.  He advised Cllrs that the Independent Examiner (IE) had completed her 

review which included a recommendation that the plan should proceed to local referendum as 

modified. 

 

Careful consideration had been given to the IE’s report and the proposed changes noted.  RC reminded 

Cllrs that  the IE was seeking comment on factual errors and was not inviting comments on the 

suggested modifications. 

 
RC advised Cllrs the proposed response was to largely accept most of the recommendations, 
however there had been discussion with B&DBC on some areas where there had been less 
agreement. 
 
He asked Cllrs to consider two options: 
 

1. To accept all the recommendations which would have the advantage of enabling the 
IE to complete her report quickly to B&DBC and would then only require completion of the 
referendum, but could be immediately taken into account by the planning inspector with regards to 
the Falcon Development. 
 



 

2 
Chairman’s Signature:  ……………………………………..                  Date: …………………………… 
 

  

2. To respond with comments on some points where there may be some disagreement, 
which may result in the IE taking a little longer to complete her report, but overall RC felt this would 
not have a significant impact on the overall timescale. 
 
RC confirmed that the steering group would no longer be convened as it ceased to exist with the 
focus on decision making moving to the Parish Council. 
 
There was a general discussion on the proposed LEAP provision during which concerns were raised 
on how two play facilities would have the potential to split the village, with a preference expressed 
to retain one central facility and for there to instead be the provision for a communal open space. 
 
A vote was taken, and Cllrs agreed unanimously to: 
 

• remove the recommendation in respect of Paragraph 105 and 109 (Page 20) of the IE’s draft 
report from Part One of the QB’s response. 
 
and 

 

• proceed with the other points raised as drafted. 

 

5. Consider measures in response to Coronavirus situation 
 

RC reported that NALC and HALC were proving information and guidance on how Parish 

Council’s should maintain business continuity during the current Covid-19 crisis.  Both 

organisations were waiting for further instructions from the government, but advice in the 

meantime was that there was unlikely to be any criticism or legal action taken if it could be 

demonstrated that Cllrs were acting in the best interests of the PC. 

 

Cllrs unanimously agreed that the following actions could be taken if it were not possible to 

convene a quorate meeting of the council in reasonable time: 
 

1.    The council may decide to convene a virtual meeting (e-meeting) to make decisions and take 
action where such decisions or action cannot reasonably be deferred to ensure the safe and efficient 
running of parish affairs.  Such e-meetings may either be conducted by email to ensure a written 
record is kept, or using electronic media, at which minutes should be taken as is customary and 
circulated subsequently.  E-meetings must be quorate.  The clerk will circulate and publish the 
agenda beforehand in the normal way.  This practice will cease following the first quorate 'in person' 
meeting of the council.   

 
2.    The Clerk shall have delegated authority to make decisions and take action on behalf of the 
council where such decisions or action cannot reasonably be deferred and must be made in order to 
comply with commercial or statutory deadlines.  Any decision or actions will be made or carried out 
only after consultation with members by email to ensure a written record is kept.  The clerk will 
consult the chairman for guidance as necessary.  The delegation does not extend to matters expressly 
reserved to the council in legislation or in its Standing Orders or Financial Regulations. Any decisions 
made or action taken under this delegation must be recorded in writing, notified to councillors on 
the day the decision is made or action taken and reported to the next council meeting.  This 
delegated authority ceases following the first quorate 'in person' meeting of the council.   

 
3.    In the event that clerk is unable to undertake his/her duties, the procedures in Paragraph 1 will 
apply and the Chairman will maintain a record of decisions for the public record.  
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4.    These conditions also apply to Pinder Recreational Trust Management Committee meetings.   

 

 

RC updated Cllrs on how the Parish was responding to the crisis, and the facilitator role the 

PC would take.  It was noted that there were many activities being set up within the Parish to 

identify and support those in need, but it was recognised that there would be some who would 

be harder to reach.   RC reported that he was creating a mechanism for pulling together 

information to be shared with other groups, who in turn could share it with their own contacts 

and members.   

 
  

There being no further business the Chairman closed the meeting at 4.45pm. 
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20200319-Response to IE-BPC-FINAL REV C 
 
Burghclere Parish Council (QB) thanks the Independent Examiner (IE) for her work in 
reviewing the draft Neighbourhood Plan and welcomes her recommendation that it goes 
forward to local referendum as modified. 
 
We have gone through the report carefully and noted the changes proposed.  We 
acknowledge that the IE is seeking comment on factual errors, such as dates, sequence of 
events, names etc. and is not inviting and will not accept comment on the suggested 
modifications. 
 
This report is therefore broken into two parts.  Part 1 contains those elements that address 
factual matters.  Part 2 is for B&DBC, and contains observations about a number of 
matters raised by the IE, which merit consideration of issues of broader import, 
interpretation of policy and the expression of local sentiment in the framework of 
neighbourhood planning.  These are not addressed to the IE directly but are considered to 
be important and relevant to future development in the parish and so have considerable 
bearing on her findings. 
 
 
Part 1 – Factual matters 
 
Page 8, Paragraph 23, Line 3.  The QB recommends adding the first criteria of those 
quoted from the December Drop Ins.  This has been added as text in red: “Additional 
criteria were also considered; sites should avoid sensitive landscape, biodiversity and 
heritage constraints; should not be sites within or impede Key Views;…” et seq.  It also 
tides up a minor typographical point at the end of the last phrase. 
 
 
Policy B2: Land off Harts Lane / Winchester Road 
 
IE Recommendation: Page 21 Paragraph 109 1) iii) 
 
Modification to selected criteria in Policy B2 to read as follows:  
 
iii) the provision of informal and formal recreation space to the Basingstoke and Deane Borough 
Council’s adopted standards including a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP), if there is a 
proven need, which is accessible to children from the village. (QB emphasis) 
 
QB Response: 
 
The QB are grateful to the IE for bringing this matter to their attention. The Development Brief 
provided clear development parameters that were acceptable to the QB and the Land Interest in 
bringing forward the land for allocation. In their Regulation 14 and 16 submission the Land Interest 
demonstrated that the Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) area could be accommodated on the 
site along with other requirements set out in the policy B2. 
 
Policy EM5 Green Infrastructure of the adopted Local Plan (ALP) provides the justification for 
obligations in connection with green infrastructure. Putting aside the community’s own aspirations, 
EM5 reflects the aims of the council’s adopted Green Infrastructure Strategy which establishes the 

https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/page/59039/Final%2520GI%2520Strategy%2520approved%2520131118.pdf
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District Council’s policy context for developments which must provide green infrastructure, read 
alongside the Planning Obligations for Infrastructure SPD (POI).  
Policy EM5 states: 
 
“Development proposals will be permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that green 
infrastructure can be provided and phased to support the requirements of proposed development 
and be in accordance with the council’s adopted green space standards. Green space and 
equipped play will normally be provided on-site.” (QB emphasis) 
 
Consideration will be given to an off-site financial contribution towards the enhancement of existing 
facilities, in addition to, or instead of, provision of new green space on site but only where: (QB 
emphasis) 
g) The quantity standard for the number of proposed dwellings does not result in a requirement for 
green space which meets the minimum size standard for a particular type; or  
h) It can be demonstrated that the needs of new residents can be met in this way without adversely 
impacting on the needs of existing residents.” (QB emphasis) 
 
The requirements of EM5 are reflected in the POI which states at paragraph 5.20: 
 
“The vast majority of development proposals within the borough will need to be supported by the 
provision of new or the enhancement of existing green infrastructure in order to make the 
development acceptable as follows:  
 
i) In new residential development areas, provision of on-site green space will normally be sought…  
 
Based on the application of EM5, the Adopted Green Space Standards, and the methodology in 
the POI an allocation of 15 dwellings with a predominance of 2 and 3 bed house would yield 
approximately 32 people based on the occupancy rates in POI paragraph 5.21 of which about 10 
would be primary/secondary age applying Hampshire County Council’s school pupil yield factors.  
 
Applying this yield to the “absolute minimum quantity standard” of 20m2 per person would result in 
a requirement of Multi-functional Green Space of 640m2 (20 x 32) which is in excess of the 
minimum size standard, which for local equipped play areas in rural settlements is 450m2. The 
Land Interest has illustrated a LEAP area equivalent to approximately 450m2 in their proposals and 
the requirement in the final clause of B2 for further discussion prior to submission of a planning 
application will enable the distribution of the remaining requirement to be agreed. 
 
The QB trusts the information provides the IE with the proof she needs that onsite LEAP provision 
is both appropriate and policy compliant and reflects the QB response to the BDBC Regulation 16 
comments1. As the allocated site B2 lies approximately 950m from the ‘Recreation Ground Play 
Area’ adjacent to the Portal Hall, the site exceeds the maximum distance threshold (“5 minute walk 
(300m)” by over 600m (as illustrated in Appendix B).  
 
Onsite provision will also help to alleviate further pressure on the ‘Recreation Ground Play Area’. 
Since the Leisure and Recreational Needs Assessment was published by BDBC in September 
2008 an additional 34 dwellings have been built within Burghclere village settlement boundary and 
11 outside, but there has been no increase in play facilities. Hence why policy B2 also supports 
access to the LEAP from other children in the village. 
 
But perhaps most importantly however, is that the LEAP requirement reflects the QB’s 
desire to create a ‘best practice’ sustainable scheme for which the community may be 
proud and entirely consistent with NPPF §124. 

 
1 Burghclere Parish Neighbourhood Plan response to Regulation 16 consultation representations. Emailed to IE and 

BDBC 18 February 2020.  

https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/page/57356/Planning%2520Obligations%2520for%2520Infrastructure%2520SPD%2520March%25202018.pdf
https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/doclib/2005.pdf


 

6 
Chairman’s Signature:  ……………………………………..                  Date: …………………………… 
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B5: Housing Mix and Tenure 
 
IE Recommendation: Page 24 Paragraph 128 2) 
 
Incorporation of the last paragraph in Policy B5 into paragraph 5.33. 
 
QB Response: 
 
In paragraph 126, the IE concludes that the last paragraph is not a land use and development 
policy matter. The QB do not consider this statement to be factually correct. While the QB 
acknowledges that the term ‘Community Led Housing’ is not included in the NPPF it is now 
becoming more common, as plan making catches up with the increasing profile given to this form 
of development.  
 
The QB had used the advocacy and examples for this aspect of the policy and form of 
development from the ‘Planner’s Guide to Community Led Housing’2 to assist in drafting 
the final paragraph of Policy B5. The Guide includes the adopted East Cambridgeshire 
Local Plan example and its Policy Growth 6: Community Led Development3.  
 
Should the IE conclude that it is acceptable to retain ‘Community Led Housing’ in the policy and is 
not in fact a ‘Basic Condition’ matter, then the QB would hope that the corresponding requirement 
in Policy B2 Criterion (iv) which the IE recommends deletion would then also meet the ‘Basic 
Conditions’. 
 
 
Policy B8: Sustainable Design Standards  
 
IE Recommendation: Page 29 Paragraph 160  
 
Modification to Policy B8 with the effect of: 
 
1. Residential proposals be excluded from the requirement to make the fullest possible 

contribution to climate change mitigation and adaptation 
2. The removal of the requirement for planning applications to provide a written statement  
3. The deletion of paragraph 5.41 

 
QB Response:  
 
Paragraphs 150 – 159 of the IE report provide the reasoning for the above recommendations. As 
the IE confirms in paragraph 152, Policy B8 seeks to ensure that all new developments mitigate 
the effect of and adapts to climate change, but reasons in paragraphs 150 – 159  with reference to 
Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 56-001-20150327 that the requirements of the policy should only 
apply to non-residential development. 
 
The QB is concerned that the examiner’s proposed modification to Policy B8 to exclude residential 
development may cut across the Borough and Parish Councils’ legal duties enshrined in the 
Climate Change Act in response to the introduction of the Governments ‘net zero’ target. 
 
In terms of the scope for binding energy performance policies, the Government’s response4 to the 
draft revised consultation on the National Planning Policy Framework stated (page 48): 

 
2 Planners Guide to Community Led Housing 
3 East Cambs Local Plan (Page 41) 
4 Government response to the draft revised National Planning Policy Framework consultation  

https://communityfirstyorkshire.org.uk/plannersguide/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/190709-Planners-Guide-to-CLH-FINAL.pdf
https://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Local%252520Plan%252520April%2525202015%252520-%252520front%252520cover%252520and%252520inside%252520front%252520cover_0.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/728498/180724_NPPF_Gov_response.pdf
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“The Framework does not prevent local authorities from using their existing powers under the 
Planning and Energy Act 2008 or other legislation where applicable to set higher ambition. In 
particular, local planning authorities are not restricted in their ability to require energy efficiency 
standards above Building Regulations.” 
 
In a further update to PPG in March 2019 Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 6-012-201903155, the 
government confirmed this position. The Government are currently consulting on the ‘Future 
Homes Standards” which will place greater onus on residential development to meet higher energy 
performance standards and the final paragraph of Policy B8 is intended, in part, to forewarn 
developers of this fact along with paragraph 5.41, which for the reasons described in the following 
paragraph, the QB would wish to see retained. 
 
There remains the question as to the powers awarded to the Neighbourhood Plan as opposed to 
the Local Plan in calling for these improved performance standards. The Planning and Energy Act 
2008 predates the Localism Act and therefore only refers to Local Development Plan documents. 
The Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2017 clearly state that a NP will form part of the Local 
Development Plan document once adopted by the Council, so that once the NP has been made it 
then forms part of the Local Development Plan and the provisions of the Planning and Energy Act 
would apply. The QB consider that this would give the NP the power to set energy targets should it 
so wish. Therefore, in summary, a reasonable interpretation of the current legal and policy 
framework is that, far from preventing Neighbourhood Plan Policies from having 
requirements that exceed Building Regulations, it allows them to do so should they wish, 
and this would include both residential and non-residential development. 
 
The Design and Sustainability SPD6 (July 2018) does not differentiate between residential and 
non-residential buildings in its guidance on pages 6 and 7. In their Regulation 16 comments, BDBC 
encouraged the QB to go further with policy B8, one assumes because: 
 

• BDBC acknowledge their Climate Change duties under Section 19 (1A) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004; 

• BDBC declared a ‘Climate Emergency’ on the 10 Sept 2019; 

• The Local Plan Review, is in its very early stages and their appears to be no requirement 
on the BDBC ‘Local List’7 for applicants to demonstrate through a written statement how 
they intend to address these legal requirements. 

 
Policy B16 – Managing Traffic 

 
IE Recommendation: Page 38 Paragraph 212 
 

Recommendation: to meet the Basic Conditions, I recommend the deletion of Policy 
B16 and paragraphs 5.62 – 5.65 
 
QB Response: 

 
The QB agree with the IE that policies in a neighbourhood plan must only apply to the 
development and use of land. The reference to ‘avoiding urbanising highway 
infrastructure’ was intended to describe the urbanising effect on the character of the village 
of road/junction layouts, kerbing and the like, that has resulted from recent infill 
development along Harts Lane (Laurel Bank and Stembridge Close are two such 

 
5 Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 6-012-20190315 
6 BDBC Design and Sustainability SPD  
7 https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/rte.aspx?id=1329&ApplicationTypeId=2 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/climate-change#can-a-local-planning-authority-set-higher-energy-performance-standards-than-the-building-regulations-in-their-local-plan
https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/page/57804/Design%252520and%252520Sustainability%252520Supplementary%252520Planning%252520Document%252520(SPD).pdf
https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/rte.aspx?id=1329&ApplicationTypeId=2
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examples) whether adopted or not. In this respect the QB’s intentions was for such design 
matters to be given appropriate consideration in land use and development matters and 
for the policy to provide some leverage over the materials used for such infrastructure on 
any similar applications in the future to avoid undermining local character. The QB 
considers this fully accords with paragraph 29 of the National Design Guide. 
 
The IE also comments that the 2nd paragraph of the Policy adds nothing to that already 
contained in national and strategic policy. While this may be the case, the IE will know 
from experience that Traffic and Transport are emotive issues, and as is often the case 
with neighbourhood plans, such policies resonate strongly with the community. So while it 
may duplicate, the QB consider its retention to be important to maintain the continuing 
support of the community. 
 
The QB acknowledge that the spatial characteristics of each neighbourhood area are 
rarely, if ever, the same and there is ‘no one size fits all’. Nevertheless Policy 16 is in fact 
worded identically to a Policy recently examined in the Berrick Salome Neighbourhood 
Plan. In that particular case the examiner amended the Submission Plan Policy BER8 
‘Managing Traffic’ to ensure it focussed on land use matters to meet the ‘Basic 
Conditions’8.   The QB believes that these together form a strong case for its 
retention. 
 
 
Part 2 – Observations on interpretation 

 
Policy B2: Land off Harts Lane / Winchester Road 
 
IE Recommendation: Page 20 Paragraph 105 and 109 
 

Recommendation: to meet the Basic Conditions, I recommend: 
 
Delete the last paragraph  
 
“A detailed design brief must be prepared by the developer. This brief must be subject to 
discussion with Burghclere Parish Council and the community within a reasonable period 
prior to the submission of a planning application.” 

 
QB Response: 

 
The QB agrees with the IE that NPPF §40 ‘encourages’ rather than ‘requires’ applicants to engage 
with the local community.  
 
As described in the BPNP response to the Regulation 16 comments (IBID footnote 1) the BPNP 
provides a platform for local people to shape their surroundings (NPPF §15) and there is a high 
expectation locally that the community will play a significant role in ensuring all the community 
benefits of Policy B2 are successfully delivered.  
 
The QB considers community engagement forms a key tenet of the social objective of sustainable 
development through ‘fostering a well-designed and safe built environment’ (NPPF §8) further 
underpinned by the Localism Act. 
 

 
8 Berrick Salome NP Examiners Report (pages 17 and 18) 

http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/neighbourhood-plans/berrick-salome-neighbo


 

10 
Chairman’s Signature:  ……………………………………..                  Date: …………………………… 
 

  

The Bury Neighbourhood Plan9 includes a policy which expects developers to undertake 
‘community engagement’ (Policy G3). At examination the policy was modified by way of 
recommendation PM3 to meet the ‘Basic Conditions’ thus: 
 
“4.18 Community engagement is an important component in the achievement of sustainable 
development and policy G3 clearly establishes the approach to be taken.  
 
4.19 The policy encourages developers to contact the Parish Council, but I consider that this 
wording should be strengthened to place a greater onus on developers to consider how pre-
application community engagement should be undertaken. PM3 is therefore recommended.  
  
The policy was modified by replacing are encouraged to with should.” 
 
The IE has stated that “there would need a special justification for imposing these requirements to 
relate to this allocated site and none has been presented to me.” 
 
The QB (IBID footnote 1) reiterate there remains inconstancies between the concept masterplan 
submitted by the Land Interest and Policy B2. Nor in the QB’s view does it reflect the best 
disposition of the land. There has been no community input into their submitted ‘concept 
masterplan’ other than provided for by the original ‘Design Brief’. The final paragraph of Policy B2 
is included to provide the opportunity for the land owner to work with the community to 
satisfactorily resolve these inconsistencies prior to the application being submitted to BDBC. The 
inclusion of this clause is considered, by the QB, to be entirely consistent with NPPF §124.  On 
this basis the QB wish to retain this reassurance. 
 
 
Policy B7: Land off Harts Lane / Winchester Road 
 
IE Recommendation: Page 26 Paragraph 143 
 
Modification to the Burghclere NP - Design Statement by deleting Appendix 1 and by the 
inclusion of a map defining the boundary of Burghclere Village for the purposes of this 
Design Statement.  
 
Inclusion of the modified Burghclere NP - Design Statement as Appendix 1 in this Plan. 
 
QB Response: 
 
The Design Statement including the Design Checklist was intended to replace the 2002 Village 
Design Statement. If the Design Checklist is removed and the Village Design Statement is 
replaced then as a result there would be no locally specific checklist that would apply in the Parish. 
 
The QB hope that by bringing this matter to the IE’s attention, that the recommendation may 
be amended to enable agreement to be reached between BDBC and the QB on a revised 
checklist that would be less onerous, but which brings local design matters to the attention 
of applicants the key characteristics of the Parish. The fact that a revised checklist would be 
less onerous than those to which respondents have had the opportunity to comment should mean 
that no further consultation would be needed. 

 
  

 
9 Bury Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report  

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood-planning/bury-village-neighbourhood-plan-26-march-2020/
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