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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 27 August 2015

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: D Ashcroft, R Ayer, K Carter, F Cowper, A Glass, A Joy, D Phillips, 
R Saunders, S Schillemore and A Williams (Vice-Chairman)

33. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies from Councillors D Evans, D Orme and S Pond.

34. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 6 August 2015 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed.

35. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no Chairman’s announcements.

36. Declarations of Interest 

Councillor (s) Item Number Nature of 
Interest

Details of 
Interest

Cllrs F Cowper*, 
A Glass* and      
D Phillips*

Part 1 – Section 1 
– item (i) – 
21068/040 – 
Alton Sports 
Centre, Chawton 
Park Road, Alton, 
GU34 1ST

Perception of 
bias

This was an 
EHDC application 
and these 
Councillors were 
members of 
EHDC Cabinet

*Cllrs Cowper, Glass and Phillips left the room during the discussion and voting 
on this item.

37. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters 

Councillors noted the supplementary papers which included information 
received since the agenda had been published.  These were reported verbally 
at the meeting and are attached as Annex A to these minutes.

38. Future Items 

The committee did not agree to any site visits.
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39. Report of the Executive Head Planning and Economy 

The Report of the Executive Head Planning and Economy was considered and 
it was RESOLVED that:

Application No., Site and Description Resolution:

21068/040/OUT

Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park 
Road, Alton, GU34 1ST

Outline application all matters reserved - 
Construction of replacement sports 
centre (Use Class D2) up to 8,500 sqm 
gross external floor area together with 
parking structure and other car parking 
(up to 250 spaces); Construction of 
outdoor floodlit, fenced synthetic turf 
pitches; vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
routes; landscaping, including tree 
planting and sustainable urban 
drainage. Earthworks, implementation of 
appropriate remediation works and 
felling of trees following demolition of 
the existing sports centre building; 
removal of the existing synthetic sports 
pitches, floodlighting and fencing. 

Outline permission subject to conditions 
as set out in Appendix A.

22160/006/RES

Land at 1 & 3 Gloucester Close, Four 
Marks, Alton, GU34 5HX

Approval of reserved matters - 10 
dwellings with associated access and 
landscaping (pursuant to outline 
application 22160/005)

Refused for the reasons as set out in 
Appendix B.

54982/001/FUL

86 Drift Road, Clanfield, Waterlooville, 
PO8 0NX

Detached two storey dwelling with 
double detached garage with room in 
roof space, following demolition of 
existing dwelling and outbuildings (as 
amended by plans received 20.07.2015)

Refused for the reasons as set out in 
Appendix B.
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35777/002/FUL

Tudor Rose, 23 Borovere Lane, Alton, 
GU34 1PB

Single storey extension to rear, 
conversion of existing garage to 
habitable accommodation

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A.

36194/021/FUL

Enchanted Nursery, 103 Anstey Road, 
Alton, GU34 2RN

Retrospective amendments to parking 
provisions (additional information 
received 20.03.2015)

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A.

SDNP/15/02394/HOUS

10 Woodberry Lane, Rowlands Castle, 
PO9 6DP

Two storey rear extension

Refused for the reasons as set out in 
Appendix B.

40. Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 (as amended) - Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010 - 
Development Applications

41. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related 
planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the 
local planning authority

42. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL 

Cllrs Cowper, Glass and Phillips left the room as per their earlier declarations of 
interest.

43. 21068/040/OUT/JM - Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park Road, Alton, 
GU34 1ST - Outline application all matters reserved – Construction of 
replacement sports centre (Use Class D2) up to 8,500 sqm gross external floor 
area together with parking structure and other car parking (up to 250 spaces); 
Construction of outdoor floodlit, fenced synthetic turf pitches; vehicular, 
pedestrian and cycle routes; landscaping, including tree planting and 
sustainable urban drainage.  Earthworks, implementation of appropriate 
remediation works and felling of trees following demolition of the existing sports 
centre building, removal of the existing synthetic sports pitches, floodlighting 
and fencing.
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The Development Management Manager introduced the report and displayed 
various images including an aerial photograph of the site, illustrative masterplan 
and existing and illustrative elevations along with photographs of and from 
within the site.

This was an outline application with all matters reserved and showed where the 
sports centre could be located and the car parking arrangements that would 
serve it.

The multi purpose sports pitch and building had swapped position to allow for 
the construction of the new sports centre without stopping the functioning of the 
current building.

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Design and visual impact of the development;
 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties;
 Impact on Heritage Assets;
 Vehicular access and parking arrangements;
 Loss of sports pitches;
 Impact on ecology;
 Impact on trees; and
 Drainage.

Mr Youngs addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the application.

Basingstoke & Alton Cardiac Rehabilitation Charity Ltd provided controlled 
exercise for vulnerable individuals that have either had a severe heart incident 
or were medically deemed at high risk of having a heart incident.  Many of the 
exercisers were elderly and infirm, and annually, they had in excess of 25,500 
exercise attendances through the Centre, as well as hosting the NHS Phase 3 
Cardiac Rehabilitation service.  This was the rehabilitation programme that 
patients who have had a heart incident attended in their recovery phase.

Whilst the Trustees of the Charity supported the need to replace Alton Sports 
Centre, they objected to the planned development in its current form.  They 
were grateful to have been consulted over a number of years by the District 
Council and their consultants.  Prior to last Christmas, the trustees were 
content with the suggested position of the planned facility.  However, this 
suddenly changed and gave the reason for their objections.

Their concerns were overshadowing, proximity and noise to their centre.  There 
would be disruption to the service provision of the Cardiac Rehab Centre 
immediately prior to, during and immediately post construction of the new 
building.  The illustrative plan which had been submitted for approval indicated 
that this two storey building would be within 10 metres of the single storey 
Cardiac Centre.  Based on the scale, size and height of the proposed building, 
it would block any afternoon sun from the centre and would significantly impact 
on the centre, its users and staff.  To have potentially a 20 metre high wall 
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within 10 metres, or even glazed swimming hall, would have a significant and 
negative impact on the centre. 

EHDC’s own Joint Core Strategy (JCS) regarding Built Environment Policy 
CP29 Design would indicate that the submitted plan was unacceptable.  To 
quote the relevant section: “ensure that the layout and design of development 
contributes to local distinctiveness and sense of place, and is appropriate and 
sympathetic to its setting in terms of its scale, height, massing and density, and 
its relationship to adjoining buildings, spaces around buildings and landscape 
features.” 

Therefore the proximity of the building and its scale would negatively impact the 
Cardiac Centre, its users and staff and would undoubtedly disrupt the service 
provision.

Cllr Hicks addressed the committee on behalf of Alton Town Council.

Alton Town council had considered this outline planning application at its Full 
Council meeting held on 29 April 2015.

In accordance with council policy, the council did not formally comment on 
planning applications where the council was the applicant or had given consent 
as landowner.

However, the replacement of the sports centre had been an objective of the 
Town Council for many years and it fully supported the application.  It was also 
felt that the current location was central to a sports hub, with the Chawton Park 
Indoor Bowls Club, Alton Tennis Club, Jubilee Playing Fields and the soon to 
be completed outdoor Bowling Green.

The Town Council considered it essential that the facilities mix offered in the 
new sports centre should be equal to or better than those currently offered to 
meet the demand that would be required by the expanding town’s population.

Alton Town Council supported this outline application.

Mr Strike, the agent, addressed the committee.

Alton Town Council and East Hampshire District Council had, for a number of 
years, sought ways to improve Alton town and to address some of its long-
standing issues.

One of the issues that required urgent attention was the deterioration of Alton 
Sports Centre due to the age of the building and its costly maintenance 
charges.  The need for a new sports and leisure facility to meet future demand 
was identified over a decade ago in the Alton 2020 Strategy. 

The proposed development represented an opportunity to create a new, 
attractive and sustainable sports centre for Alton town, with state-of-the-art 
sports and recreational facilities set in a high quality environment.
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The replacement centre would provide a range of modern indoor sports 
facilities, the precise detail of which did not form part of this outline application, 
but would follow as part of any reserved matters application.

In addition to the new indoor facility, the existing outdoor sports pitches would 
be replaced with modern artificial turf 3G sports pitches capable of being used 
for 5-a-side or larger format football and other sports, with fencing and 
floodlighting.  This would be located over a basement level car parking 
structure for approximately 100 cars, on the site of the existing sports centre.

The outline planning application accorded with national and local planning 
policy, as set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), the Council’s JCS and also with the emerging Alton Neighbourhood 
Development Plan.

The application had been submitted in outline only, with all matters reserved for 
later determination.  If approved, detailed designs will be brought forward as 
reserved matters.  However, the proposals had been informed by a 
masterplanning exercise to show how the sports centre could be delivered on 
the site of the existing synthetic pitches, with construction taking place while the 
existing facility was still in use.  Also, the new centre would be built while 
maintaining use of, and access to, adjoining properties, particularly the Cardiac 
Rehabilitation Centre, Alton Tennis Club and the residential properties at the 
Gurdons. 

The planning application was accompanied by a number of supporting 
documents including transport assessment and travel plan, flood risk 
assessment, ecological surveys, ground conditions assessment and lighting 
assessment.  These demonstrated that there were no significant technical 
issues to prevent the delivery of the new centre.

In conclusion, the proposals set out in this outline planning application would 
deliver a high quality, modern, efficient and more sustainable sports centre for 
the town.  The new sports centre would replace the aged and run-down existing 
centre, tackling an issue which had been discussed in the town for more than a 
decade.

Cllr Hill, the local councillor, addressed the committee.

 He welcomed the outline application, the existing sports centre was well 
past its sell by date;

 There had been lots of discussion as to whether to renovate the current 
sports centre or replace it and he was pleased that it could be replaced;

 The constituents of his ward supported this view, as did the emerging 
Alton Neighbourhood Plan;

 He felt it important that when looking at the detail of the proposal, 
extensive public consultation be undertaken, as that carried out for this 
outline application had been somewhat limited;

 Alton sports centre would be the single biggest investment in Alton for a 
number of years which was why all users should be consulted and the 
brief made as wide as possible;
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 He hoped that at the reserved matters stage, there would be the 
possibility of an eight lane swimming pool, as opposed to six;

 Chawton Park Road was very congested and during the construction 
phase, there should be minimal disruption to users; and

 He very much supported the application.

In response to a question raised as to whether there would be scope for 
adjustments, such as footprint adjustment, the Development Management 
Manager confirmed that the masterplan was labelled as illustrative.  The 
proposal was to establish the principle of the development, not to fix the details.  
When the application was at the reserved matters stage, the location of the 
building could change, however, the suggestion was to keep the existing sports 
centre open during construction and build adjacent to it.

The committee welcomed the application and felt it had been long overdue.  
The need to replace Alton Sports Centre had been pressing for many years.

The committee also supported Alton Cardiac Rehabilitation Unit and hoped that 
the developers and planners would seriously take into account the impact that 
the development could have on the centre.  The committee wanted to ensure 
that there would be no interruption to the work of the centre as it was a critical 
and valuable service.

The committee were wholly in support of the application.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for outline permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 8 Councillors 
voting FOR outline permission, no Councillors AGAINST outline permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllrs Cowper, Glass and Phillips returned to the room.

Cllr Thomas left the committee to speak as the ward councillor for the next 
item.
The Vice-Chairman took the Chair.

44. 22160/006/RES/JonH - Land at 1 & 3 Gloucester Close, Four Marks, Alton, 
GU34 5HX - Approval of reserved matters – 10 dwellings with associated 
access and landscaping (pursuant to outline application 22160/005)

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed various 
images including an aerial photograph of the site, approved outline site plan, 
proposed site plan and house types and elevations along with photographs of 
and from within the site.

The site was within the settlement policy boundary (SPB) area of Four Marks.

The outline permission which had been granted fixed the access, layout and 
density level of the application.  The density equated to 25 dwellings per 
hectare which was higher than the low density arrangement in Gloucester 
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Close but it was not considered to be harmful as the development would not be 
seen in relation to Gloucester Close.

In terms of design, the proposed dwellings were considered comparable to the 
scale and form of dwellings recently constructed to the immediate south.

There had been some minor alterations including the provision of a footpath link 
on the southern part of the site which the parish council had been keen to see 
incorporated.

Parking had been of concern however, the applicant had provided the 
necessary parking arrangements.

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Scale, design and impact on the character and appearance of the area;
 Impact on ecology;
 Arboricultural implications;
 Highway implications;
 Impact on amenity of adjoining property; and
 Sustainable construction.

Cllr Foster addressed the committee on behalf of Four Marks Parish Council.

The scale and appearance of this application was unacceptable and contrary to 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Policy CP29.  The parish 
council disagreed with the officer’s summary and recommendation. 

The landscaping proposals were a vague half page in the Design & Access 
Statement.  There was no open space provision, and the gardens were tiny 
with two plots only 6 x10m.  The oak trees canopies were too close to three of 
the dwellings.  Residents requests to make severe pruning or removal would 
follow as this had already happened in the adjacent Brislands Lane Reserve 
site.  

The housing designs were of poor urban style, with little regard to the 
recommendations in the Village Design Statement.  The four and five bedroom 
dwellings were not a housing mix reflecting the identified needs of their 
community.

The proposed designs included 2.5 storey homes, which dominated this 10 
dwelling windfall site.  A very different context to similar dwellings on the 
adjacent large allocated sites.  The local housing landscape were bungalows 
and two storey.

When the garages were identified as being too narrow, they had been changed 
to carports. The site had no provision for visitor parking.    

The County Highway Officer had reservations about visibility splays and 
tracking within the site.  These had not changed but deemed acceptable.  He 
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now confirmed the proposed layout was unadoptable and that the tracking 
paths drawing did not allow for a refuse truck. 

Environmental considerations had a key role in the NPPF, “contributing to 
protecting and enhancing our environment”, so carried significant planning 
weight.    

Protected species had already been lost with removal of habitat in the 
neighbouring high density housing developments.  This site would remove 
another vital wildlife location and corridor in this part of Four Marks.  Volunteer, 
the County Ecologist and a recent HBIC (Hampshire Biodiversity Information 
Centre) survey, all indicated that many recent mitigation measures did not 
always work.  Destruction of habitat and loss of animals was at odds with the 
aims of Localism and the NPPF. 

NPPF paragraph 64 said “Permission should be refused for development of 
poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 
character and quality of an area and the way it functions.”  

Therefore the parish council urged the committee to refuse this reserved 
matters application.

Mr Neame, the agent, addressed the committee.

 The height and scale of the proposal had been informed by discussions 
with officers and the heights detailed in the outline consent;

 The rooms in the roofs would have Velux windows which meant that 
there would be no opportunity for overlooking;

 Floor space had been reduced;
 A footpath link had now been incorporated;
 There were no outstanding technical issues
 There had been no objection from the Highway Authority regarding 

parking provision and access arrangements; and
 The application accorded with the Development Plan and National Plan.

Cllr Thomas, the local councillor, addressed the committee.

Her concerns related to Policy CP29.  Sections a) and d) dealt with scale, 
density, massing and also standards of design.

Whilst there was outline permission for 10 houses on this site, these were 10 
extremely large houses on a very small site.

The site wrapped itself neatly around number 2 Gloucester Close which was a 
bungalow.  Charles Church were building close to this site but were not allowed 
to build 2.5 storey houses except in the very centre of their estate where they 
would be well concealed.  This was not an estate, it was essentially back 
garden development.

She felt some of the house types were too tall and overpowering, especially 
when set at the end of a bungalow’s garden.  Some of the houses would also 
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be positioned so that there would be no front gardens and doors opened onto 
the road.

The effect of the massing and huge scale of these houses would be intensified 
because there would be no open space on the site and even the road would be 
immediately next to houses with no gaps.

Policy CP29, Section c) mentioned landscape.  This site was next to a 
designated SINC (Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) area on one side 
and a piece of land on the other known as Storeys Sanctuary.

No soft landscaping was shown anywhere on the site plan and she wondered 
where such landscaping or planting could occur given the tightness of the site.

With no open space on site and extremely small gardens, plots 8/9 had just 
over 60 sq m for their garden.  This would be well below the standard required 
for a neighbouring authority for a 1 or 2 bedroom house.  Plots 1 and 4/5 would 
also fall below their standard for a 3 bedroom house - we are a rural district 
should we be allowing such tiny gardens here?

Policy CP29, Section f), dealt with bins.  There was doubt as to there being 
sufficient space for the size of lorries we use to access this site.  However, 
there was a bin store shown just outside the site boundary in the host 
bungalows drive, consider wheeling your bin from plot 10 to there and back.  
Plot 7 had no means of getting their bin out at all.

Policy CP29, Section k), dealt with parking.  People in Four Marks needed cars 
as the bus service was very poor.  As soon as children were old enough they 
also had a car, so a 4 bedroom house would soon need to have 4 parking 
spaces.  On this site, there were no visitor parking spaces at all.  The roads 
were very narrow  13’ is shown - a small Citroën car was 6’ wide - passing 
would be very difficult particularly as with no pavements cars would have to 
park on the road.  Consider visiting your friends at plot 7 - where would you 
park?  Parking for houses of type A would be immediately in front of the front 
door which was impractical (plots 1/2 4/5)

She believed that some garages were also too small so had become carports. 
Could bicycles be stored in a car port?

With no space for open space or large enough gardens, inadequate parking 
and a narrow road with tall buildings immediately beside it, houses opening 
directly onto the road and three storey buildings in a small back garden 
development, she suggested that this development contravened Policy CP29 in 
many ways.  The mass, height and scale of the buildings on this site were too 
much for the size of the site.

She suggested to the committee that this reserve matters application should be 
refused as it contravened Policy CP29.

Whilst the committee appreciated that access had already been approved in 
the outline application, they had reservations regarding inadequate visibility 
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splays, the turning circle and that refuse and other lorries would not be able to 
enter the site.

The committee also noted that the County Ecologist maintained reservations 
regarding encroachment into the buffer zone.  The Principal Planning Officer 
confirmed that the garages had been moved away from the buffer zones and 
that verbal confirmation had been received from the County Ecologist that he 
had no further comments.

The committee felt that the development would contain overly large houses, 
which would be too high, dominant, incongruous with the area and form a 
cramped development.

Cllr Glass proposed the following reason for refusal:

The appearance, bulk, height, mass, scale and design details of the dwellings, 
together with the provision of a high proportion of larger house types, would 
result in a development that fails to maintain or enhance the character and 
appearance of the area, or provide an adequate residential environment for 
future occupants due to lack of outlook and landscaping within the 
development. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy CP29 of the Joint 
Core Strategy, the Four Marks Village Design Statement and the NPPF.

This was seconded by Cllr Carter.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 10 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and no Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Schillemore left the meeting.

The committee adjourned at 7.58pm.

The committee reconvened at 8.03pm.

Cllr Thomas returned to the committee and resumed the Chair.

45. 54982/001/FUL/RV - 86 Drift Road, Clanfield, Waterlooville, PO8 0NX - 
Detached two storey dwelling with double detached garage with room in roof 
space, following demolition of existing dwelling and outbuildings (as amended 
by plans received 20.07.2015)

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed various 
images including an aerial photograph of the site, elevations and floor plans 
along with photographs of and from within the site.

Permission had previously been granted for an extension in roof height to the 
dwelling as well as to the rear of the property.  This had not been implemented 
and permission was now sought for a replacement dwelling following the 
demolition of the existing dwelling and outbuildings.
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Officers had concerns regarding the bulk and mass of the proposal in relation to 
the neighbouring property and their recommendation was for refusal.  The 
extension would go some way beyond the rear wall of the neighbouring 
property and would result in an unacceptable impact on the relationship with 
the adjacent property

The officer drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters where 
a further letter of support had been received and there had also been an 
amendment to the reason for refusal.

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties;
 Impact on the character of the area;
 Highway implications;
 Energy conservation; and
 Drainage implications.

Mr Tutton, the agent, addressed the committee.

 The report confirmed that consultees were content with the application;
 Five properties were in support of the application;
 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), said that local 

authorities should look for solutions rather than problems and should 
seek to approve application for sustainable development where possible;

 Officers had not gone in to the neighbouring property, 84, to ascertain 
the effect of the latest proposals; and

 The proposal was not visually intrusive or dominant and neighbours 
shared this view.

Cllr Moon, the local councillor, addressed the committee.

 He had received representations from residents to request him to call 
this application to committee to have the officer’s recommendation 
overturned;

 Generally, properties in Drift Road had large back gardens and dwellings 
were continually upgraded which prevented smaller developments being 
constructed in back gardens.  Significant dwellings placed on the road 
were generally welcomed;

 The permission previously granted in 2014 was a proposal that was not 
supported and had received objections.  The applicant had listened to 
his neighbours comments and concerns and submitted the new 
proposal;

 The supplementary matters sheet confirmed that the neighbours at 84 
Drift Road had no objections to the proposal;

 Properties along Drift Road tended to be purchased, demolished and  
replaced with a dwelling to suit the size of the plot;

 He believed that as consultees were content with the proposal and given 
the support from neighbours, permission should be granted.
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The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for refusal subject to the 
amendment to the reason for refusal as detailed in the supplementary matters.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 5 Councillors 
voting FOR refusal, 4 Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 1 Councillor 
ABSTAINING from voting.

46. 35777/002/FUL/KP - Tudor Rose, 23 Borovere Lane, Alton, GU34 1PB - 
Single storey extension to rear, conversion of existing garage to habitable 
accommodation.

The Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed various images 
including an aerial photograph of the site, existing plans, proposed plans, 
existing parking arrangements and proposed parking arrangements.

The site was within the settlement policy boundary (SPB) and therefore, the 
principle of development was acceptable.  The scale and bulk of the proposal 
would not have a significant effect and would result in five bedrooms and one 
staff sleepover.

With regard to highway implications, the driveway could accommodate four 
vehicles, although onsite turning could not be achieved.  However, refusal 
could not be easily sustained on transport grounds. 

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties;
 Impact on the character of the area and existing host property; and
 Highway implications.

Mr White addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the application.

The first major objection to this proposal concerned inadequate car parking 
provision.  This would result in the parking of more vehicles on the public 
highway and an increased amount of traffic to the property from family and 
visitors, both were to the detriment of highway safety.

It was very difficult to see passing traffic, due to parked cars, when exiting the 
driveway of Tudor Rose and the neighbouring property, Callao.  This was a 
potential cause of accidents and was a safety issue that need not be added to 
with the permission of this application.  In addition, gridlock could occur when 
traffic attempting to pass through Borovere Lane was forced, by parked cars, to 
stop in the driveway entrance to Tudor Rose and Callao.  This situation 
prevented any right-turn access into either driveway and led to one or more of 
the cars concerned reversing against the traffic flow which was both 
inconvenient and dangerous for all.  Borovere Lane was a busy local estate 
road that serviced all traffic to and from the Ashdell estate that included twelve 
residential close roads.
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Parking on the public highway in the local area was soon to be made more 
difficult with the introduction of yellow lines as specified in the 2015 
amendments to waiting restrictions in Alton.  This would result in vehicles 
currently parked elsewhere on Borovere Lane and Vicarage Road moving to 
park towards and outside Tudor Rose.  Hence this part of the lane was already 
expected to have an increased level of highway parking by the end of 2015 
which would be exacerbated if this planning application was granted.  The 
introduction of parking restrictions on this main estate road demonstrated the 
acknowledgement of a problem in this area by Hampshire County Council.  It 
also illustrated the need for a reduced number of cars parked on the highway, 
specifically on the road affected by this planning application.

The application did not meet with current planning policy.  Whether viewing the 
property as residential, to which it may one day return, or as a care home, the 
provision of parking was not sufficient as specified by the East Hampshire 
Parking Standard.  Currently, this required one space per four residents and 
one space per staff leading to a requirement for the provision of seven parking 
spaces within the bounds of the property.  Hence, there was an objection to this 
application as such from Hampshire County Highways.  The provision of 
spaces on the property were also noted not to meet the minimum required size 
(6m x 3m) and did not allow for vehicles to leave the property in a forward gear.  
No provision had been made for the required storage of cycles anywhere on 
the property.

Cllr Hill addressed the committee on behalf of Alton Town Council.

 He was the Chairman of the Planning and Transport Committee at Alton 
Town Council which had objected on the grounds of parking and 
highway concerns;

 Parking was inadequate and cars exiting the driveway would have to do 
so in reverse; and

 Borovere Lane was a very busy road with a number of residential 
properties which already generated a lot of parking requirements on the 
lane.

Cllr Joy left the committee to speak as the local ward councillor.

 He had not anticipated the application to come to committee at this stage 
as there had been a number of objections by the Highway Authority and 
he believed that there was information which the Highway Authority had 
not yet considered;

 The accident record which had been taken into consideration only 
included Borovere Lane.  A full record would take into account a much 
more extensive route;

 This would have a blind approach on to what was a very busy road and 
he believed that once the additional information was looked at by the 
Highway Authority, they may have a different view; and

 He suggested that the committee consider deferring the application in 
order to allow the Highway Authority to reassess the application and 
allow delegated authority.
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Further to the suggestion of deferral, the Development Management Manager 
said that the Highway Authority had been clear in their comments and had 
made reference to the National Planning Policy Framework which stated 
‘development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of the development are severe’.

The committee agreed with the officer’s recommendation and noted that the 
Highway Authority did not object.

At the Chairman’s invitation, following the debate, Cllr Joy, the local ward 
councillor said that he had tried several times that day to contact the Highway 
Authority with regard to highway implications as there were still aspects that he 
believed should be sought to be resolved.  Parking was a key issue in Alton 
and he wanted to be assured that aspects were to be addressed.

Mr White, on behalf of objectors to the application sought clarity from officers 
regarding comments made from the County Highways Officer which were on 
the website which differed to those listed in the report.

The Development Management Manager confirmed that there had been a 
change in view by the Highway Authority.  In their initial response on 5 August 
2015, they had objected to the application.  However, the applicant had 
provided further information regarding staff and based upon this, comments 
were made by the Highway Authority on 11 August 2015 where they raised no 
objection.

Cllr Hill, on behalf of Alton Town Council, confirmed that his comments had 
been based upon those made several weeks ago by Alton Town Council.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

Standing Order 26

During the consideration of the previous item, the committee, having sat 
continuously for three hours, agreed to an extension of time of no more than 
one hour.

47. 36194/021/FUL/KP - Enchanted Nursery, 103 Anstey Road, Alton, GU34 
2RN - Retrospective amendments to parking provisions (additional information 
received 20.03.2015)

The Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed various images 
including an aerial photograph of the site and proposed parking amendments.

This was a retrospective application.  As part of a previous application for two 
dwellings on the nursery site, there was a requirement for the provision of four 
parking spaces for the nursery.  This was never implemented and the area was 
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now used for a bin store and play area.  This application proposed to reinstate 
the four parking spaces but the applicant had requested to reposition them.  

The Highway Authority had raised no objections in their latest comments.  

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties;
 Impact on the character of the conservation area and the existing host 

property; and
 Highway implications.

Mr Voller addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the application.

 The original permission in 2003 had clearly indicated that four spaces 
were required.  A new bin store was put in place by the nursery in 2010 
which blocked off the parking area and pushed the four required spaces 
in to a legal shared access space;

 The nursery had erected illegal parking signs;
 Vehicles would have to exit the driveway in reverse gear.  This went 

against condition 6 of the 2003 permission which stated that vehicles 
should exit the site in a forward gear;

 The houses garages had not been indicated on the drawings, turning 
was already tight;

 Objectors believed that the Highway Authority needed to look at the 
drawings again as they would not have accepted them in 2003; and

 This issue would bring about a conflict in the deeds now and in the 
future.

Ms Smart addressed the committee on behalf of the applicant.

The nursery had been there before the two houses were built and the bin store 
fence had been erected by the previous owners and the nursery were trying to 
improve the situation.

When the two houses were built, boundaries were set out and rights were set 
out within the property deeds.  Their neighbours only had right of reasonable 
access to their properties.  The nursery’s application allowed them their rights 
afforded in the property deeds.  Neighbours breached these rights at present by 
parking parallel to their properties.  If the neighbours adhered to their rights, 
they would realise that they had much more space than they afforded 
themselves.  Given the condition that only staff were allowed to park, 
congestion would be virtually non existent, especially as the nursery only 
normally had two staff cars parked at the rear of the nursery.

The original condition was that there was to be four spaces within the curtilage 
of the site, this application allows for that.  Whilst it was mooted that the car 
parking spaces would be in their current garden, no such condition was 
implemented.  Furthermore, if they had to park the cars in their garden, it would 
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severely effect the security of their children.  The garden would then be 
completely accessible to people outside of their control.  This could potentially 
include perpetrators of the specific families which they endeavoured to protect 
their children from in connection with their Family Domestic Abuse cases.  
Some of their children were part of child protection plans and their fantastic 
reputation and partnership with East Hants Services for Young Children for 
protecting such children would have to be reviewed if their boundaries were 
made unsafe.  The loss of outdoor learning space would also be detrimental to 
the children in their setting, which at one time have up to 48 children using the 
outside areas.

In conclusion, the planning application which has been approved by Highways, 
East Hampshire District Council and the Conservation Officer should also be 
approved by this committee.

Cllr Watts, the local councillor, addressed the committee.

 The objectors had spent time trying to get EHDC to enforce the condition 
of the previous planning application in relation to parking provision;

 Whilst she had only heard good things about the nursery, this was a 
planning infringement;

 She thanked officers for the extensive work they had undertaken.  She 
felt it appropriate to bring this application to committee as they had a 
wider, more balanced remit; and

 She believed the committee should refuse the application in the hope of 
finding a better solution which would suit all parties.

In response to a question raised as to the accuracy of the tracking data and 
whether all vehicles could leave the site without impinging on neighbouring 
properties, the Planning Officer confirmed that it was accurate and there would 
be no encroachment to the other properties land.

The committee understood that this was primarily a neighbour dispute and 
outside the control of the authority.  The Development Management Manager 
said that the Highway Authority felt that the alternative parking arrangements 
proposed were acceptable.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 6 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 4 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

48. PART 2 - South Downs National Park - Applications and related planning 
matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority
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49. SDNP/15/02394/HOUS - 10 Woodberry Lane, Rowlands Castle, Hants - Two 
storey rear extension

The Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed various images 
including an aerial photograph of the site, block plan and proposed rear 
elevation.

The site was outside of the settlement policy boundary (SPB) and Policy H16 
applied which restricted extensions to dwellings of this size to 50% of their 
original floor areas and the proposal would see a 70% increase in floor area.

The determining issues for consideration were:

 Principle of development;
 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties;
 Impact upon scale and character of dwelling;
 Impact on the character of the area and highway implications; and
 Impact on the South Downs National Park.

Cllr Johnson, the local councillor, addressed the committee.

 He supported the application;
 It would be an improvement to the local housing stock;
 Policy H16 had been quoted.  It was fair to say that there were many 

other larger properties within the village, but to complement that, the 
village would maintain a mix;

 The proposal would have no impact on the neighbours;
 The site was within the South Downs National Park but the nearest 

viewing point was half a mile away;
 The parish council had not seen it fit to raise any objections;
 It was adjacent to a property that had already been extended; and
 He felt that the increased mass was not at major conflict with Policy H16.

In response to comments made by the applicant in the supplementary matters, 
the Planning Officer confirmed that the site was not adjacent or directly 
adjoining the SPB.  There had also been no discussion regarding the removal 
of the conservatory, and that was not to be discussed within the scope of the 
application.

Whilst the committee sympathised with the applicant, Policy H16 was designed 
to protect the countryside and therefore, the committee supported the officer’s 
recommendation.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for refusal.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.
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The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 9.32 pm

…………………
Chairman



Annex A
27 August 2015
Planning Committee

Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications.

S1  Item  01
21068/040/OUT

Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park Road, 
Alton, GU34 1ST

CORRECTIONS

Representations - 9 letters received: 3 objecting to the proposal, 5 commenting on 
the proposal and 1 of support for the scheme.  A summary of the objections and 
concerns are set out in the main agenda.

S1  Item  02
22160/006/RES

Land at 1 & 3 Gloucester Close, Four Marks, 
Alton, GU34 5HX

AMENDMENTS RECEIVED

A revised site plan has been received which makes provision for a footpath on the 
southern part of the site.

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

An additional letter has been received raising concerns with the provision of a 
footpath due to potential impact on the buffer zone to the hedgerow. Concerns 
regarding visibility splays are reiterated along with concerns regarding the parking 
provision and garage sizes and inadequate tracking for an 11m vehicle. The parking 
layout relies on the garages which are more commonly used for storage.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

The list of approved plans in condition four is updated as highlighted in bold:

L.01 - Location plan
E.01 - Existing site plan
D.01 Rev D - Proposed site plan
D.04 Rev C - Floor and elevations (house type B)
D.03 Rev C - Floor and elevations (house type A1)
D.02 Rev A - Floor and elevations (house type A)
D.05 Rev C - Floor and elevations (house type B1)
D.06 Rev D - Floor and elevations (house type C)
D.07 Rev B - Floor and elevations (house type D)
D.08 Rev A - plans and elevations (detached garages)
D.09 Rev B - site sections proposed



S1  Item  03
54982/001/FUL

86 Drift Road, Clanfield, Waterlooville, PO8 
0NX

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

One further letter of support from the residents of 84 Drift Road has been received, 
reiterating that they have no objection and that they do not consider the proposal to 
harm their amenity.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Amendment to reason for refusal

The proposed development, by virtue of the scale and close proximity to the 
bungalow at 84 Drift Road to the south-east, would result in a visually intrusive and 
dominant outlook that would have an unacceptable overbearing impact on this 
property, contrary to policy CP27 of the Joint Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework in respect of the need to provide a good standard of 
amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.

S1  Item  05
36194/021/FUL

Enchanted Nursery, 103 Anstey Road, Alton, 
GU34 2RN

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Correction to approved plans and particulars:

Amended application form (received 15.06.2015)
Design and access statement
Location plan
Block plan
Existing site plan
Proposed site plan
HM land registry details
Invoices
7459 AB Site plan (received 24.02.2015)
7460 AC Tracking details sheet 1-8 (received 20.03.2015)
Additional land registry details (received 02.06.2015)



S1  Item  01
SDNP/15/02394/HOUS

10 Woodbury Lane, Rowlands Castle, Hants

A letter has been received from the applicants raising the follow comments:

I refer to your letter of the19th August to David Wilson which he has passed to me. 
We are not intending to attend the committee. However, in view of a statement in 
para 9 of the Officer's Report (that no material considerations have been advanced or 
identified which would indicate planning permission should be granted despite Policy 
H16), we would like to make the following points:

1. 10 Woodberry Lane is only just outside the village boundary (where policy H16 
does not apply) – part of a short piece of ribbon development which is connected to 
the village

2. The proposed extension is only beyond the 50% limit because of the conservatory 
which is a structure with a limited life and may need to be replaced

3. The proposed extension is the most satisfactory way to provide a pleasant rear 
elevation (visible from footpaths) which reflects the appearance of the other house in 
the semi-detached pair 
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX A

PS.457/2015
27 August 2015

PROPOSAL Outline application all matters reserved - Construction 
of replacement sports centre (Use Class D2) up to 8,500 
sqm gross external floor area together with parking 
structure and other car parking (up to 250 spaces); 
Construction of outdoor floodlit, fenced synthetic turf 
pitches; vehicular, pedestrian and cycle routes; 
landscaping, including tree planting and sustainable 
urban drainage. Earthworks, implementation of 
appropriate remediation works and felling of trees 
following demolition of the existing sports centre 
building; removal of the existing synthetic sports 
pitches, floodlighting and fencing. 

LOCATION: Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park Road, Alton, GU34 1ST
REFERENCE 
NO:

21068/040/OUT/JM

1 Applications for the approval of the matters referred to herein shall be 
made within a period of three years from the date of this permission.  The 
development to which the permission relates shall be begun not later 
than whichever is the later of the following dates:-
(i) three years from the date of this permission; or
(ii) two years from the final approval of the said reserved matters, or, in 
the case of approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such 
matter to be approved.
Reason - To comply with the provisions of Section 92(2) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act, 1990.



2 No development shall start on site until plans and particulars showing 
details relating to access, appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale of 
the development shall be submitted to, and approved by the Planning 
Authority.  These details shall comprise the 'reserved matters' and shall 
be submitted within the time constraints referred to in Condition 1 above 
before any development is commenced. 
Reason - To comply with Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (or any 
Order revoking and re-enacting that Order).

3 No development shall take place until a Phasing Plan detailing a schedule 
for the phasing of construction works for the development hereby 
approved have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the agreed details, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local 
Planning Authority.
Reason – To ensure construction takes place in accordance with a 
phased approach to ensure maximum continuity of access to sports 
facilities.  It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement 
condition as the agreement of phasing for construction of the 
development goes to the heart of the planning permission.

4 All external lighting to be installed on the site shall be undertaken in 
accordance with a Lighting Strategy which has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  This Strategy shall 
include details of measures to be taken to minimise any vertical light 
spillage.  All lighting shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and thereafter no form of street lighting or other external 
lighting shall be installed within the site unless otherwise agreed in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - In the interests of the amenity of neighbouring occupiers and to 
prevent vertical light spillage.

5 No external plant or equipment shall be installed on the site (including 
refrigeration and air conditioning units) unless prior written approval has 
been given by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason – To prevent noise and disturbance to residential amenity from 
plant and equipment.

6 No development shall commence on site until an Arboricultural Method 
Statement and Tree Protection Plan has been submitted to, and approved 
in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall take place 
in accordance with the agreed details.



Reason – To ensure that trees of high amenity value are adequately 
protected from damage during the development of the site. It is 
considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as 
high amenity trees will need to be protected during the construction of the 
development and therefore goes to the heart of the planning permission.

7 No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological assessment in 
accordance with a Written Scheme of Investigation that has been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To assess the extent, nature and date of any archaeological 
deposits that might be present and the impact of the development upon 
these heritage assets.  It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-
commencement condition as this assessment will need to be undertaken 
prior to any construction works taking place and therefore goes to the 
heart of the planning permission.

8 No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological mitigation of impact in 
accordance with a Written Scheme of Investigation that has been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To mitigate the effect of the works associated with the 
development upon any heritage assets and to ensure that information 
regarding these heritage assets is preserved by record for future 
generations. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-
commencement condition as an archaeological mitigation required will 
need to be undertaken prior to any construction works taking place and 
therefore goes to the heart of the planning permission.

9 Following completion of archaeological fieldwork a report shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority, in accordance with an 
approved programme including where appropriate post-excavation 
assessment, specialist analysis and reports, publication and public 
engagement.
Reason - To contribute to our knowledge and understanding of our past 
by ensuring that opportunities are taken to capture evidence from the 
historic environment and to make this publicly available.

10 No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground shall take place, 
other than with the express written consent of the Local Planning 
Authority.  Such consent may be given for those parts of the site where it 
has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to 
controlled waters.  The development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approval details.



Reason - If areas of contamination are identified by the site investigation 
then it would not be appropriate to have infiltration drainage in these 
locations given the potential to mobilise contaminants within a 
groundwater source protection zone.

11 No development shall start on site until details of a scheme for foul 
and surface water drainage has been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  Such details should include 
provision for the disposal of all surface water drainage from parking areas 
and areas of hardstanding, including the proposed surfacing materials for 
such areas.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details before any part of the development is occupied and 
shall be retained thereafter.
Reason - To ensure that adequate provision is made for drainage.  It is 
considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as 
the details will need to be agreed and implemented as part of the 
construction works and therefore goes to the heart of the planning 
permission.

12 No development shall take place until full details of the existing and 
proposed ground levels of the development and the finished floor levels of 
all buildings hereby approved have been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Planning Authority.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the agreed details.
Reason - To ensure that a satisfactory relationship results between the 
new development and adjacent buildings and public areas in the interests 
of visual amenity. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-
commencement condition since it relates to the construction of the 
development and therefore goes to the heart of the planning permission. 

13 No development shall start on site until the following details have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority:-
(a)   a scheme outlining a site investigation and risk assessments 
designed to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the 
site. 
(b)   a written report of the findings which includes, a description of the 
extent, scale and nature of contamination, an assessment of all potential 
risks to known receptors, an update of the conceptual site model (devised 
in the desktop study), identification of all pollutant linkages and unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority and identified as 
unnecessary in the written report, an appraisal of remediation options and 
proposal of the preferred option(s) identified as appropriate for the type of 
contamination found on site.



and (unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority)
(c)   a detailed remediation scheme designed to bring the site to a 
condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical 
environment. The scheme should include all works to be undertaken, 
proposed remediation objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of 
works, site management procedures and a verification plan outlining 
details of the data to be collected in order to demonstrate the completion 
of the remediation works and any arrangements for the continued 
monitoring of identified pollutant linkages.
The above site works and details submitted shall be in accordance with 
the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent person in 
accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’.
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.

14 Before any part of the development is occupied or used (unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority) a verification 
report demonstrating the effectiveness of the remediation works carried 
out and a completion certificate confirming that the approved remediation 
scheme has been implemented in full shall both have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. 
The verification report and completion certificate shall be submitted in 
accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent 
person in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’.
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.

15 All development shall be stopped immediately in the event that 
contamination not previously identified is found to be present on the 
development site and details of the contamination shall be reported 
immediately in writing to the Planning Authority.  

Development shall not re-start on site until the following details have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority:-



(a)   a scheme outlining a site investigation and risk assessments 
designed to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the 
site. 
(b)   a written report of the findings which includes, a description of the 
extent, scale and nature of contamination, an assessment of all potential 
risks to known receptors, an update of the conceptual site model (devised 
in the desktop study), identification of all pollutant linkages and unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority and identified as 
unnecessary in the written report, an appraisal of remediation options and 
proposal of the preferred option(s) identified as appropriate for the type of 
contamination found on site 
and (unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority)
(c)   a detailed remediation scheme designed to bring the site to a 
condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical 
environment. The scheme should include all works to be undertaken, 
proposed remediation objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of 
works, site management procedures and a verification plan outlining 
details of the data to be collected in order to demonstrate the completion 
of the remediation works and any arrangements for the continued 
monitoring of identified pollutant linkages;

and before any part of the development is occupied or used (unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority) a verification 
report demonstrating the effectiveness of the remediation works carried 
out and a completion certificate confirming that the approved remediation 
scheme has been implemented in full shall both have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. 

The above site works, details and certification submitted shall be in 
accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent 
person in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’.
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.

16 Before any part of the built development commences a scheme shall 
be submitted in writing, to the Planning Authority for its written approval 
demonstrating that the built development hereby permitted incorporates 
measures that provide energy savings of no less than 10% above 
Building Regulations in force at the time the development is to be 
constructed. 



Before any part of the development is first occupied a verification report 
and completion certificate shall be submitted in writing to the Local 
Planning Authority confirming that the built development hereby permitted 
has been constructed in accordance with the approved scheme. 
The developer shall nominate a competent person for the purpose of 
assessing and providing the above required report and certificate to 
confirm that the completed works incorporate such measures as to 
provide the required energy savings.
The energy saving works set out in the above report shall thereafter be 
maintained so that the required energy saving is sustained at the certified 
level for the lifetime of the development. 
Reason - To ensure that the development incorporates necessary 
mitigation and adaptation measures with regard to climate change in 
accordance with Policy CP24 of the East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy.

17 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars:

Application Form 
Design and Access Statement
Planning Statement
Transport Statement
Travel Plan
Flood Risk Assessment
Geotechnical & Land Contamination Desk Study
Sustainability Statement
Lighting Assessment
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal
001 - Planning Application Boundary
002 - Location Plan 
020 - Site Contours
025 - Demolition and Tree Removal Plan
050 - Illustrative Masterplan

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development



Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 A Groundwater Risk Management Permit from Thames Water will be 
required for discharging groundwater into a public sewer. Any discharge 
made without a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution 
under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. We would expect 
the developer to demonstrate what measures he will undertake to 
minimise groundwater discharges into the public sewer.  Permit enquiries 
should be directed to Thames Water’s Risk Management Team by 
telephoning 02035779483 or by emailing 
wwqriskmanagement@thameswater.co.uk. Application forms should be 
completed on line via www.thameswater.co.uk/wastewaterquality.”

2 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,
 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 

processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and,

 by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter.

In this instance:
 the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial site visit,

additional ecological information was supplied to address issues raised 
by statutory consultees.

———————————————————————————————————————

PROPOSAL Single storey extension to rear, conversion of existing 
garage to habitable accommodation

LOCATION: Tudor Rose, 23 Borovere Lane, Alton, GU34 1PB
REFERENCE 
NO:

35777/002/FUL/KP

1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 
of three years from the date of this planning permission.
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990

2 The external materials to be used shall match, as closely as possible, in 
type, colour, and texture those of the existing building unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the local planning authority.
Reason - To ensure that a harmonious visual relationship is achieved 
between the new and the existing developments.



3 Before use of the development is commenced provision for parking 
shall have been made within the site in accordance with the approved 
plans and shall be retained solely for parking purposes thereafter.
Reason - To ensure adequate on-site car parking provision for the 
approved development. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-
commencement condition because of the need to secure satisfactory 
parking in advance of development commencing.

4 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars:

Application Form
Planning Statement
792/2015-02 Site Layout
792/2015-02 Rev A Survey Drawing
792/2015-03 Rev F Proposed Plans & Elevations
Photos (received 31.07.2015)
Parking Arrangements (received 31.07.2015)

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and,

 by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter.

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit.



PROPOSAL Retrospective amendments to parking provisions 
(additional information received 20.03.2015)

LOCATION: Enchanted Nursery, 103 Anstey Road, Alton, GU34 2RN
REFERENCE 
NO:

36194/021/FUL/KP

1 Within two months of the date of this permission provision for parking 
shall have been made within the site in accordance with the approved 
plans and shall be retained solely for parking purposes thereafter.
Reason - To ensure adequate on-site car parking provision.

2 Adequate provision shall be made within the site to enable vehicles using 
the site to enter and leave in a forward gear.
Reason - In the interests of highway safety.

3 The parking spaces hereby permitted shall be used only for staff parking 
purposes in relation to the Nursery and for no other purpose.
Reason - In the interests of highway safety.

4 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars:

Amended application form (received 15.06.2015)
Design and access statement
Location plan
Block plan
Existing site plan
Proposed site plan
HM land registry details
Invoices
7459 AB Site plan (received 24.02.2015)
7460 AC Tracking details sheet 1-8 (received 20.03.2015)
Additional land registry details (received 02.06.2015)

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:



 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and,

 by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter.

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit.

2 The access is used by No. 1A and 1B Anstey Lane. The grant of 
planning permission in no way supersedes any restrictive covenants or 
legal agreements associated with the site. It is the responsibility of the 
applicant to ensure they adhere to any such covenants or legal 
agreements associated with the site.

———————————————————————————————————————



Part 1

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX B

PS.457/2015
27 August 2015

PROPOSAL Approval of reserved matters - 10 dwellings with 
associated access and landscaping (pursuant to outline 
application 22160/005)

LOCATION: Land at 1 & 3 Gloucester Close, Four Marks, Alton, GU34 
5HX

REFERENCE 
NO:

22160/006/RES/JonH

1 The appearance, bulk, height, mass, scale and design details of the 
dwellings, together with the provision of a high proportion of larger house 
types, would result in a development that fails to maintain or enhance the 
character and appearance of the area, or provide an adequate residential 
environment for future occupants due to lack of outlook and landscaping 
within the development. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy CP29 
of the Joint Core Strategy, the Four Marks Village Design Statement and 
the NPPF.

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,



 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and,

 by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter.
 In this instance the applicant was provided with pre-application 

advice and was updated of issues after the initial site visit.
———————————————————————————————————————

PROPOSAL Detached two storey dwelling with double detached 
garage with room in roof space, following demolition of 
existing dwelling and outbuildings (as amended by 
plans received 20.07.2015)

LOCATION: 86 Drift Road, Clanfield, Waterlooville, PO8 0NX
REFERENCE 
NO:

54982/001/FUL/RV

1 The proposed development, by virtue of the scale and close proximity to 
the bungalow at 84 Drift Road to the south-east, would result in a visually 
intrusive and dominant outlook that would have an unacceptable 
overbearing impact on this property, contrary to policy CP27 of the Joint 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework in respect of 
the need to provide a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings.

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and,

 by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter.
In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————



Part 2

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the Council on behalf
of the South Downs National Park Authority

APPENDIX B

PS.457/2015
27 August 2015

PROPOSAL Two storey rear extension
LOCATION: 10 Woodberry Lane, Rowlands Castle, PO9 6DP
REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/15/02394/HOUS

01. The application site lies within a rural area to which restrictive Planning 
Policies apply.  The proposal represents an unacceptable cumulative addition to this 
property, which has been extended in the past, representing a 70 per cent increase 
in floor area.  Cumulatively the extensions change the scale and character of the 
property and affects the successful retention of a range of dwellings of varying sizes 
in an area where new dwellings are not permitted, contrary to Policy H16 of the East 
Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.

———————————————————————————————————————
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