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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 2 February 2017

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: D Ashcroft, R Ayer, N Drew, D Evans, A Glass, C Louisson, D Orme, 
D Phillips, S Pond, S Schillemore and A Williams (Vice-Chairman)

157. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies from Councillors K Carter, F Cowper, A Joy and R Saunders. 

158. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meetings held on 1 December 2016 and 22 December 2016 
were confirmed as a correct record and signed.

159. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no Chairman’s Announcements.

160. Declarations of Interest 

There were no declarations of interest.

161. 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.

162. Future Items 

The committee agreed to visit the following sites:

 55406/002 – Land Rear of, 191-211 Lovedean Lane, Horndean, 
Waterlooville;

 20533/059 – Forest Lodge Garden Centre, Farnham Road, Holt Pound, 
Farnham, GU10 4LD;

 56027/001 – Land West of Brambles, Willis Lane, Four Marks, Alton; 
and

 21763/004 – 119 Lymington Bottom, Four Marks, GU34 5AH.
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163. Report of the Head of Planning 

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

Application No., Site and Description: Resolution:

55258/004/RES

Land north of, Boyneswood Lane, 
Medstead, Alton

Reserved matters application pursuant 
to permission 55258/001 for residential 
development comprising 51 dwellings 
(Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and 
Scale to be considered) (as amended by 
plans received 05/12/2016, 14/12/2016, 
16/12/2016, 21/12/2016 03/02/2017)

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.

36384/037/HSE

120 White Dirt Lane, Horndean, 
Waterlooville, PO8 0TW

Retention of detached residential 
annexe

Refused for the reason as set out in 
Appendix B.

30289/010/RES

Sunnyhill, Stoney Bottom, Grayshott, 
Hindhead, GU26 6HW

Reserved matters pursuant to outline 
permission 30289/009 for detached 
dwelling (corrected application form 
received 24/1/2017 and amended by 
plan received 02/02/2017)

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.

SDNP/16/04073/FUL

Land Northeast of Edgewood Court
Hill Brow Road, Liss, Hampshire

Detached single storey dwelling with 
associated vehicular and pedestrian 
access, landscaping and servicing

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.

SDNP/16/05619/ADV

Crew Clothing, 11 The Square,

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.
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Petersfield, Hampshire, GU32 3HJ

Replace existing signage (still in 
Consent period) with new signage to 
reflect new brand guidelines (as 
amended by Access Statement received 
12/12/2016 and plan received 
15/12/2016 to show colour example, 
retain existing detailing and hanging 
bracket and cladding to right hand side 
pillar and 10/01/2017 to show all 
architrave to be retained)

SDNP/16/05518/LIS

Crew Clothing, 11 The Square,
Petersfield, Hampshire, GU32 3HJ

Listed building consent - new signage 
and re-decoration of shop front (as 
amended by Access Statement received 
12/12/2016 and plan received 
15/12/2016 to show colour example, 
retain existing detailing and hanging 
bracket and cladding to right hand side 
pillar and 10/01/2017 to show all 
architrave to be retained)

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.

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

165. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

166. 55258/004/RES/NU - Land north of, Boyneswood Lane, Medstead, Alton - 
Reserved matters application pursuant to permission 55258/001 for residential 
development comprising 51 dwellings (Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and 
Scale to be considered) (as amended by plans received 05/12/2016, 
14/12/2016, 16/12/2016 and 21/12/2016)

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the item and 
displayed various images including an aerial photograph of the site, site 
allocation plan, proposed streetscenes, proposed elevations and the landscape 
scheme where the open space could be seen.

He drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters which 
contained updated comments from the County Highway Authority.
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The principle of development had been established following the grant of 
outline permission at appeal in 2014, along with access to the site from 
Beechlands Road.

The layout of the site had evolved during reserved matters to better reflect the 
semi-rural area.  Surrounding the site was an established tree belt which was to 
be retained along with a woodland belt to the north and an area of open space.  
There would be more spacious plots to the north of the site and properties 
along the southern boundary would have low level ridges.  Bungalows would be 
situated in the top right corner of the site as they would be near properties in 
Bluebell Gardens, however, there would be a tree belt between them.

In terms of scale, the most publicly visible boundary was the bridleway where 
the height and bulk of the proposed dwellings had been reduced.

The development would comprise a mixture of detached, semi-detached and 
terraced buildings and would range from bungalows to two storey dwellings 
with a relatively traditional form of appearance along with a mixture of materials 
proposed and surface treatment.  Officers felt the high quality appearance 
would be sympathetic to the semi-rural feel of South Medstead and had been 
designed to retain the natural features, with any trees having to be removed 
given the support of the tree officer.

There would be an area of open space to the right and a Local Area of Play, 
along with a green buffer strip to cushion the site from neighbouring dwellings.

Drainage plans had been assessed for the surface and foul water drainage by 
Thames Water and EHDC’s drainage consultant and no objections had been 
raised.  A comprehensive list of conditions had been imposed by the appeal 
inspector which included no occupation of any of the dwellings until the 
drainage details had been completed.

Dr Pixton addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the application.

Objectors accepted that permission had been granted for 51 dwellings on this 
site, however the detail plans submitted were poorly thought through, illogical 
and represented a missed opportunity to maintain rather than degrade the local 
environment.  The Developers plans showed a marked lack of imagination and 
a blatant disregard for commitments made at the outline
stage, therefore this application should be refused and returned for a rethink.

He gave some examples.  Firstly, green buffers.  At outline stage, the 
developer committed to provide green buffers on all boundaries of the site, 
wildlife corridors, enhance existing hedgerows and allow greater separation 
from neighbouring properties.  In his report, the Head of Planning
recognised the importance of having these green buffers surrounding the site 
and that the southern boundary adjacent to Boyneswood Lane was the most 
sensitive.  However, in this new proposal, the green buffer along this bridleway 
was reduced to a narrow strip, mostly 2m wide, which even the developer now 
described as a ‘Green Edge” not a buffer.
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Secondly, housing density.  In the outline site layout the developer showed that 
51 dwellings could be accommodated whilst retaining green buffers. However 
the developer had now increased the number of 4 and 5 bedroom properties 
and achieved this by squeezing nearly all of the smaller properties in the South 
East corner, including 10 houses backing directly onto Boyneswood Lane.  It 
was illogical to lay out the site this way, putting the highest density housing 
along the most sensitive boundary and objectors were surprised that the Head 
of Planning thought this acceptable.

The mix of terraced and semi-detached houses and a block of flats would be 
highly visible from the bridleway and had the greatest impact on the local 
community, including the many walkers who used the bridleway.  It was totally 
out of keeping with this semi-rural environment.

Thirdly, landscaping.  The plan that had been submitted was extremely 
misleading.  The hedgerows along Boyneswood Lane were in poor condition 
with large gaps, not shown on the plan.  The proposed planting scheme was 
inadequate to provide suitable screening of the site from the bridleway.  The 
use of 1.2m high fencing was portrayed as a benefit to the natural landscaping, 
however in reality it would simply provide a clear view from the bridleway into 
the gardens and ground floor rooms of the 10 properties backing onto it.

There was a green space on the eastern side of the development, but in fact it 
was there only because of a covenant preventing the developer from building 
on this land.  The proposal to site a Local Area of Play on this land was, 
objectors understood, contrary to the covenant and should not be allowed.

In conclusion, objectors requested that the Planning Committee reject these 
plans and require the developer to rethink.

Cllr Pullen addressed the committee on behalf of Medstead Parish Council.

In July 2014, EHDC’s Planning Committee refused outline planning permission 
for a variety of reasons including - “The level of development proposed would 
not be consistent with maintaining and enhancing the character of the 
settlement..........” 
 
As the decision had been overturned on appeal, the parish council accepted 
that they would have these dwellings, but wanted to make the development the 
best that it could be, not only for the existing residents, but for those that would 
become their neighbours.

At the time, this committee, ward councillors, parish council and the community 
clearly indicated their concerns as to the environmental sensitivity of 
Boyneswood Lane and its importance as a bridleway.  Medstead Parish 
Council hoped that a considerate developer would listen and submit a final plan 
that reflected these sensitivities but this had not happened to a level that 
alleviated those fears. 

The proposed layout of the site was significantly different to the illustration 
provided at the appeal stage.  In particular, and the most concerning, were the 
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layout of the dwellings and the encroachment of houses and gardens into the 
once proposed buffer zone that was to protect not only the visual impact of the 
development on the bridleway, but also the habitat of the endangered hazel 
dormice.  A dormice survey was carried out last year on a site, not 100 metres 
from this one, which had shown that there was significant activity in the area.

Hampshire Highways had concerns over various matters and to date, there had 
been nothing from them to say that this revised layout was now acceptable with 
regard to parking.

He asked that this reserved matters application be returned to officers to 
ensure that the original, wider buffer zone was reinstated, particularly as the 
landscape drawing was misleading in the width shown outside the southern site 
boundary.  Also, to allow a better housing layout to be achieved.

However, should the committee be minded to approve this application, the 
parish council requested that the following conditions be added:

 Prevent the owners/occupiers of dwellings on this development from 
constructing informal access from the site onto the bridleway.

 Prevent the owners/occupiers of the houses backing onto the buffer 
zone from taking ownership of the land and removing the planting within 
that area as had happened on a recent development in the area. 

 That the underplanting to the buffer zone is detailed and approved by the 
landscape officer.  The wording on the drawing was not adequate.

 A proper assessment and construction management plan is carried out 
for the off site foul water sewerage system to ensure that all 
residents/business owners/etc. would be able to access their properties 
at all times and that it was carried out a time in the year when least harm 
would be caused to the wildlife.

Mr Osborn, the agent, addressed the committee.

 The applicant had worked closely with officers from the outset and 
compromises had been made;

 The proposal retained and enhanced the green buffer along the 
boundary;

 It would deliver a range of different house styles, types and sizes and 
would have a large area of open space;

 It was attractively designed incorporating a mixture of materials across 
the site including red brick, tile and timber boarding;

 Objections raised had challenged the principle of development but, this 
had already been established;

 There had been no objections from the landscape officer, drainage 
officer or highways;

 The layout proposed responded to level changes in the site; and
 The applicant had listened and worked closely with officers.
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Cllr Brooks Jackson, a local ward councillor, addressed the committee.

 She endorsed the comments made by the objectors and Medstead 
Parish Council;

 Locals had worked together following approval of the outline application 
that that the new homes would sit well within the environment;

 Officers had tried to mitigate concerns but there was still worries about 
wildlife corridors and the bridleway;

 There was a green edge rather than a buffer along the boundary on to 
Boyneswood Lane which could give private access on to the bridleway.  
She requested that any permission granted should see a condition 
against this and be enforceable;

 Cllr Pullen had highlighted concerns regarding dormice in his 
representation.  She wanted to see a new survey carried out to allay 
fears; and

 If the application was approved, she requested that a detailed 
construction management plan was agreed and put in place and urged 
officers that the parish council were involved in this plan.

Cllr Schillemore joined the meeting.

The committee had concerns about the buffer zone to the south and the 
potential for residents to make an access from their rear gardens on to the 
bridleway.  The Development Management Team Leader confirmed that the 
HCC Ecologist had not objected to the proposed buffer zone and that the 
landscaping scheme set out that the rear of the properties that backed on to the 
bridleway would have 1.2m close boarded fencing.  The main access for the 
properties would be via Beechlands Road.  The committee requested that a 
condition be added preventing access onto the bridleway from the site.

The committee raised further concerns about the size of the proposed open 
space which appeared to be a high proportion for a rural area and also 
commented about the safety of children using the play area with regard to the 
adjacent road.  It was also noted from the representations that this open space 
was subject to a covenant.  The Development Management Team Leader 
replied that the covenant was a separate matter to planning and whilst the area 
of open space appeared large, a lot of it amounted to woods and trees.  The 
wooded nature of the boundary would make it difficult for children to access the 
road.

In response to a question raised about a Construction Method Statement, it 
was confirmed that condition 10 imposed by the appeal inspector required the 
developer to submit this.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST permission 
and 1 Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.
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167. 36384/037/HSE/SAW - 120 White Dirt Lane, Horndean, Waterlooville, PO8 
0TW - Retention of detached residential annexe

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the item and 
displayed various images including an aerial photograph of the site, block plan, 
the approved floor plans as allowed on appeal and plans of the ground floor 
and first floor as constructed.

The application sought to retain an annexe which had not been built in 
accordance with the approved plans.  The annexe was an activity centre for 
adults with learning disabilities residing at 120 White Dirt Lane, with facilities for 
carers on the first floor.  The footprint of the ground floor as constructed 
remained as approved with minor amendments to the internal layout.

The building as constructed contained some additional first floor 
accommodation and the height of the building had been increased by 1m to the 
eaves and 0.6m to the ridge changing from a 1.5 storey scale building to a full 2 
storey building.

A 2 storey dwelling had been allowed on appeal to the south of the annexe 
which, when constructed, would be of substantial scale and restrict views of the 
annexe when viewed from White Dirt Lane.  It was also noted that a 
landscaping plan had been agreed, as required by the appeal inspector in 
connection with earthworks undertaken along the frontage, which when 
established would reduce the visual impact of the annexe and included a low 
wall along the frontage and a Yew hedge along White Dirt Lane.  Therefore, the 
increase in height combined with the screening would mitigate the visual impact 
from the streetscene.

Cllr Tickell addressed the committee on behalf of Horndean Parish Council.

Horndean Parish Council objected to this application and those objections still 
stood.  They were detailed in the committee report.  

This was a retrospective application that arose because the building had not 
been built in accordance with the approved plans to the planning permission 
granted on appeal in 2010.  The permission was for the construction of an 
outbuilding to be used as an activity centre for persons with learning disabilities 
ancillary to the use of the main dwelling.  Importantly, those plans were 
substituted by the Inspector on the Appeal. 

The building having been built in the Local Gap on a site prominent across the 
area was in a sensitive location given protection in the Joint Core Strategy.  As 
built, the increased height changed it from a 1.5 storey building to a 2 storey 
building, very prominent in the locality and out of character with the wider 
landscape.  The applicant could have applied for planning permission to build 
as it has been built.  They chose not to do so. The parish council requested that 
the applicant should be obliged to correct the unauthorised works so that the 
building conformed with the approved plans. 
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Lastly, if planning permission was granted, then there should be a condition 
additional to those suggested by the case officer that the ground floor could not 
be converted to habitable accommodation.  Further, all conditions should be 
contained in a legal agreement.

Cllr Schillemore, the local ward councillor, left the committee in order to 
address the item as a ward councillor.

 The site had been the subject of a number of planning applications and 
appeals and was of great concern locally;

 Two storeys provided accommodation for a family;
 The site was within a local gap which separated Clanfield from 

Catherington and on land that rose steeply to the west and was visible 
for some distance;

 She had considerable concern regarding the size and visibility of the 
building as originally granted and the extra storey had only increased the 
impact;

 The site was outside the settlement policy boundary and within a local 
gap.  Residents and the parish council had fought long and hard with 
developers to prevent development here as the gap was of great 
significance to the area;

 The building had not been built in accordance with the approved plans 
and represented planning by stealth;

 It contravened Policy CP29, as the landscape had been eroded;
 It also contravened Policy CP20;
 A lower level building would have been less intrusive;
 Whilst there had been no increase in the width or depth of the building, 

the height was very important at this point in the landscape;
 The community at large and Horndean Parish Council perceived the 

height and bulk of the building to be a real issue and it was only a matter 
of time before it would be used as permanent family accommodation.

The committee was unsupportive of the application feeling that it was too large 
and intrusive on an elevated site outside of the settlement policy boundary 
(SPB) and in the local gap.

The original permission had been granted for ancillary use but the committee 
felt that with the addition of a kitchen, the structure as built could become a new 
three bedroom dwelling in the countryside.  The built form was a substantial 
deviation from that permitted and the committee therefore felt that this 
application should be refused.

The Solicitor advised the committee on the law. The question of whether a 
building is classified as a dwelling in law depends on, among other things, 
whether it affords all the necessities of day-to-day living.  In this instance the 
absence of a kitchen is relevant because it indicates that the building may not 
be considered a dwelling.
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In response to a question raised as to what powers officers had to visit the site 
periodically, the Solicitor confirmed that officers had rights of entry to inspect a 
site and action could be taken if there were found to be a breach of condition.

The Chairman invited Cllr Schillemore to speak for a further minute.

Cllr Schillemore said that the building was on a very steeply rising piece of land, 
in the local gap which was very important to Catherington and outside of the 
SPB.

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

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared LOST, no Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 10 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Drew proposed the following reason for refusal:

The building as constructed, by virtue of its height, massing and prominent 
elevated position, constitutes a visually obtrusive feature within the landscape, 
to the detriment of the character and appearance of the area.  In consequence, 
the development is contrary to Policies CP20 and CP29 of the East Hampshire 
District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Government advice contained 
within the National Planning Policy Framework.

This was seconded by Cllr Evans.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 10 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 1 Councillor 
ABSTAINING from voting.

The committee adjourned at 7.55pm.

The committee reconvened at 8.04pm.

168. 30289/010/RES/NP - Sunnyhill, Stoney Bottom, Grayshott, Hindhead, 
GU26 6HW - Reserved matters pursuant to outline permission 30289/009 for 
detached dwelling

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the item and 
displayed various images including an aerial photograph of the site, block plan, 
proposed floor plans and a perspective plan for illustrative purposes only.

He drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters which 
contained a further consultee comment and an amendment to condition 2.

The principle of development had been established with the granting of outline 
permission where the means of access and the footprint of the dwelling had 
been approved as part of that application.  There was only the external 
appearance, scale and landscaping to consider through this application for 
approval of reserved matters.  Officers had concluded that the proposal was 
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acceptable as its design and scale it would be in keeping with the area.  The 
two dormer windows at the front would serve bedrooms and would be 22m from 
the nearest dwelling.  The window on the front gable which served a landing 
would be slightly closer at 19.5m however, this front to front separation distance 
was sufficient.  The parking arrangements were also considered satisfactory.

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

They had several points of objection to the scale, appearance and landscaping:

1. Scale:

 The committee report described this dwelling as a chalet bungalow, 
which was misleading.  The previous refusal of the reserved matters 
application had mainly been based on the bulk and mass of the planned 
dwelling.  This proposal was still for a full two storey house at least as 
large in bulk.  In fact the ridge height was even higher by half a metre.  In 
no way would this be a chalet bungalow.  

 Although the shape had been changed from the previous application, the 
design looked contrived, optimising floorspace from the approved 
footprint, rather than assimilating into the plot and landscape.  The roof 
was substantial – it had eight mainly dormer windows within it, including 
two large triangular windows, one facing west overlooking Orchard 
House opposite and the other east towards Hill House.  

2. Appearance and Landscaping: 

 The site would be completely open and highly visible, because of the 
need to remove all hedging to provide visibility splays.  The hedging 
made an important contribution to the character of the bridleway and 
landscape setting.  This proposal would represent a marked and 
detrimental change to this – and from the original outline permission, 
which specifically mentioned “the very high mature laurel hedge” to be 
retained for screening.  

 The result would be a stark and brutal appearance, and objectors totally 
disagreed with the Committee report’s statement that “the dwelling would 
not adversely affect the street-scene or character of the area.”

In conclusion, once again this represented overdevelopment on a confined 
sloping site.  It was not significantly different, in terms of its scale and 
dominating presence in the landscape, compared with the previous reserved 
matters application, which was refused by 10 votes to 2.  He therefore urged 
consistency and for the Committee to also refuse this proposal.

Concern had been raised many times about the hazardous access using 
Stoney Bottom bridleway, and the admitted procedural error by the Council in 
not consulting the Highways and Rights of Way team in the original outline 
application in 2007.  Objectors therefore felt severely let down by the planning 
process.  He also repeated Councillor Cowper’s comments from the minutes of 
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the 18th February 2016 Planning reserved matters meeting.  At that time he 
asked the Committee to again consider the bridleway, “the terribly difficult 
access” and “whether the decision taken in 2007 was a smart one”.

Cllr Hedger addressed the committee on behalf of Grayshott Parish Council.

The reserved matters application considered three specific matters, namely 
appearance, landscaping and scale, however the parish council believed there 
were further matters to consider.

Taking these in turn, firstly appearance/design.  Grayshott Parish Council 
restated its case that the proposed dwelling was of an appearance and scale 
being out of character with the area, contrary to Policy CP29 (EHDC Joint Core 
Strategy).  This was further evidenced by the block plans being incorrect in 
relation to the outline approved plan.  Was this surreptitious scope/project 
creep?

The perspectives were wholly unrepresentative of the areas around the site and 
did not give any real impression of impact that the development would have on 
the immediate environs.  As illustrated by the application, there would be 
substantial reduction in the amenity of the occupiers of the existing dwelling 
immediately opposite the site – contrary to EHCLP:JCS policy CP27.

The illustration of the bridleway, Stoney Bottom, running through the 
illustrations was totally out of proportion/scale in width and elevation relative to 
what exists at present, nor of the relative position (and its subsequent impact) 
of/on the drive of the property opposite.

Secondly, landscaping.  The extensive removal of the hedging along the 
Stoney Bottom frontage, necessitated due to sight line requirements, materially 
affected the landscape value of this whole area. 

Stoney Bottom, supposedly protected by EHDC Local Plan; Second Review 
(2006) Policy T4 would be completely bypassed if the development was 
permitted to impact on this unmetalled, un-adopted bridleway.

The mass of the development on the plot already diminished the landscape 
value of the whole plot, which was further devalued by the extent of the formally 
designated car parking/turning areas.  

Thirdly, scale.  The plans, whilst apparently drawn to scale (1:100 @ A1), had 
few figured dimensions against which to benchmark the actual construction. 
Those levels stated, particularly of ridges, would be difficult to monitor on site 
unless full surveys were carried out during construction to confirm that the 
construction had been built correctly.

Further, the parish council also believed that the impact of construction traffic of 
the proposed dwelling would likely cause irreparable damage to Stoney Bottom, 
possibly rendering it impassable by pedestrians and other legitimate bridleway 
users.
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A condition raised in the outline application was a reference to the agreement 
of surface water drainage details.  Was the surface water drainage shown now 
approved?  There were no dimensions detailing the soakaways.  If the 
soakaway adjacent to Stoney Bottom was incorrectly sized or the plans were 
misconstrued the surface water problems that currently existed in Stoney 
Bottom would be exacerbated.

Grayshott Parish Council was totally opposed to any development on the site 
and any development that puts more vehicles and stress on the bridleway and 
associated infrastructure.

Mr Tomkins, the agent, addressed the committee.

 The siting, position and footprint had already been agreed and 
established;

 When the outline application had previously been considered by the 
Planning Committee, it had suggested the roof should be hipped and re-
designed and for the obscured windows to be removed.  Amendments 
had been made to the proposal to incorporate these changes and the 
design was now more cottage like;

 The scale of the proposal had decreased so it was more in keeping with 
houses in the area; and

 Concerns had been expressed regarding the delivery of building 
materials.  Should the application be approved, it could be subject to a 
condition that a construction method statement was in place before the 
works commenced.

In response to points raised during the representations, the Planning 
Development Team Leader said that there had been a condition on the outline 
permission which required a construction method statement and a further 
condition requiring a photographic survey of the bridleway.  There had been no 
condition with regard to hedgerows as they needed to be removed in order to 
create visibility splays, so it was proposed that there would be railings and a 
low hedgerow.

The committee felt that whilst design was subjective, it was a vast improvement 
in comparison to the previous proposal and the Arts and Crafts design would fit 
better in to the area where the style of properties was diverse.  

In response to a question raised as to how practical the bridleway was for 
construction traffic, the Development Management Manager advised the 
committee that at the outline stage, it had been agreed that the applicant had to 
ensure the condition of the bridleway was reinstated following completion of 
works.  However, it was not a matter for consideration as to how the materials 
got to the site from the storage location.

Concern was expressed regarding the removal of the hedge at the front of the 
site however, this was in order to achieve the visibility spays which had been 
conditioned at the outline stage and were a requirement of the highways 
authority.
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The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for approval subject to a 
slight amendment to condition 1 and the revision to condition 2 as outlined in 
the supplementary matters.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 11 
Councillors voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval and 
1 Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

169. 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

170. SECTION 2 - OTHER MATTERS

171. SDNP/16/04073/FUL - Land North East of Edgewood Court, Hill Brow 
Road, Liss, Hampshire - Detached single storey dwelling with associated 
vehicular and pedestrian access, landscaping and servicing

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the item and displayed an aerial 
photograph of the site along with a proposed ground floor plan and artists 
impressions.

He drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters where a late 
representation had been received from a neighbour.

The proposal was for a single storey dwelling of a contemporary design with a 
series of pitched green roofs and would have access off of Hill Side Road.  The 
site was located within the Liss Neighbourhood Plan area which was currently 
at submission stage.  

The site was also within the settlement policy boundary (SPB) and Special 
Housing Area of Hill Brow which was subject to saved Policy H9 of the East 
Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.  This policy allowed for 
replacement dwellings on a 1:1 basis.  Whilst this development would constitute 
an infill which was contrary to Policy H9, page 70 of the officer’s report listed 
recent appeal decisions and infill could not be discounted, but each application 
considered on its own merits.  Therefore, it would be unacceptable to refuse the 
application unless harm could be identified.

In terms of the impact on neighbouring amenities, there were sufficient 
distances to neighbouring properties and there had been no objections from 
tree officers, the county ecologist nor objections in terms of flooding or 
drainage.

Cllr Hargreaves addressed the committee on behalf of Liss Parish Council.

 Policy H9 provided protection for the area and Hill Brow was set within a 
wooded landscape;

 Over the years, there had been enormous pressure for development 
which this policy had prevented;
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 The report did not refer to Liss Village Design Statement which should 
be taken in to account as it mentioned the importance of retaining tree 
cover;

 It was wrong to give minimal weight to Liss Neighbourhood Plan; and
 The report failed to recognise that Hill Brow was not a sustainable 

location for development.

Mr Neame, the agent, addressed the committee.

 The proposal was for a high quality family home which would be a 
sensitive, unique and innovative design.  It would also be 
environmentally sustainable to minimise the carbon footprint;

 The proposed development would not give rise to any unacceptable 
harm and measures could be secured through conditions; and

 The proposal respected key policy objectives and complied with the 
requirements of Policies CP1, CP2 and CP10.

Cllr Kendall, a local ward councillor, addressed the committee.

 Hill Brow was a heavily wooded area and that landscape was very 
important for Liss;

 Policy H9 was an important policy in many areas of East Hampshire 
which promoted low density housing as a means of maintaining high 
density landscape.  If you increased the density by infilling, this would 
decrease the landscape and assumed infilling would automatically have 
an adverse effect;

 The emerging Liss Neighbourhood Plan had not been given significant 
weight in the officer’s report nor the emerging SDNPA policies.  The 
neighbourhood plan had been through two public consultations and 
would go through a third by the South Downs National Park Authority 
(SDNPA) which would end in February 2017.  The SDNPA had 
encouraged Liss Parish Council to pursue a change of policy in 
removing Hill Brow from being within the SPB and making this area 
countryside;

 Clearance of the site had been carried out without permission and an 
enforcement notice had been applied; and

 He had no problems with the design of the proposal, it was one of 
principle.

The Development Management Manager advised the committee that post 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) appeal decisions had been looked 
at and officers had to take into consideration the character of the area.  The 
inspector had said that each individual case should be looked at on its own 
merits and to question what harm infilling a plot could cause.  The trees that 
had been removed were not protected so officers could not stop them being 
felled.  In terms of the emerging neighbourhood plan, some weight had to be 
given to the emerging policies, however, full weight had to be given to the Joint 
Core Strategy and saved policies in the Second Review Plan along with full 
weight to Policy H9.
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Overall, the committee could see no valid reason for refusal as the officer’s 
advice was that Policy H9 was not as clear cut as it had previously been.  The 
proposal was an imaginative use of land, very sensitive to its location and 
would result in no demonstrable harm.  

Some concern was expressed with regard to trees on the bank between the 
proposed development and the neighbouring boundary but it was confirmed 
that these were outside of the site.

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

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 11 
Councillors voting FOR approval, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST approval and 
no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

172. SDNP/16/05619/ADV - Crew Clothing, 11 The Square, Petersfield, 
Hampshire, GU32 3HJ - Replace existing signage (still in Consent period) with 
new signage to reflect new brand guidelines (as amended by Access  
Statement received 12/12/2016 and plan received 15/12/2016 to show colour 
example, retain existing detailing and hanging bracket and cladding to right 
hand side pillar and 10/01/2017 to show all architrave to be retained)

The Development Management Team Leader introduced this item and the 
associated listed building consent together (SDNP/16/05518/LIS) and displayed 
a block plan, an image of the proposed shopfront along with photographs of the 
existing shopfront and various other shopfronts around Petersfield Square as a 
comparison to show the variety of styles of advertisements.

It was a Grade II listed building and there were to be no changes to the physical  
shopfront, the existing doors and windows would remain.  The only changes 
would be the colour of the paintwork and the hanging sign would be slightly 
larger on the existing bracket.  Individual aluminium powder coated letters 
would be projected 10mm from the building.

Concern had been raised with regard to the use of corporate colours however, 
dark colours were not unusual for the town.  Looking at other shopfronts around 
The Square, individual letters and aluminium hanging signs were not out of 
keeping.

Cllr Abdey, the local ward councillor, addressed the committee.

 Strong objections had been received by the Petersfield Society and they 
were grateful that the Planning Committee were looking at this 
application;

 Petersfield Town Council’s Planning Committee had unanimously 
objected to the original application and were still voicing strong 
objections to the amended application;

 It was subjective as to whether the colour was in keeping;
 He did not believe that Crew Clothing had exhausted all opportunities 

and had not been as sympathetic to the area as they could be.  The 
proposal was purely due to their corporate rebranding; 
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 It was a dramatic departure from what was currently there; and
 He was keen to hear the views of members of the Planning Committee. 

The committee felt that it was difficult to argue when some of the other 
shopfronts around The Square used similar dark colours.  The proposed 
change to signage was also as part of a corporate rebrand. 

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

Following the vote, the application was declared CARRIED, 12 Councillors 
voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

173. SDNP/16/05518/LIS - Crew Clothing, 11 The Square, Petersfield, 
Hampshire, GU32 3HJ - Listed building consent – new signage and re-
decoration of shop front (as amended by Access Statement received 
12/12/2016 and plan received 15/12/2016 to show colour example, retain 
existing detailing and hanging bracket and cladding to right hand side pillar and 
10/01/2017 to show all architrave to be retained)

The Development Management Manager introduced this application along with 
application SDNP/16/05619/ADV, the detail of which can be found in minute 
173.

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

Following the vote, the application was declared CARRIED, 12 Councillors 
voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

174. Exclusion of the Press and Public 

RESOLVED that the press and public be excluded from the meeting during the 
consideration of the following item as:

a) it was likely, in view of the nature of the business to be transacted, or the 
nature of the proceedings, that it members of the public were present 
during that item there would be disclosure to them of exempt information 
as specified in paragraph 7 of Schedule 12A (as amended) of the Local 
Government Act 1972; and

b) In all circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the 
exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information.

175. PART 3 - Exempt Matters for Decision
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176. EXEMPT REPORT 

The Planning and Compliance Manager introduced the item.

She drew the committee’s attention to the exempt supplementary papers where 
there was a change to her recommendation, along with a further representation 
from a local resident.

The committee fully supported the officer’s recommendation and thanked the 
Planning and Compliance Manager and her team for their hard work.

The committee voted on the officer’s amended recommendation as per the 
update in the exempt supplementary matters.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 12 
Councillors voting FOR the recommendation, no Councillors voting AGAINST 
the recommendation and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 10.10 pm

…………………
Chairman



Annex A
02 February 2017
Planning Committee

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

S1  Item  01
55258/004/RES

Land north of, Boyneswood Lane, Medstead, 
Alton

UPDATED CONSULTEE COMMENTS

County Highway Authority: Confirms that the recently submitted swept path analysis 
for a refuse vehicle and fire appliance is acceptable.  

S1  Item  03
30289/010/RES

Sunnyhill, Stoney Bottom, Grayshott, 
Hindhead, GU26 6HW

CORRECTIONS

The submitted block plan (270 009) showed an incorrect footprint for the dwelling.  
An amended drawing has been received and condition 2 is recommended to be 
amended as set out below.

FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS

In the email circulated to Committee Members, the accuracy of the site section 
looking north from Stoney Bottom was questioned.  It is pointed out that perspective 
drawings are illustrative only, and the levels are required to be agreed by condition.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Condition 2 to read:

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

Application form
Design and access statement
Bat survey
270 008 - proposed location plan
270 009 - block plan Rev A received 2/2/2017
270 001 - existing and proposed site plans
270 002 - plans & elevations
270 003 - site section looking north
270 004 - perspective looking south east
270 005 - proposed site plan



Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

S1  Item  01
SDNP/16/04073/FUL

Land Northeast of Edgewood Court, Hill Brow 
Road, Liss, Hants, 

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

One additional third party letter of objection has been received, with the following 
summarised comments:

 any planning approval is effectively condoning the carrying out of significant 
groundworks, prior to any planning permission, which would set a precedent 
for anyone who wants to get around planning laws in the future;

 previous site clearance works are likely to have impacted upon legally 
protected species, contrary to one Statutory Purposes of the Park - conserving 
and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage. (Officer note:  
no objection has been raised by the County Ecologist, subject to a condition 
requiring an ecological mitigation and management plan – condition 13);

 ground levels have been raised by approximately 2.5 metres;
 proposal would result a loss of privacy and overshadowing; and
 levels should be reduced back to those original levels and hedging planted 

along the boundary with Rudloe Cottage.

S1  Item  02 & 03
SDNP/16/05619/ADV &
SDNP/16/05518/LIS

Crew Clothing, 11 The Square, Petersfield, 
Hants, GU32 3HJ

FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS

Petersfield Town Council - Members feel strongly that the amendments to the 
application does not go far enough to conform with EHDC's Shop Front Design 
Guidelines to a building in a conservation area and is contrary to the Petersfield 
Neighbourhood Plan. So therefore Object to this application.

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

One further letter of representation has been received raising strong objection as 
follows:

a) disregards character of the building and its location;
b) as amended entirely unsympathetic with adjacent shopfronts;
c) contrary to policies;



d) amendments do not go far enough;
e) lurid colours and materials including aluminium should be avoided;
f) traditional designs should be hand painted;
g) although as amended the proposal retains timber mouldings and architraves, the 
use of company logo, lettering and hanging sign of aluminium sheet, its dark blue 
colour with white stripes and yellow doors add nothing to the character of the Grade 
II listed building; and 
h) fails to enhance The Square.
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PS.480/2017
2 February 2017

PROPOSAL Reserved matters application pursuant to permission 
55258/001 for residential development comprising 51 
dwellings (Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale 
to be considered) (as amended by plans received 
05/12/2016, 14/12/2016, 16/12/2016, 21/12/2016 
03/02/2017)

LOCATION: Land north of, Boyneswood Lane, Medstead, Alton
REFERENCE 
NO:

55258/004/RES/NU

 
1 The development hereby permitted shall be constructed in accordance 

with the materials specified within the approved details, 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.



2 All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details and in accordance with the recommendations of the 
appropriate British Standards or other recognised codes of good practice.  
These works shall be carried out in the first planting season after 
practical completion or first occupation of the development, 
whichever is earlier, unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years 
after planting, are removed, die or become seriously damaged or 
defective, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with 
others of species, size and number as originally approved unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To ensure the provision and establishment of a reasonable 
standard of landscape in accordance with the approved designs.

3 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict 
accordance with the approved Arboricultural Implications Assessment and 
Method Statement prepared by EcoUrban dated 17/01/2017 and Tree 
Protection Plan (drawing number ECO 14) received by the Local Planning 
Authority on 17/01/2017, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local 
Planning Authority.
Reason - To ensure that the trees on and around the site are adequately 
protected from damage to their health and /or amenity value.

4 The implementation of this planning permission shall be carried out strictly 
in accordance with the recommendations contained in section 5.0 of the 
Ecological Appraisal Report updated May 2014 by Lindsay Carrington 
Ecological Services Ltd, previously approved, and the additional 
mitigation measures described in the letter dated 16/01/2017 from 
Lindsay Carrington Ecological Services. 
Reason - To ensure that protected species and opportunities for wildlife 
enhancement are fully taken into account during the construction process 
in order to ensure the development will not be detrimental to the 
maintenance of the species.

5 Notwithstanding any indication shown on the approved plans, and 
notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-
enacting or modifying that Order) prior to the first occupation of plot 2 
hereby approved, the two first floor windows serving bathrooms in the 
rear (west) elevation of plot 2, hereby permitted, shall be permanently; 

(i) glazed with obscure glass with a glass panel which has been rendered 
obscure as part of its manufacturing process to Pilkington glass 
classification 5 (or equivalent of glass supplied by an alternative 
manufacturer), and 



(ii) non-opening below 1.7 metres from the finished floor level of the room 
in which the window is installed.
Reason - To protect the privacy of the occupants of the adjoining 
residential property/ies.

6 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order, 2015 (or any Order 
revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) no extensions and 
outbuildings otherwise permitted under Schedule 2, Part 1, Class(es) A, 
B, C, and E of said Order shall be carried out on the dwellinghouse or 
within its curtilage without the prior written consent of the Local Planning 
Authority.
Reason - It is considered that further extensions/alterations to the 
dwellings could result in an adverse effect upon the adjacent properties 
and the visual character of the area.

7 Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 2 Schedule 2 of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order, 
2015 (or any Order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) no 
fence, wall or other means of enclosure, other than those shown on the 
approved plans, shall be erected, constructed or established on any of the 
open space, amenity areas or on the boundary with Boyneswood Lane to 
the south. 
Reason - To secure the long term retention of the open space and 
amenity areas and the site's visual qualities, together with safeguarding 
the wildlife and biodiversity opportunities of the land. 

8 The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 
areas shown on the approved plan for the parking of vehicles for each 
plot (including adjacent unallocated spaces and garages) shall have been 
made available, surfaced and marked out. The parking area(s) shall then 
be permanently retained and reserved for that purpose at all times.
Reason - To make provision for off street parking for the purpose of 
highway safety.

9 No development shall commence on site until a Stage 2 Safety Audit 
relating to the detailed design of the internal roads has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Only the 
approved details shall then be implemented. 
Reason - In the interests of highway safety.  

10 At no point shall pedestrian access be provided, or made possible, from 
the rear boundaries of plots 21 - 30 into the green buffer strip to the south 
or directly onto Boyneswood Lane.



Reason - In the interests of maintaining a green buffer strip on the 
southern boundary and to ensure the retention of the boundary treatment 
which forms a characteristic feature of the local area.

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

Application form 
Design,& Access Statement 
Arboricultural Implications Assessment Method Statement (amended 
dated 17/01/2017)  
ECO 14 - Tree protection plan 
1785/P01 - Location plan 
1785/P-05 - Proposed streetscenes A-A & B-B
1785/P-06B - Proposed streetscenes C-C & D-D
106A - Drainage Strategy plan sheet 1 of 2 
107A - Drainage Strategy plan sheet 2 of 2 
108D - Drainage Strategy plan Offsite Sewer Overview 
201B - Site layout proposed drainage 
202B - Site layout proposed drainage
301B - Site Layout Proposed surface finishes
302B - Site Layout Proposed surface finishes
401C - Site layout proposed levels 
402C - Site layout proposed levels 
502 - Construction details drainage

P-A-01 B - Type A floor plans 
P-A-02 B - Type A elevations
P-D-01 B - Type D floor plans 
P-D-02 B - Type D elevations
P-E-01 B -  Type E floor plans 
P-E-02 B - Type E elevations 
P-G-01 B - Type G floor plans 
P-G-02 B - Type G elevations
P-GP-01 B - Type GP floor plans 
P-GP-02 B - Type GP elevations 
P-H-01 B - Type H floor plans 
P-H-02 B - Type H elevations 
P-H-03 B - Type H roof plans 
P-I-01 B - Type I floor plans 
P-I-02 B - Type I elevations 
P-J-01B - Type J floor plans 
P-J-02 B - Type J elevations 
P-J-03 B - Type J Roof plans 
P-K-01 B - Type K floor plans 
P-K-02 B - Type K elevations 



P-L-01 B - Type L floor plans 
P-L-02 B - Type L elevations 
P-M-01 C - Type M floor plans 
P-M-02 B - Type M elevations 
P-P-01 B - Type P floor plans 
P-P-02 B - Type P elevations 
1784 P-REF-01 - Refuse and cycle store floor plan and elevations 
P-K-12 - Type K Roof plans
P-K-11 - Type K Floor plans
P-K-13 - Type K Elevations
P-S-01 A - Type S Floor Plans
P-S-02 A - Type S Elevations
P-T-01 A - Type T Floor Plans
P-T-02 A - Type T Elevations
P-U-01 - Type U Floor Plans
P-U-02 - Type U Elevations
P-GAR-01 - Single garage floor and elevational plan
P-GAR-02 - Double garage floor and elevational plan 
P-GAR-03  - Double garage pyramid style floor plan and elevations 
P-GAR-05 - Double garage  Floor plan and elevations 
Streetscene 1
Streetscene 2
1784 P02 Rev M - Site plan
203 - Drainage schedules
Drainage Strategy and Maintenance Statement dated 16 December 2016
1717-1002-06 - Landscape proposals (east)
TJK1652 - Topographical survey
1717-1001-06 - Landscape proposals (west) 
103 C Swept Path Analysis Refuse Vehicle
104 B Swept Path Analysis Fire Appliance
Lindsay Carrington Ecological Services letter dated 16/01/2017
1784/P-06 Rev B - Proposed streetscenes C-C & D-D

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 Please note that there is a Section 106 Agreement that applies to the 
Outline permission ref 55258/001.

2 This approval of reserved matters is granted in compliance with Condition 
1 and Condition 6 of outline planning permission 55258/001. You are 
reminded that all other conditions attached to the outline permission 
continue to apply.



3 There must be no surface alterations to the Right of Way, nor any works 
carried out which affect its surface, without first seeking the permission of 
Hampshire County Council, as Highway Authority. For the purposes of 
this proposal that permission would be required from this department of 
the County Council. To carry out any such works without this permission 
would constitute an offence under s131 Highways Act 1980, and we 
would therefore encourage the applicant to contact us as soon as 
possible to discuss any works of this nature.

Nothing connected with the development or its future use should have an 
adverse effect on the Right of Way, which must remain available for 
public use at all times.

No builders or contractors vehicles, machinery, equipment, materials, 
scaffolding or anything associated with the works should be left on or 
near the bridleway so as to obstruct, hinder or provide a hazard to 
walkers. 

If there is likely to be an effect on the bridleway in terms of dust, noise or 
other obstruction during the period of the works, we suggest that a Health 
and Safety Risk Assessment be carried out, and if there is deemed to be 
a risk to users of the bridleway, the applicant should contact this office 
directly to discuss the Temporary Closure of the bridleway for the 
duration of the works.

4 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,
 the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial site visit



PROPOSAL Reserved matters pursuant to outline permission 
30289/009 for detached dwelling (corrected application 
form received 24/1/2017 and amended by plan received 
02/02/2017)

LOCATION: Sunnyhill, Stoney Bottom, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 6HW
REFERENCE 
NO:

30289/010/RES/NP

1 No development shall start on site until a fully detailed planting 
scheme, in accordance with the illustrative landscape plan for the site 
reference 270 005, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Planning Authority.  The works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details and in accordance with the recommendations of the 
appropriate British Standards or other recognised codes of good practice.  
These works shall be carried out in the first planting season after 
practical completion or first occupation of the development, 
whichever is earlier, unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the 
Planning Authority.
Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years after planting, are 
removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size 
and number as originally approved unless otherwise first agreed in writing 
by the Planning Authority.
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality and to 
ensure that this is fully considered before works begin.

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

Application form
Design and access statement
Bat survey and biodiversity assessment
270 008 - Proposed location plan
270 009 Rev A - Existing and proposed block plan (received 02/02/2017)
270 001 - Existing and proposed site plan
270 002 - Plans and elevations
270 003 - Site section looking north
270 004 Rev A - Perspective looking south east
270 005 - Proposed site plan

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 agent was updated of any issues after the 
initial site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————
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PS.480/2017
2 February 2017

PROPOSAL Retention of detached residential annexe
LOCATION: 120 White Dirt Lane, Horndean, Waterlooville, PO8 0TW
REFERENCE 
NO:

36384/037/HSE/SAW

1 The building as constructed, by virtue of its height, massing and 
prominent elevated position, constitutes a visually obtrusive feature within 
the landscape, to the detriment of the character and appearance of the 
area.  In consequence, the development is contrary to Policies CP20 and 
CP29 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and 
Government advice contained within the National Planning Policy 
Framework.

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 application was acceptable as submitted.

———————————————————————————————————————
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PS.480/2017
2 February 2017

PROPOSAL Detached single storey dwelling with associated 
vehicular and pedestrian access, landscaping and 
servicing

LOCATION: Land Northeast of Edgewood Court, Hill Brow Road, Liss, 
Hampshire

REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/16/04073/FUL

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this permission.

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of Section 91 (1) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended)./ To comply with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

2. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans 
listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application".

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

3. Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in the 
application or in the absence of such information, no development shall commence 
on site until samples / details including manufacturers details of all the materials to 
be used for external facing and roofing for the development hereby approved have 
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The 
development works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.



Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the approved 
development harmonise with the surroundings. It is considered necessary for this to 
be a pre-commencement condition as such details need to be taken into account in 
the construction of the development and thus go to the heart of the planning 
permission.

4. No development shall commence on site until a scheme has been submitted 
to, and agreed in writing by, the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate 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.  It is considered necessary for 
this to be a pre-commencement condition as these details relate to the construction 
of the development and thus go to the heart of the planning permission

5. No development shall commence on site until details of any surface water 
drainage have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 
Authority.  Such details should include provision for all surface water drainage from 
parking areas and areas of hardstanding to prevent surface water from discharging 
onto the highway and should be based on site investigation and percolation tests. 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 
before any part of the development is first occupied and shall be retained thereafter.

Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage and to mitigate flood risk to 
neighbouring land and properties.  It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-
commencement condition as such details need to be taken into account in the 
construction of the development and thus go to the heart of the planning 
permission.

6. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until areas 
for turning, loading, unloading and the parking of vehicles has been made within the 
site in accordance with the approved details and shall be retained thereafter.

Reason - In order to ensure that there is sufficient space within the site for the 
loading, unloading and turning of vehicles and in the interests of highway safety.



7. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 
area shown on the approved plan for the parking of vehicles (including garages and 
those areas marked out on the plan as being unallocated) shall have been made 
available, surfaced and marked out. The parking areas shall then be permanently 
retained and reserved for that purpose at all times.

Reason - To make provision for off street parking for the purpose of highway safety.

8. No development shall commence on site until the following details have been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority :- 

(a) a desk top study report, documenting all the previous and existing land uses 
both on and adjacent to the site and including a conceptual site model and 
preliminary risk assessment. The report should be completed by a competent 
person and produced in accordance with national guidance, as set out in 
Contaminated Land Research Report No.11 and BS10175:2001;
and unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority:-

(b) a scheme outlining a site investigation and risk assessments designed to 
assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the site; 

(c) 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 Local Planning Authority:-

(d) 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. Site works and details submitted shall be 
in accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent person.
The above reports and site works should be undertaken 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.  It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition 
as these details need to be agreed prior to the construction of the development and 
thus go to the heart of the planning permission.



9. Before any part of the development is first occupied or brought into use 
(unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local 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 Local 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.

10. 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 
Local Planning Authority.  
Development shall not re-start on site until the following details have been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 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 
Local 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 Local 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 Local 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.

11. The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until a 
fully detailed landscape and planting scheme for the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The works shall be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details and in accordance with the 
recommendations of the appropriate British Standards or other recognised codes of 
good practice.  These works shall be carried out in the first planting season after 
practical completion or first occupation of the development, whichever is earlier, 
unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local  Planning Authority. Any trees 
or plants which, within a period of 5 years after planting, are removed, die or 
become seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably 
practicable with others of species, size and number as originally approved unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality and to enable proper 
consideration to be given to the impact of the proposed development on existing 
trees.

12. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details and in accordance with the recommendations of the appropriate 
British Standards or other recognised codes of good practice.  These works shall be 
carried out in the first planting season after practical completion or first occupation 
of the development, whichever is earlier, unless otherwise first agreed in writing by 
the Local  Planning Authority.  Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years 
after planting, are removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size and 
number as originally approved unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.

Reason - To ensure the provision and establishment of a reasonable standard of 
landscape in accordance with the approved designs.



13. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict accordance 
with the approved Arboricultural Method Statement, prepared by David Archer 
Associates, Arboricultural Consultancy dated June 2016 and Tree Protection Plan 
(drawing number TPP 02, dated June 2016) received by the Local  Planning 
Authority on 09/09/2016.

Reason - To ensure that the trees on and around the site are adequately protected 
from damage to their health and /or amenity value.

14. Prior to the commencement of any development activities an ecological 
mitigation and management plan (to include but not necessarily restricted to: 
strategy for controlling Himalayan balsam; location, extent and composition of 
mitigation/ enhancement measures) shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. Such details shall be in accordance with the outline 
mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures detailed within the Ecological 
Assessment (Peach Ecology, May 2016). Any such measures shall thereafter be 
implemented in accordance with the agreed details, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. All ecological mitigation, compensation and 
enhancement measures shall be permanently retained and maintained. 

Reason - To provide ecological protection and enhancement in accordance with 
Policy CP21 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy, the 
NPPF, the Conservation Regulations 2010, Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 and 
NERC Act 2006.

The application has been assessed and recommendation is made on the basis of the 
following plans and documents submitted:

Plan Type Reference Version Date on Plan Status
Application Form - 
Application form

12.08.2016 Submitted

Application Documents - 
Arboricultural Method 
Statement

12.08.2016 Submitted

Application Documents - 
Ecological Assessment

12.08.2016 Approved

OS Extract - Location plan 12.08.2016 Approved
OS Extract - Block plan 15338 P10 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Ground floor plan 15538 P01 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Elevation SE facing 15538 P02 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Elevation plans 15538 P03 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Elevation plans 15538 P01 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Elevation plans 15538 P01 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Elevation Plans 15538 P01 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Perspective 
drawings

12.08.2016 Approved



Plans - View from Road 12.08.2016 Approved
Plans - Perspective 
Axonometric

12.08.2016 Approved

Reasons: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

PROPOSAL Replace existing signage (still in Consent period) with new 
signage to reflect new brand guidelines (as amended by 
Access Statement received 12/12/2016 and plan received 
15/12/2016 to show colour example, retain existing detailing 
and hanging bracket and cladding to right hand side pillar 
and 10/01/2017 to show all architrave to be retained)

LOCATION: Crew Clothing, 11 The Square, Petersfield, Hampshire, GU32 
3HJ

REFERENCE NO: SDNP/16/05619/ADV

1. 5 year Advertisements

This consent shall be for a limited period of five years from the date of this notice.

Reason:: To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) Regulations 2007.

2. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans 
listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application".

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

3. Advertisements Highway Safety

No advertisement shall be sited or displayed so as to obscure, or hinder the ready 
interpretation of any road traffic sign, railway signal or aid to navigation by water or 
air, or so otherwise to render hazardous the use of any highway, railway, waterway 
or aerodrome (civil or military).

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) Regulations 2007

4. Advertisements - owner permission

No advertisement is to be displayed without the permission of the owner of the site 
or any other person with an interest in the site entitled to grant permission.



Reason:  To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) Regulations 2007

5. Advertisements Removal

Where an advertisement is required, under the Control of Advertisement Act 2007, 
to be removed, the removal shall be carried out to the reasonable satisfaction of the 
Local Planning Authority.

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) Regulations 2007.

6. Advertisements safety

Any structure or hoarding erected or used principally for the purpose of display of 
advertisements shall be maintained in a safe condition.

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) Regulations 2007.

7. Advertisements tidy sites

Any advertisements displayed and any site used for the display of advertisements 
shall be maintained in a clean and tidy condition to the reasonable satisfaction of 
the Local Planning Authority.

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Advertisements) (England)  Regulations 2007

The application has been assessed and recommendation is made on the basis of the 
following plans and documents submitted:

Plan Type Reference Version Date on Plan Status
Application Documents - 
Colour example chart

15.12.2016 Approved

Application Documents - 
Inclusive Access Statement

12.12.2016 Approved

Plans - Proposed plans 001 REV R3 15.12.2016 Superseded
Plans - Proposed plans 
(amended 10/01/2017)

001 REV R4 10.01.2017 Approved

Application Form - 
Application form 

16.11.2016 Approved

OS Extract - Location plan 16.11.2016 Approved
OS Extract - Block plan 16.11.2016 Approved
Plans - Proposed plans 001 REV R2 16.11.2016 Superseded



Reasons: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

PROPOSAL Listed building consent - new signage and re-
decoration of shop front (as amended by Access 
Statement received 12/12/2016 and plan received 
15/12/2016 to show colour example, retain existing 
detailing and hanging bracket and cladding to right 
hand side pillar and 10/01/2017 to show all architrave to 
be retained)

LOCATION: Crew Clothing, 11 The Square, Petersfield, Hampshire, 
GU32 3HJ

REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/16/05518/LIS

1. 3 year time expiry listed building

The works hereby consented shall be begun before the expiration of three years 
from the date of this consent.

Reason:  To comply with the provision of Section 18(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended).

2. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans 
listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application".

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

The application has been assessed and recommendation is made on the basis of the 
following plans and documents submitted:

Plan Type Reference Version Date on Plan Status
Plans - Elevations 001 R3 15.12.2016 Superseded
Application Documents - 
Colour example chart

15.12.2016 Approved

Application Documents - 
Inclusive Access Statement

12.12.2016 Approved

Plans - Elevations (amended 
10/01/2017)

001 REV R4 10.01.2017 Approved

Application Form - 04.11.2016 Approved
Application Documents - 
Design & Access Statement

04.11.2016 Superseded



Application Documents - 
Heritage Statement

04.11.2016 Approved

OS Extract - 0100031673 08.11.2016 Approved
Plans - Block Plan 0100031673 08.11.2016 Approved
Plans - Sheet No. 1 Revision 
R2

04.11.2016 Superseded

Reasons: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.


	Minutes
	161. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters
	164. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the local planning authority
	EHDC MINUTES standard B

	169. 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

