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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 23 March 2017

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: D Ashcroft, R Ayer, K Carter, F Cowper, N Drew, A Glass, A Joy, 
C Louisson, S Pond and S Schillemore

189. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors D Evans, D Orme, D Phillips and 
A Williams.

190. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 2 March 2017 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed.

191. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no chairman’s announcements.

192. Declarations of Interest 

Councillor(s) Item Number(s) Nature of 
Interest

Details of 
Interest

Cllr I Thomas

Cllr I Thomas

56027/001/FUL/LW 
– Land West of 
Brambles, Willis 
Lane, Four Marks, 
Alton.

21763/004/ 
FUL/LTu – 
Westwood, 119 
Lymington Bottom, 
Four Marks, Alton, 
GU34 5AH

Perception of 
bias

Perception of 
bias

Cllr Thomas had 
a previous 
interest in the 
land.

Cllr Thomas had 
requested to 
address the 
committee as a 
ward councillor 
and speak in 
objection to the 
application.
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193. 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.

194. Future Items 

The committee did not resolve to undertake any site visits.

The Chairman left the room in accordance with her previous declarations of 
Interest.  

In the absence of the Vice-Chairman, the committee RESOLVED that 
Cllr R Ayer Chair the meeting.

Cllr R Ayer took the Chair.

195. 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:

56027/001/FUL

Land West of Brambles, Willis Lane, 
Four Marks, Alton

Use of land for the stationing of 
caravans for residential purposes and 
the formation of hardstanding and 
dayrooms (as amplified by emails dated 
23/12/16 & 1/2/17)

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A.

21763/004/FUL

Westwood, 119 Lymington Bottom, Four 
Marks, Alton, GU34 5AH

Detached dwelling 

Refused for the reason as set out in 
Appendix B.

35364/002/FUL

Land to the north of, Ramshill, 
Petersfield, GU314AT

Report noted.
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276 DWELLINGS WITH ASSOCIATED 
WORKS  INCLUDING GARAGES, 
PARKING, ACCESS AND 
DEMOLITION OF 44 & 46 RAMSHILL 
(AS AMPLIFIED BY TRANSPORT 
ASSESSMENT RECEIVED 05/02/2002, 
NOISE AND VIBRATION REPORTS 
RECEIVED 24/04/2002 & 2/5/02,  
PLANT LIST, ECOLOGICAL 
APPRAISAL, PLANTING PLAN 
RECEIVED 01/05/2002, LANDSCAPE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN RECEIVED 
26/04/2002 AS AMENDED BY PLANS 
RECEIVED 30/04/2002, 16/05/2002 
AND 19/12/2002)

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

197. 56027/001/FUL/LW - Land West of Brambles, Willis Lane, Four Marks, 
Alton 

Use of land for the stationing of caravans for residential purposes and the 
formation of hardstanding and dayrooms (as amplified by emails dated 
23/12/16 and 1/2/17)

The Planning and Compliance Manager introduced the item and displayed an 
aerial photograph of the site, along with photographs of the site, access and 
street scene.  She explained the previous application, 56027, in detail and 
confirmed that the pitches would be for general use by the gypsy and traveller 
community, rather than for named occupiers.

She referred the committee to the supplementary matters sheet which 
contained a revised landscaping condition and an additional condition relating 
to contamination.  

The recommendation was for permission.  

Mrs Tomlinson spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

Objectors requested that the committee refused permission for this application 
on five main points.

This was not a sustainable site.  Having benefited from a site visit, the 
committee would have appreciated the sites lack of sustainability.  
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The site was on a country lane, with no paved footpaths within a mile and no 
street lights until the A35 about 1.5 miles away.

It would be dangerous for a child to walk to the local primary school.  Access to 
shops and local transport were via a long and often precarious walk or require 
the use of a car. 

A site nearer Four Marks amenities had not been accepted as a Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) site on the grounds of 
sustainability.  Objectors failed to see why this should be viewed differently for 
a traveller’s site.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) required a balance between 
all groups in the community, with applications of this nature not dominating the 
local community.  With two traveller sites already located in Willis Lane and 
within a few hundred yards of each other, an extension to this site would result 
in five sites in a lane with only 20 houses.  This would have a disproportionate 
impact on the settled community.  

As the committee had seen, there had been a significant impact on the local 
amenity.  Building rubble dumped in the entrance, grass verge removed, mud 
banks created and hedging removed.  The work to date had not been 
sympathetic to reduce the impact and ensure the work was less intrusive.

The latest evidence base, dated 2013, for the number of traveller sites required, 
was in the process of being updated.  This was being completed bilaterally with 
Winchester, who had a significant number of existing traveller sites.  The 
apparent lack of a five year supply might only be illusionary.  An update was 
due this year which would give a strong sense of the real gap, even if not 
adopted until a later date.  Any agreement at this stage could be considered 
premature. 

The officer’s report stated that there was a lack of alternative traveller 
accommodation. However; the adjacent site was advancing, giving two pitches. 

The applicants' first effort to provide travellers' sites in neighbouring Ropley had 
subsequently been sold to the local residents.

Janelands at the end of the lane was virtually always empty, only becoming 
occupied when a planning application was in progress. All of which suggested 
that there was no demand.

Alongside these points, planning guidance dated Aug 2015 was that travellers' 
requirements were not to be treated any differently to a normal applicant in 
policy terms. This application was being recommended for approval contrary to 
that advice.  Permission would give priority and preferential treatment to 
travellers, with development in an area that was not an option for the settled 
community. 
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She urged the committee to not let financial consideration outweigh the need to 
make the right decision.  Objectors requested that the application be refused. 

The Parish Clerk, Mrs Goudie, spoke on behalf of Four Marks Parish Council.

This application followed the approval at Planning Committee in early 2016 of 
two pitches on an adjoining parcel of land.  At that time the parish council 
expressed significant concerns, yet just a year later a further application was 
being considered for approval with little changed in terms of applicable policy 
and guidance. 

The parish council thanked the officer for conducting the balancing exercise, 
and for her offer to review that exercise should the committee be minded to 
refuse.  However, the parish council disagreed with the weights applied and 
asked that the committee considered their comments carefully. 

The officer had detailed the relevant polices and guidance such as the NPPF 
and Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) in her report, so it was not 
necessary for her to repeat them.  However, as had happened at last year’s 
committee meeting, the parish council struggled to understand why a lack of 
balanced consideration for the settled community, potential harm and damage 
to the character of the settlement and over-delivery of gypsy/traveller sites in 
one rural lane could be imposed on our community. 

Any decision would be based on five year old Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment GTAA data, an ‘old needs’ requirement that 
struggled to be credible and a Local Plan Part 3 where site allocations would 
not be made until 2019. 

Why should the community be penalised for the lack of progress in planning 
delivery and have such a premature decision made?   The parish council 
believed the adverse impacts of granting permission significantly and 
demonstrably outweighed the benefits, even though a five year land supply was 
lacking and there was an identified unmet need for pitches within the district.  

EHDC as planning authority should ensure that sites in rural areas respected 
the scale of and did not dominate the nearest settled community and avoided 
placing an undue pressure on the local infrastructure.  Surely five pitches in one 
lane of twenty fixed dwellings would be undue pressure?  

The officer reported that the site was 1.5 km from the Settlement Policy 
Boundary of Four Marks, which was considered to be within a reasonable 
distance.  However, the facilities within Four Marks were another 0.5 km + from 
that boundary.  She also stated that the front (southern) boundary of the site 
currently benefited from screening by trees and vegetation.  It did, but much of 
that screening had since been removed. 

The parish council thanked the officer for her support regarding conditions 
suggested by them in the case of approval, in relation to landscaping and a 
restriction on commercial activities on the site.   However, the parish council
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strongly urged the committee to refuse this application on the grounds as 
outlined.

Mr Hughes spoke as the applicant.

He emphasised the points raised in the officer’s report, the policy response and 
the recommendation for permission.  The report acknowledged that more 
pitches should have been in place by now and the council had recognised that 
the need had not been met.  If the application was to go to appeal, he felt that 
the Planning Inspector would grant permission.  The application sought two 
pitches, not six or eight.  An additional two pitches could be easily 
accommodated on the site and there was no scope or desire to extend beyond 
this.  He confirmed that he would be happy to enter into a legal agreement to 
this effect if the application was approved.

Cllr Brooks Jackson spoke as a ward councillor.

The committee had heard the representations from residents and the parish 
council, which she endorsed.  A need for suitable traveller sites clearly existed 
in the district and their delivery was below target.  However, she questioned 
whether this site was suitable.  The proposal was for two plots 1.5km outside of 
the Settlement Policy Boundary and even further away from the village 
amenities.  She questioned why the proposed plots would be any more 
tempting to travellers than the existing plots which were barely occupied.

An application for a house a few metres away from this site had been refused 
on the grounds of being unsustainable.  The underuse of the existing pitches 
seemed to demonstrate this.  She urged the committee to be brave, refuse the 
application and if necessary, let the Planning Inspector decide the application at 
appeal. 

The committee discussed the application.

The committee felt that sustainability and whether the site was classed to be 
‘open countryside’ were key factors.  The Planning and Compliance Manager 
explained that ribbon development existed along Willis Lane and therefore it 
had not been not judged to be open countryside.  Committee members who 
had attended the site visit concurred with the view that the site was not in open 
countryside.

With regard to sustainability, the Planning and Compliance Manager felt that 
1.5km from the Settlement Policy Boundary was sustainable and not unusual 
for gypsy and traveller sites.  Government advice stated that such sites could 
be in countryside and the committee had previously approved the application 
for pitches on adjacent land, judging them to be sustainable.

In response to a question regarding need, the Planning and Compliance 
Manager confirmed that the reason why the previously approved site had not 
been completed was because the applicant wanted to complete the works for 
both applications at the same time.  Works had commenced on the previously 
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approved application, which meant that in planning terms the approval had 
been implemented.

Cllr Brooks Jackson, a local ward councillor, declined the opportunity to speak 
for a further minute.

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

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 8 Councillors 
voting FOR permission,1 Councillor voting AGAINST permission and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

198. 21763/004/FUL/LTu - Westwood, 119 Lymington Bottom, Four Marks, 
Alton, GU34 5AH 

Detached dwelling

The Planning Officer introduced the item and displayed an aerial photograph of 
the site, along with photographs of the site, access, the existing dwelling and 
other dwellings in the area.  Elevation plans of the existing and proposed 
dwellings were shown and he explained that the Settlement Policy Boundary 
ran along the southern part of the site. 

The Planning Officer referred the committee to the supplementary matters 
sheet which contained a correction that the proposed dwelling would have five, 
rather than four bedrooms and the difference in maximum ridge height would 
be 0.319m, rather than 0.6m.  The supplementary matters also included 
additional conditions relating to floor levels, foul and surface water drainage 
and the use of porous materials for hard surfaces to prevent run-off.

The Parish Clerk, Mrs Goudie spoke on behalf of Four Marks Parish Council.

Their long list of objections to both this and the previously withdrawn application 
had been dismissed in the officer’s report in a single sentence. 
Previous applications in this area of Four Marks had required the existing 
dwelling to be demolished and replaced with two new well spaced dwellings 
proportional to the whole site, as shown in the officer’s photographs.  The 
previous owner of Westwood had been advised in a pre-application meeting 
with EHDC officers that a new two storey dwelling at this edge of settlement 
site was unlikely to be approved.  What planning policies or guidance had 
changed to alter those requirements and advice?

This would be inappropriate overdevelopment of a residential garden, on a 
small triangular sub-plot and inadequate for the large size of the dwelling 
proposed.  This directly contravened Policy 1 of the adopted Medstead & Four 
Marks Neighbourhood Plan.  

The officer described the dwelling as chalet-style; it was actually a two storey 
house and not in keeping with the surrounding street scene. 
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The plot’s topography was such that any dwelling, let alone this one with a six 
metre plus ridge height, would have a dominant and imposing visual impact on 
local residents’ amenity and in the wider surrounding landscape. 

The applicant had repeatedly tried to minimise this negative visual impact.  
However, no matter how much they proposed to 'dig it in' to the slope, suggest 
screening existed, or compared the ridge height to the top of the current 
dwellings gable, from experience elsewhere in the village it was known that this 
proposed dwelling would dominate the landscape from all aspects.  

The plans were inconsistent, the side by side comparisons of the two dwellings 
were clearly not to scale, or did the new property really have much smaller 
doors and windows than the current dwelling?  

The ridge heights varied from document to document to meet the needs of the 
applicant’s argument.   

As a gateway to Four Marks village and as it would stand on the edge of the 
Settlement Policy Boundary, there should be a sympathetic transition.
Approval for this application would change the rural character of this area of 
Four Marks, directly contravening Policy CP20.

Other important issues of increased surface water run-off and drainage, with 
persistent flooding of the road at this location and the ongoing serious problems 
with the peak time school pedestrian and road traffic had just been dismissed 
by both the Planning Officer and the applicant.

The parish council disagreed with the officer’s report analysis and his 
recommendation for approval and asked for a consistent and even handed 
planning decision, balancing benefits and negative impacts as defined in the 
NPPF and respectfully asked the committee to refuse this application under 
Policies CP20 & 29 of the JCS Local Plan, Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan, 
and paragraph 17 of the NPPF. 

Cllr Thomas spoke as a ward councillor.

When she had first spoken to officers about this application one had 
commented that it was a bit of a bookend.  Exactly what she and the Parish 
Council had concluded.

This was the last plot before open countryside, so was a very important site in a 
gateway sense.  The site was a few yards from Five Lanes Cross, which was a 
significant location within the village.

To build a large five bedroom two storey house in this position would be totally 
out of character and certainly not feathering into the countryside as the council 
tried to ensure.  To make matters worse the site was on the side of a hill and 
right in line of vision when approached from any of the four lanes.  Approaching 
the site from Lymington Bottom, which was residential, although there were no 
houses opposite this site just fields, the road contained only bungalows once 
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you came around the bend.  So indeed, it would be a bookend at the end of the 
bungalows.  The photographs shown had been of properties that were not in 
the immediate vicinity.

Both Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan and CP29 of the JCS argued that 
developments should be sympathetic in terms of scale height and massing and 
make a positive contribution to the appearance of the area.

Returning to Five Lanes crossroads, this was an area known to flood as the 
photographs she had sent the previous night clearly showed.  There was a 
school on the opposite corner to which the children regularly had to paddle.  
Hampshire highways had been trying to solve this problem for years and had 
not yet managed to do so.  The importance of not adding to the problem was 
serious.

The school caused other problems for this site, as parking was a very serious 
safety hazard.  The school was rapidly expanding due to other large site 
developments in the area.  Almost all parents drove to school, as children came 
from other villages too.  In fact, the problem was so bad that parents had 
injured each other fighting over parking spaces.

The committee had been told by many developers that digging in a house 
would prevent it having an overpowering effect on the neighbours and the 
landscape.  In this case digging in to a depth of 75cms or 2’4” which would be 
the height of the retaining wall at the back was not a great deal to hide a five 
bedroom two storey house.

It must be concluded that a house with five bedrooms and three bathrooms 
upstairs was not a chalet bungalow.  It would be a large house, big enough to 
have a drawing room.  The committee had been told that this will be screened 
by hedges.  Unfortunately the hedges being relied upon by the applicant were 
not in his control and belonged to a neighbouring property. 

Screening hedges should be requested within the site, but that would be 
difficult, especially on the southern boundary, as there was only 1.9m or about 
6’ between the outside wall of the house and the edge of the site.  So, not likely 
to be much of a screening hedge, but nevertheless should be planted.

There were several inconsistencies with this application.  The committee had 
not been shown the parking arrangements, but the application form stated that 
there were currently two, which would increase to three.  How many would be 
for the donor house and how many would be for the proposed house?  There 
was no garage for this large five bedroomed house, which she found very 
strange.  Highways had requested a condition to show cycle and bin stores.  
Would there be a shed in the back garden on top of the hill and in the line of 
vision from all directions?  Another strange anomaly was that this was not 
proposed to connect to mains drainage which existed in the road.  Why would a 
septic tank be chosen for such a large house?   It would need very frequent 
emptying at quite a cost.
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To conclude, the proposal had not been very well thought out and would result 
in a large two storey house, not slightly higher than the donor house as the 
committee was being led to believe. 

Measuring the roof height from a small pointed gable part of bungalow roof 
rather than the main bulk of it was not right.  The committee had been told that 
the roof would only be 0.319 higher than the bungalow, but only if it was 
measured from the tiny apex near the chimney.  If measured from the vast 
majority of the roof height of the bungalow the proposed house would actually 
be 1.356m higher, which was considerably different. 

It showed that the applicant realised that the bulk of this house would be too 
much for this small triangular site.  It would be too high and therefore 
unsympathetic with its setting.  The last house on the lane should not be the 
largest or the highest.

This application contravened Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan.   It would be 
an inappropriate development of a residential garden, which would harm local 
character and should be refused.

It also contravened CP 29 in that: 

a) it would not respect the areas particular character;

d) it would not be appropriate or sympathetic to its setting in terms of scale 
height or massing.  It would be too big, too high and too much for the site;

h) it did not take account of NP policy 1; and

f & k ) currently there were no plans to show provision for bins or parking 
arrangements, nor cycle storage, although these could be conditioned.

She hoped that the committee agreed with her that this house would be too big 
and would not fit into the landscape or character and refuse it under policy 1 of 
the NP and CP29.

If minded to approve, she urged the committee to add a condition to prevent the 
movement of construction vehicles in to and out of the site between 8.15am – 
9.15am and 2.30pm – 4.15pm.  The reason for this being the safety of school 
children.

The committee debated the application.

The committee highlighted the usefulness of the site visit, which allowed the 
gradient of the site to be appreciated. Concerns about the potential for the 
existing flooding and parking problems on Lymington Bottom to be exacerbated 
were raised.  With regard to parking, the committee was surprised that the 
plans shown did not contain defined parking spaces for the proposed dwelling 
and that a five bedroom house would not have a garage.  The plans also 
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showed a new access for the property being created, although the Planning 
Officer confirmed that this would not be the case.  

The committee found it hard to justify that the proposed dwelling would be  
chalet style, given that two thirds of the second floor windows would be 
conventional in design.  The committee felt that the comparative elevation plans 
included within the agenda looked out of scale, with the proposed dwelling 
appearing to be shown at a smaller scale than the existing dwelling.  In reply, 
the Planning Officer confirmed that all of the plans submitted had been verified, 
although the elevations contained within the agenda might have been 
compressed for presentation purposes.

In response to a question, the Planning Officer advised that all of the adjacent 
properties were bungalows.  The committee had serious concerns regarding 
the height and size of the proposed dwelling in relation to the size of the plot 
and its elevated position.

In response to a question about the weight that could be applied to the 
Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan, the Development 
Management Manager confirmed that the plan had been ‘made’ and therefore 
carried full weight.  The plan contained the most recently adopted policies.  It 
could therefore be said that the plan carried more weight that the Council’s 
Joint Core Strategy, although the policies contained within both documents 
were similar.  

She felt that the final sentence of Policy 1 of the neighbourhood plan was key 
“The inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example, where 
such development would harm local character, will be refused.”  It was for the 
committee to judge whether this application constituted inappropriate 
development that would harm the character of the area.

At the Chairman’s invitation, Cllr Thomas took the opportunity to speak for a 
further minute.

In answer to a question raised during the debate, she confirmed that the school 
was currently a 1.5 form entry, but would soon become a 2 form entry.  Two 
chalet bungalows had been recently built on the site of one property nearby, but 
these had been smaller three bedroom properties.

The applicant, who was present, questioned why they had not been given an 
opportunity to speak.  The council’s solicitor confirmed that the applicant had 
not registered their intention to speak at least 48 hours before the meeting, as 
required.  He advised the committee that it could however take it’s own view as 
to whether to allow the applicant to speak.

Cllr Cowper was aware that if granted an opportunity to speak, the applicant 
would have had the benefit of hearing the debate before speaking, which the 
other speakers had not.  In the interest of natural justice, he proposed a motion 
that that the applicant be allowed to speak for three minutes and that the other 
speakers be offered a further three minutes to speak if they so chose.
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This proposal was seconded by Cllr Carter.

The committee voted on Cllr Cowper’s motion to allow the applicant to speak.  

Following the vote, the motion was declared CARRIED, 8 Councillors voting 
FOR the motion, no Councillors voting AGAINST the motion and two 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

Mr Halsey spoke as the applicant.

The proposed house was designed to fit into the street scene.  It would be 
similar to No.70 in style, which had been built in 2014, along with No.68, after a 
single house had been demolished and the plot split.  Both of these houses 
also had wooden cladding and brick frontages and were taller than the 
proposed house. The new house would fit neatly into the plot at the side of 
No.119, with the same 4.5m distance between them that was used between 
No.’s 68 and 70. It would have a modest footprint compared to the majority of 
the street and would not dominate the plot, which was just over a quarter of an 
acre.

The space remaining to No.119 would be 0.4 of an acre.  These plots were 
comparable in size to those No’s 68,70,76 and 80.  The front elevation would 
be significantly narrower than No.119 and the ridge height only 32cm higher;
this was as low as it could be made whilst still retaining rooms upstairs. It would 
be on the same level as No.119, needing excavation of the hill behind which 
sloped up from left to right across the plot.  This kept the height of the building 
low and would minimise its visual impact, as it would be nestled into the hill.  
The plot was very secluded, with a field to the south and trees and hedges 
screening it from the road.

There was already a chalet bungalow on the same side of the street, No.105, 
three doors down.  On the opposite side, all but one of the houses were chalet 
bungalows.  They were all of a similar height or taller than the proposed house.  
Both No’s 119 and 115 next door were ‘tall’ bungalows of similar height to the 
proposed building.  The only bungalow on the opposite side, No.80, was 
flanked by farm buildings, including a barn.  There were also several full two-
storey buildings around the junction 130m beyond the settlement boundary, 
with the village entrance sign situated beyond them. Together with the natural 
screening, the land topography and the low ridge height, these buildings meant 
that the new house would blend in well as the village was entered.

The applicant had shown on the drawings that the line of sight from the upstairs 
windows would be too low to see over the back boundary hedge into the 
neighbours garden.  This proposal did not count as back-garden development 
as it would not be behind the original house.  Nor was it beyond the settlement 
line drawn up in the neighbourhood plan, which ran across the back gardens on 
this side of the street, presumably to prevent cul-de-sac development.

The provision for three parking spaces plus turning meant that there would be 
no increase in parking on the street due to this application.  The road was 
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congested with school parking for approximately half an hour, twice a day. 
Adults going to work would not generally be around at these times, whilst 
parents of younger children would obviously walk to the school, thus not add to 
the problem.

The Parish Clerk, Mrs Goudie spoke on behalf of Four Marks Parish Council.

She said that nothing had changed from Four Marks Parish Council’s previous 
representation.  The proposal would not fit the street scene and other 
properties that had been referred to were not in the immediate vicinity.

Cllr Thomas spoke as a ward councillor.

She felt it interesting that the committee had been told that the design of the 
proposed property would fit in.  The surrounding area comprised of bungalows, 
therefore the two storey, five bedroom property proposed would not fit the 
design and character of the area.  The hedges that provided screening were 
not in the control of the applicant and could be removed at any time.  This is 
why if permitted, she suggested that an additional condition be added for 
additional screening that was in the control of the applicant.  Policy 1 of the 
neighbourhood plan did not refer to back land development, it referred to 
inappropriate development in gardens.  She believed that this proposal was 
inappropriate development within a garden and should therefore be refused.

Cllr Carter proposed the following motion for refusal:

‘The proposed development, by virtue of the inadequate size of the plot and the 
size, bulk, height and proximity of the new dwelling to the side boundaries, 
together with the elevated position, would be overbearing in the street scene 
and would have a cramped appearance and poor relationship with adjacent 
buildings.  The proposal would, therefore, be at odds with the established 
spacious character of this part of the village and would be would be contrary to 
policy CP29 of the East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy and policy 1 of the 
Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan.’

Cllr Cowper seconded this motion.

The committee voted on Cllr Carter’s motion for refusal.

Following the vote, the motion was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST refusal and no Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

It was therefore RESOLVED that planning permission be REFUSED.

Cllr Thomas resumed the Chair.
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199. 35364/002 - Land to the north of Ramshill, Petersfield, GU31 4AT 

276 dwellings with associated works including garages, parking, access and 
demolition of 44 & 46 Ramshill (as amplified by transport assessment received 
05/02/2002, noise and vibration reports received 24/04/2002 and 02/05/2002, 
plant list, ecological appraisal, planting plan received 01/05/2002, landscape 
management plan received 26/04/2002 as amended by plans received 
30/04/2002, 16/05/2002 and 19/12/2002)

The Development Management Manager introduced the item. She explained 
that progress had been made and it was believed that an end-maintenance 
provider for Skinners Farm Lane had been found.  They however required 
confirmation from Hampshire County Council that a licence would not be 
required for surface water to drain on to Ramshill.  If this issue was resolved, 
Taylor Wimpey had confirmed that they would complete the necessary works to 
the lane and adjacent walls to provide a safe footpath.

The committee was pleased with the progress made and NOTED the officer’s 
report.

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 8.05 pm

…………………
Chairman



23 March 2017
Planning Committee

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

S1  Item  01
56027/001/FUL

Land West of Brambles, Willis Lane, Four 
Marks, Alton

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Revised Condition 7 (landscaping) 

No development shall start on site until a fully detailed landscape and planting 
scheme for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 
Authority. This shall include a tree planting scheme within the blue area along the 
eastern boundary of the site.  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 enable proper 
consideration to be given to the impact of the proposed development on existing 
trees. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as it 
relates to the amenity of the area, and thus goes to the heart of the planning 
permission.  

Additional condition (contamination)

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 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 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.

S1  Item  02
21763/004/FUL

Westwood, 119 Lymington Bottom, Four 
Marks, Alton, GU34 5AH

CORRECTIONS

Paragraph two of the committee report should refer to the dwelling as five bedroom 
rather than four bedroom as stated. 

Paragraph 3 of Section 2 of the committee report states that the ridge height of the 
proposed dwelling is 0.6 metres higher than the host dwelling. It should read the 
maximum ridge height of the proposed dwelling is 0.319 higher than the maximum 
ridge height of the host dwelling. 



CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Additional conditions:

11) The floor levels of the finished development shall be in accordance with 
approved plans number 247.024 and 247.023B. 
Reason - To ensure that a harmonising visual relationship is achieved between the 
new and existing developments.

12) No development shall commence 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 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. 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.

Note: The applicant is requested to contact the Council's Drainage Consultant as 
soon as possible to discuss the details required for the discharge of the above 
condition.

13) The proposed hard surfaces shall either be made of porous materials or 
provision shall be made to direct run-off water from the hard surface/s to a permeable 
or porous surface within the site.
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for surface water drainage and avoid 
discharge of water onto the public highway.

S2  Item  1
35364/002/FUL

Land to the north of, Ramshill, Petersfield, 
GU314AT

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

From Ramshill Residents Association:

Thank you for notifying us about the above Planning Committee meeting which we 
will be attending. We are very glad that progress is being made although we are still 
disappointed that so many years were spent negotiating with HCC only for it to be 
decided that the footpath would not be adopted by them. 

We are aware, following a meeting last week, which the RRA attended, that the ‘ third 
party ’is giving the Skinners Farm Lane matter serious consideration in terms of 



taking  over the Lane and its long term maintenance. We also understand that no 
water will be allowed to discharge onto Ramshill (no matter what happens at present) 
and it would be against HCC policy to grant a licence to allow water to discharge onto 
Ramshill. We hope common sense will prevail and ALL authorities can now work 
together to make the footpath happen in the very near future.
We are still not aware how EHDC will legally secure maintenance and retention of 
the path in perpetuity and look forward to this matter being discussed at the Planning 
Committee meeting. We will be copying this email to all relevant parties.



Part 1

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX A

PS.482/2017
23 March 2017

PROPOSAL Use of land for the stationing of caravans for residential 
purposes and the formation of hardstanding and 
dayrooms (as amplified by emails dated 23/12/16 & 
1/2/17)

LOCATION: Land West of Brambles, Willis Lane, Four Marks, Alton
REFERENCE 
NO:

56027/001/FUL/LW

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 site shall not be occupied by any persons other than gypsies and 
travellers as defined in Annex 1: Glossary of Planning policy for travellers 
sites, or any subsequent documents that defines the definition of gypsies 
and travellers.
Reason - The site lies in a locality where permission would not normally 
be granted for residential development.

3 There shall be no more than 2 pitches on the site and on each of the 2 
pitches hereby approved no more than 2 caravans as defined in the 
Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act 1960 and the Caravans 
Sites Act 1968 (or any subsequent legislation that defines caravans), shall 
be stationed at any time, of which only 1 caravan shall be static a 
caravan. 



Reason - To control the level of residential use on the land, and in the 
interests of amenity. 

4 The utility/day  rooms hereby permitted shall be restricted to use as 
ancillary accommodation to the caravan site from which they  shall not be 
let, sold separately, or severed thereafter.
Reason - The site is in an area where a new dwelling would not normally 
be permitted.

5 No commercial activities shall take place on the land, including the 
storage of materials.
Reason - In the interest of the amenity of the area.  

6 No more than one commercial vehicle per pitch shall be kept on the land 
for use by the occupiers of the caravans hereby permitted, and it shall not 
exceed 3.5 tonnes in weight. 
Reason - In the interests of the amenity of the area.

7 No development shall start on site until a fully detailed landscape and 
planting scheme for the site has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority. This shall include a tree planting 
scheme within the blue area along the eastern boundary of the site.  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 
enable proper consideration to be given to the impact of the proposed 
development on existing trees. It is considered necessary for this to be a 
pre-commencement condition as it relates to the amenity of the area, and 
thus goes to the heart of the planning permission.  

8 No development shall start on site until the access, including the verge 
crossing shall be constructed and lines of sight of 2.4m metres by 160 
metres provided. The lines of sight splays shall be kept free of any 
obstruction exceeding 1 metre in height above the adjacent carriageway 
and shall be subsequently maintained so thereafter.



Reason - To provide satisfactory access and in the interests of highway 
safety. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement 
condition as it relates to highway safety, and thus goes to the heart of the 
planning permission.  

9 Before the development is first occupied 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.

10 The proposed hard surface/s shall either be made of porous materials or 
provision shall be made to direct run-off water from the hard surface/s to a 
permeable or porous surface within the site. 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for surface water drainage and 
avoid discharge of water onto the public highway.

11 No development shall commence 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 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. 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.
Note: The applicant is requested to contact the Council's Drainage 
Consultant as soon as possible to discuss the details required for the 
discharge of the above condition.

12 No external lighting/floodlighting shall be erected on the site without the 
prior approval, in writing, of the local Planning Authority. The approved 
details shall be installed, operated and, therefore, maintained in 
accordance with the approved scheme.
Reason - In the interests of the amenity of the area.

13 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 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 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.



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

Application form
Block plan
Location plan
Proposed floor and elevations (utility/day room)
Planning statement
Planning policy for traveller sites
Additional pitches (proposed plots 3 & 4 plus associated vehicle parking
Emails dated 23/12/16 & 1/2/17

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 Please contact the Council's Private Sector Housing Team to obtain a 
Caravan Site Licence under the Housing Act 2004.

2 Environmental Services recommends developers follow the risk 
management framework provided in ‘CLR 11 – Model procedures for the 
Management of Land Contamination’ when dealing with land affected by 
contamination and ‘Planning Policy Statement 23 – Planning and 
Pollution Control’. A leaflet entitled "Development on Potentially 
Contaminated Land" is available as a download on the following East 
Hampshire District Council website 
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/ContaminatedL
andGuide.pdf

and which contains a template for a Completion Statement. This should 
be completed by the applicant at the end of the development, regardless 
of whether contamination was
investigated/discovered on site. Approval of this statement will enable 
discharge of the unsuspected contamination condition.

———————————————————————————————————————
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APPENDIX B

PS.482/2017
23 March 2017

PROPOSAL Detached dwelling 
LOCATION: Westwood, 119 Lymington Bottom, Four Marks, Alton, GU34 5AH

REFERENCE NO: 21763/004/FUL/LTu

1 The proposed development, by virtue of the inadequate size of the plot 
and the size, bulk, height and proximity of the new dwelling to the side 
boundaries, together with the elevated position, would be overbearing in 
the street scene and would have a cramped appearance and poor 
relationship with adjacent buildings.  The proposal would, therefore, be at 
odds with the established spacious character of this part of the village and 
would be would be contrary to policy CP29 of the East Hampshire Joint 
Core Strategy and policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks 
Neighbourhood Plan.

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