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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 10 May 2018

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: R Ayer (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, K Carter, F Cowper, D Evans, 
A Glass, M Johnson, A Joy, C Louisson, J Matthews, S Schillemore and A Williams

140. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors K Budden, N Drew, R Mocatta and 
S Pond.

141. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 12 April 2018 were agreed and signed as a 
correct record, with the following amendment:

Minute 125 - Apologies for Absence – Cllr Matthews to be removed from the list 
of apologies, as at the time he was not eligible to sit on the committee.

142. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no chairman’s announcements.

143. Declarations of Interest 

There were no declarations of interest.

144. 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.

145. Future Items 

The committee agreed to visit the following site should the application come to 
committee for consideration:

 25380/018 – Coomers, Oakhanger.
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146. 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:

25320/003/FUL

Pendaren, Boundary Road, Grayshott, 
Hindhead, GU26 6TX

Three 5 bed dwellings and two detached 
garages together with one new access 
following demolition of existing dwelling 
and outbuildings (as amended by plans 
received 6 March 2018).

Refused for reasons set out in Appendix 
B

57485/002/FUL

48 Kingswood Firs, Grayshott, 
Hindhead, GU26 6ES

Two storey replacement dwelling with 
integral garage following demolition of 
existing two storey dwelling house, 
garage and side wing (AS AMENDED 
BY PLANS RECEIVED 05/12/2017, 
06/02/2018 and 25/04/2018).

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A 

SDNP/18/01350/HOUS

Greenhill House, Froxfield

Single storey side extension

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A

147. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related 
planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the 
local planning authority
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148. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

149. 25320/003/FUL/JonH - Pendaren, Boundary Road, Grayshott, Hindhead, 
GU26 6TX 

Three 5 bed dwellings and two detached garages together with one new 
access following demolition of existing dwelling and outbuildings (as amended 
by plans received 6 March 2018).

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application and displayed a 
variety of photographs of the existing dwelling, grounds and access, along with 
site plans and elevations of the three proposed dwellings.  Whilst there was 
some regret to the loss of the existing dwelling, it was not considered to be of 
sufficient architectural merit to be retained.  He outlined the planning history of 
the site and explained that two semi-detached properties had been granted 
permission on the site in 2006.

Concerns regarding density had been raised, but the scheme would realise a 
density of 9dph, whereas Boundary Road was 15dph and The Avenue to the 
west was 26dph.  Officers therefore considered that the proposal was 
appropriate, the character in keeping and there were no concerns regarding 
parking or increased traffic.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1)  Mrs Tarento spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

As set out in Appendix 1 attached to these minutes.

(2)  Cllr Hedger spoke on behalf of Grayshott Parish Council.

As set out in Appendix 2 attached to these minutes.

(3)  Mrs Barnett spoke as the agent for the application.

As set out in Appendix 3 attached to these minutes.

The Chairman invited Cllr Cowper to open the debate as the local councillor.

Cllr Cowper highlighted a few key planning considerations that he believed 
should be considered:

Traffic.  Boundary Road had no right of way for vehicular traffic and the only 
legal use for vehicles was for access.  No response had been received from the 
Rights of Way Officer in respect of the increased traffic movements that the 
proposal would generate.  This consultee response was required in order to 
consider this material consideration.

Density.  The density of Boundary Road was not 15dph, nor was it near the 
9dph of the proposed development.  The proposed density of development 
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would be a major change to the character of Boundary Road.  Comparison with 
The Avenue was spurious, as The Avenue was an adopted highway of a very 
different character.

Appearance. The design of the proposed properties did not conform to that 
emphasised in the Grayshott Village Design Statement.  He believed that the 
result would therefore be damaging to the character of the area.

Impact on the occupiers of Morlancourt.  The proposal would result in a two-
storey brick wall, four metres from Morlancourt.  He believed that this would 
have an overbearing impact on the residents of Morlancourt, against Policy 
CP29.

The committee debated the application, raising concerns about the lack of 
comment from the Rights of Way Officer, increased vehicle movements, 
housing density, the character of the area, the condition of Boundary Road and 
the loss of amenity to neighbouring residents.

In response to questions it was confirmed that the Rights of Way Officer had 
been given the regular 28 days to respond, plus a further two months.  During 
this time they had been chased for a response on three separate occasions, 
but none had been received.  The only grounds that the Right of Way Officer 
could have to object would be on the impact of additional traffic. Policy T4 
resisted an increased use of a bridleway.  However, in the view of officers, the 
proposal was acceptable because the bridleway was already used to access 
existing properties.

The committee regretted the loss of the current Edwardian house, but 
acknowledged that it was in a poor state of repair and not afforded any form of 
protected status.  The principle of redevelopment was not disputed, but it 
should be in-keeping and make best use of the land, as per the requirements of 
the NPPF.  The committee felt that three dwellings was too many for the site 
and that two would reduce the number of dwellings per hectare, reduce the 
volume of traffic on Boundary Road and, subject to layout, resolve the issue of 
the loss of amenity to the residents of Morlancourt. 

Cllr Joy proposed deferral to allow for further information to be sought regarding 
the proposed access arrangements and advice regarding the principle of 
development in respect of the impact on existing residents. 

There was no seconder to this proposal.

Cllr Cowper proposed the following reasons for refusal:
1. Boundary Road has a semi-rural character, comprising low density 
development with dwellings of varying designs set in spacious plots. The 
proposal would result in a density and cramped layout that is out of keeping 
with the character and distinctive appearance of Boundary Road. Additionally, 
the design of the buildings would be out of keeping with the character and 
appearance of the area. The proposal is contrary to policy CP29 of the East 
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Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and the advice contained in the 
Grayshott Village Design Statement and section 7 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework; and

2. The scale, layout and design of the development, specifically Plot 3, would 
result in an overbearing impact on the amenity of ‘Morlancourt’ resulting in 
harm to the living conditions of the residents. The proposal is therefore contrary 
to policies CP27 and CP29 of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy 
and the advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework.
This proposal was seconded by Cllr Schillemore

The committee voted on the proposal for refusal.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 8 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, 3 Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 2 Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

150. 57485/002/FUL/DaH - 48 Kingswood Firs, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 6ES 

Two storey replacement dwelling with integral garage following demolition of 
existing two storey dwelling house, garage and side wing (as amended by 
plans received 05/12/2017, 06/02/2018 and 25/04/2018)

The Planning Officer introduced the application and displayed a variety of 
photographs and plans of the existing dwelling and grounds, along with site 
plans and elevations of the proposed replacement dwelling. Kingswood Firs 
was covered by Policy H9 and there were trees subject of Tree Preservation 
Orders to the front and side that would be retained.

There had been no objection from the Arboricultural Officer and officers judged 
that there would be no unacceptable impact on the amenity of neighbouring 
residents.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1)  Mr Campbell Clause spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

As set out in Appendix 4 attached to these minutes.

(2)  Cllr Hedger spoke on behalf of Grayshott Parish Council.

As set out in Appendix 5 attached to these minutes.

(3)  Mr Dames spoke as the agent for the application.

Mr Dames explained that the architect had worked with officers at EHDC and 
that the draft proposals had been circulated and amended following 
consultation with the residents of neighbouring properties.  He did not believe 
that the scale of the proposed dwelling would be out of keeping with other 
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properties in Kingswood Firs and confirmed that the height would be similar to 
existing properties in the adjacent cul-de-sac.  

The Chairman invited Cllr Cowper to open the debate as the local councillor.

Cllr Cowper explained that Kingswood Firs was a highly desirable road and 
acknowledged that the current property was in a poor state of repair.  The 
redevelopment of the site gave the opportunity for a huge improvement, but he 
felt that the proposal submitted pushed the boundaries a little too far.

He was concerned about the loss of amenity to the occupiers of No.47 due to 
overlooking, caused by the proposed position of the dwelling close to the 
boundary and coupled with its height.

The positioning of the proposed dwelling close to the boundary with No.47, the 
8.1m ridge height and the overall scale of the proposed dwelling in relation to 
its plot would also be out of keeping with the character of Kingswood Firs.  

The committee debated the application, acknowledging the varied mix of 
housing types and styles in Kingswood Firs.  A number of councillors believed 
that the design of the proposed property would be an improvement over the 
existing property and more in character with the area. Whilst it was appreciated 
that the replacement dwelling would be larger and taller, the committee 
believed that the proposal was acceptable.

Cllr Cowper proposed refusal because the proposal would have an 
unacceptable impact to the amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring 
property due to overlooking, contrary to Policy CP27.

Cllr Joy seconded the proposal. 

The committee voted on the proposal for refusal.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared LOST, 3 Councillors voting FOR 
refusal, 10 Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and no Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

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

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 2 Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and 1 Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Ashcroft left the meeting.

151. PART 2 - South Downs National Park - Applications and related planning 
matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority
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152. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

153. SDNP/18/01350/HOUS - Greenhill House, Stoner Hill Road, Froxfield, 
Petersfield 

Single storey side extension.

The Planning Development Manager introduced the application and outlined 
the planning history of the property, along with the details of Policy SD31 of the 
revised South Downs National Park Local Plan that had recently been 
submitted to the Secretary of State.  This policy was more restrictive than 
Policy H16 and would only allow a 30% extension over the size of a property as 
it had of been on 18 December 2002.  Whilst the approval of this application 
would result in an increase in 106% over the original property size, it would only 
realise a 17% increase in the property size as it had been on 18 December 
2002.

She displayed a number of photographs of the site, along with a block plan and 
elevations of the proposed extension.

The committee voted on the recommendation for approval.

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

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 8.18 pm

…………………
Chairman



10 May 2018
Planning Committee

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

S1 Item 01

25320/003/FUL

Pendaren, Boundary Road, Grayshott, 
Hindhead, GU26 6TX

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

One further letter of objection has been received reiterating concerns already listed 
in the report.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Additional condition:

Within two months of the commencement of the development, the applicant shall 
undertake a condition survey of the surface of Boundary Road (including 
photographic record), which shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority. Prior 
to the first occupation of the final dwelling, the surface of Boundary Road shall be 
reinstated to a similar state, or better, to the agreement of the Local Planning 
Authority.
Reason - To ensure the surface of the road/bridlepath is not worsened as a 
consequence of construction works. 

S1 Item 02

57485/002/FUL

48 Kingswood Firs, Grayshott, Hindhead, 
GU26 6ES

CORRECTIONS

The Kingswood Firs South Tree Protection Order Area (as referred to in the 'Site 
and Development' section and 'Arboriclutural implication' sections of the report) was 
removed on 9th May 2018. On 9th May 2018 the Order was replaced with the (48 
Kingswood Firs, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 6ES) Tree Preservation Order 
(EH1087) 2018. The new Order specifically refers to the following:

Map reference 'G1' 4 Scots Pine and 6 Silver Birch (at the front of the property).
Map reference 'G2' 10 Scots Pine and 4 Silver Birch (at the rear of the property).
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX A

10 May 2018

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 Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in 
the application or in the absence of such information, no development 
above slab level shall take place 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.

3 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 the 
development hereby approved the first floor window in the east elevation 
of the development 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.

4 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict 
accordance with the approved Arboricultural Method Statement prepared 
by Will Ross (revision 2 dated 06/02/2018) and Tree Protection Plan 
(revision 2b dated 19/03/2018) received by the Local Planning Authority 
on 18/04/2018. Any variation must be agree in writing with the LPA. The 
condition will not be discharged on completion of the development without 
satisfactory written evidence of contemporaneous supervision and 
monitoring of the tree protection throughout construction by a suitably 
qualified and pre-appointed tree specialist.
Reason - To ensure that the trees on and around the site are adequately 
protected from damage to their health and /or amenity value.

5 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, Classes A, B 
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 extension/alteration of this dwelling 
could result in an adverse effect upon the adjacent properties and the 
visual character of the area.

6 The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until 
a detailed boundary treatment plan has been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The plan shall include details 
of the positions, design, materials/species of the boundary treatments to 
be erected/planted.  The approved details shall be fully implemented 
before the use of the development is commenced and/or any part of the 
development is occupied and shall be retained thereafter.
Reason - To ensure an appropriate standard of visual amenity in the area 
and to safeguard the privacy and amenities of the residents of the locality.

7 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 should provide 
at least 10% of energy demand from decentralised and renewable or low 
carbon energy sources.  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.

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

Application form
CIL form 0 - additional information requirement
CIL form 1 - assumption of liability
CIL form 7 - self build exemption claim
Covering letter 15/09/2017
Supporting planning letter 15/09/2017
Supporting photographs
Tree Survey (arboricultural method statement rev 2 dated 06/02/2018) 
(AS AMENDED BY STATEMENT RECEIVED 06/02/2018).
Bat Survey Report August 2017
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-101 - site location plan
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-102A - existing site block plan (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-103A - existing site survey (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-104 - existing elevations (AS AMENDED BY PLAN 
RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-105B - proposed site block plan (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-106E - proposed site layout (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 25/04/2018)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-107C - proposed ground floor plan (AS AMENDED 
BY PLAN RECEIVED 06/02/2018)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-108B - proposed first floor plan (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-109B - proposed roof plan (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 05/12/2017)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-110B - proposed elevations 01 (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 06/02/2018)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-111B - proposed elevations 02 (AS AMENDED BY 
PLAN RECEIVED 06/02/2018)
Drg no. FA-RR16-49-112A - proposed site sections (ADDITIONAL PLAN 
RECEIVED 06/02/2018)
Tree Protection Plan Rev 2b (dated 19/03/2018) (AS AMENDED BY 



PLAN RECEIVED 18/04/2018)

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 applicant/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions.

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit and no further assistance was required.

2 The proposed development referred to in this planning permission is a 
chargeable development liable to pay Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) under Part 11 of the Planning Act 2008 and the CIL Regulations (as 
amended)

In accordance with CIL Regulation 65, East Hampshire District Council 
will issue a Liability Notice in respect of the chargeable development 
referred to in this planning permission as soon as practicable after the 
day on which planning permission first permits development.  Further 
details on the Council’s CIL process can be found on the East Hampshire 
District Council website:
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Planning%20C
ontributions%20and%20CIL%20Supplementary%20Planning%20Docum
ent%20-%20April%202016.pdf

———————————————————————————————————————
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX B

10 May 2018

PROPOSAL Three 5 bed dwellings and two detached garages together with one 
new access following demolition of existing dwelling and 
outbuildings (as amended by plans received 6 March 2018).

LOCATION: Pendaren, Boundary Road, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 6TX

REFERENCE NO: 25320/003/FUL/JonH

 

1 Boundary Road has a semi-rural character, comprising low density 
development with dwellings of varying designs set in spacious plots. The 
proposal would result in a density and cramped layout that is out of 
keeping with the character and distinctive appearance of Boundary Road. 
Additionally, the design of the buildings would be out of keeping with the 
character and appearance of the area. The proposal is contrary to policy 
CP29 of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and the advice 
contained in the Grayshott Village Design Statement and section 7 of the 
National Planning policy Framework.

2 The scale, layout and design of the development, specifically Plot 3, 
would result in an overbearing impact on the amenity of ‘Morlancourt’ 
resulting in harm to the living conditions of the residents. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to policies CP27 and CP29 of the East Hampshire 
District Joint Core Strategy and the advice contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 



Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 The applicant is advised that if this application had been acceptable in all 
other respects, the scheme would be liable to the East Hampshire District 
CIL Charging Schedule which became a material planning consideration 
on 8th April 2016. Therefore, if this decision is appealed and 
subsequently granted planning permission at appeal, this scheme would 
be liable to pay the Council’s CIL upon commencement of development. 
The CIL Schedule may be found online, here: 
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/East%20Hampshire%20District%20Charging%20Schedule%20incl
uding%20maps.pdf

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

 offering a pre-application advice service,

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

In this instance
 was provided with pre-application advice,
 updating applicant/agents of any issues that may arise in the 

processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions.

 In this instance the applicant was provided with pre-application 
advice and was updated of any issues after the initial site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————
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This statement represents the opinions of all the residents of Boundary Road who 
sent in their objections.

________________________________________________________

The Boundary Road Residents’ Association regards this Application as:

A serious overdevelopment of the Pendaren site; 

Is not in keeping with the area’s particular characteristics   

and that the additional traffic will have a detrimental effect on the bridleway.  

We strongly believe that three properties would be far too cramped, but that 2 large, 
impressive houses with similarly proportioned gardens to both front and back would 
be in keeping with the rest of the bridleway.

We disagree with the Planning Officer’s recommendation, as we consider that a solid 
brick wall only 4 meters from Morlancourt’s front door and side pathway is totally 
UNACCEPTABLE.  

The only other properties with a comparable situation are the two semi-detached 
cottages on the south side of Morlancourt.  The plans for these were also strongly 
objected to at the time, but unfortunately again local opinion was disregarded and it 
would appear that this is now being used as a precedent.

Three properties as planned would change the character and appearance of the 
bridleway completely and, just as worryingly, could then create a precedent for future 
developments.

The new house types are all of a very similar style, and the positioning on the plot 
means they would impose themselves, and have a major impact on the bridleway.  
The character would change from an informal rural bridleway to a traditional street 
environment because the development would be so visible 

The plot size is NOT consistent with other dwellings.  There is one property which is 
a small Victorian cottage, otherwise all are large properties on large plots APART 
FROM the two semi-detached properties which were previously imposed on the 
bridleway.  

Comparing the density with The Avenue is totally absurd as it has a completely 
different character and also The Avenue is an adopted ROAD whereas Boundary 
Road is an UNadopted BRIDLEWAY.   It is also not correct to say there are 
approximately 15 dwellings per hectare to the south on Boundary Road.  We have 
calculations to show that it is actually 9 or 10 per hectare.  

This development may well not have a detrimental impact on the HIGHWAY Network 
but it would have a massive impact on the bridleway.  As the Planning Officer has 
stated, “it is a quiet lane serving a handful of properties.”  In the plans, allowance has 
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been made for 12 vehicles which would increase the total number of vehicles in the 
bridleway by almost 50%.

We have just spent four years trying to reduce the volume of traffic, as well as 
£90,000 to improve the tarmac’d section up to the Surgery, a large proportion of 
which came from various Council Grants, and this money will not be available again.

We would respectfully ask that some consideration be given to the existing residents 
who all chose to live on a bridleway and the owners of Morlancourt who absolutely 
did not choose to be confronted by a solid length of brick wall every time they step 
out of their front door.

For these reasons we believe that permission should only be granted for two 
properties on the Pendaren site. 
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Grayshott Parish Council objects to this application on the grounds of 
overdevelopment.

Boundary Road is an attractive rural lane with plenty of mature hedges and trees.  
The properties are private, distinctive and due to their varying positions on their plots 
give a sense of a rural lane with some houses rather than a row of houses.  

The proposed houses fill the width of their plots and have only a small gap to their 
boundary.  They all face forwards and provide little privacy and screening – this 
gives a very different feel to the reminder of the lane.  

We are particularly concerned that plot 3 is close to Morlancourt to the South.

The site is on Boundary Road, Grayshott Bridleway no. 18.  We note that the HCC 
Rights of Way Officer has not been consulted.   The bridleway is in a poor state of 
repair and the additional cars that would serve three 5 bedroom houses would cause 
a significant increase in traffic.  The surface of Boundary Road has recently been 
improved from Headley Road to the Surgery thanks to the Residents’ Association, 
the surgery and neighbouring parishes.  This section needs to be protected from 
increased traffic use.  The rest of the bridleway is un–made, often potholed, steep 
towards Crossways Road and difficult to exit from.   Development resulting in 
additional traffic on the bridleway must be refused in order to preserve the surface. 

In addition we feel that any further traffic on Boundary Road would increase the 
danger to pedestrians that use the lane.  The busy GP surgery and St Edmunds 
School are accessed by pedestrians (including children) using Boundary Road.

We wish to summarise by stating that we believe the proposed development is 
contrary to East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy Policy CP29 
which states “New development will be required to seek exemplary standards of 
design and architecture with a high quality external appearance that respect the 
area’s particular characteristics”.  

Thank you
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Appendix 3

Boundary Road
Deputation to Committee 10 May 2018 

The application site comprises a 0.33ha site on the western side of Boundary Road 

in Grayshott on the Surrey border.  It is a sustainable site within walking distance of a 

range of services facilities, as acknowledged in the Officer’s report.  It is within the 

settlement policy boundary for Grayshott and as such the principle of residential 

development is acceptable where it is consistent with maintaining and enhancing 

character and quality of life.

The current building, Pendarren, occupies an extensive plot, significantly larger than 

those to the south (with a current density of only 3 dwellings per hectare).  In fact, the 

four properties to the south of the application site, together occupy a similar site area 

to that of Pendarren (at a density of approximately 14 dwellings per hectare).  The 

density of properties in The Avenue, which backs on to the application site to the 

rear, is higher still, at approximately 37 dwellings per hectare.

The replacement of the current single dwelling with three detached dwelling would 

result in a density of only 9 dwellings per hectare, which cannot be considered as 

over development in the context of the above.  The development proposals make 

effective use of the site in accordance with national and local planning policy.

The potential impact arising from the proximity of built development to the 

neighbouring property to the south, Morlancourt, is an improvement over the layout 

of the existing south-facing house as the  proposed internal layouts of the 3 plots 

face east/west,   Consequently, Morlancourt will no longer be overlooked as is the 

case presently.  

Also, the distance between plot 3 and the corner of Morlancourt is not dissimilar to 

that between Morlancourt and Caldrew Cottages to the south.

It is not unusual for properties to be located on the boundary of adjacent properties.  

As noted in the letter of representation from the occupiers of Fynescourt to the north, 

the existing house (Pendarren) is adjacent to their boundary and, in part, forms the 



2

boundary.  The layout of the proposed plot 1 house is an improvement over the 

existing house with respect to its proximity to Fynescourt

In terms of the design of the development, the applicant has amended the scheme to 

include three different house types.  As noted in the committee report, your Officer 

considers the proposal to be of a high quality design that respects the character of 

the area and is respectful in terms of layout, design and relationship to adjoining 

properties.

The proposals include adequate provision for parking and manoeuvring of vehicles 

on site.  

Access to the site is via an unmade track and, as such, vehicle speeds are low due 

to the condition of the road.  The County Highway Officer is satisfied with the 

proposed access arrangements.

There are no objections from the traffic management team, the highways officer, the 

arboricultural officer or the County ecologist and the application is supported by the 

Planning Officer.  

The proposal will make best use of the site in accordance with JCS Policy CP2 and 

CP10, will not adversely affect the amenity of adjoining properties in accordance with 

Policy CP27, is of appropriate scale, height, density and relationship to adjoining 

buildings and will reflect the character of the area and contribute to local 

distinctiveness in accordance with Policy CP29.  The site is in a sustainable location 

and access to the site is acceptable in accordance with Policy CP31.

The draft conditions include a requirement for a fully detailed landscaping and 

planting scheme prior to the site being brought into use. Any residual concerns of 

neighbouring residents about boundary treatments can be appropriately addressed 

at this point.

On behalf of my client I therefore support the Officer’s recommendation and 

respectfully request that you resolve to grant planning permission.
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Objectors submission to planning committee on 10th May 2017

48 Kingswood Firs, Grayshott, GU26 6ES- 

Good evening Chairman and Members of the Committee and thank you for the 
opportunity to speak on behalf of the objectors.

Grayshott Parish Council, will be speaking after me who will present the overall 
reasons as to why we are objecting to this application. I will only address certain 
aspects of the Case Officer’s report relating to scale and amenity to the adjoining 
dwellings. 

1. In particular, reference is made to comparisons of the footprint of the 
proposed dwelling to those of it’s neighbours (under the heading Design 
and Visual impact upon the Area of Special Housing Character).  The 
dimensions used are the maximum widths and depths, which is very 
misleading.  The Case Officer was made aware of this on the 18th February 
after the applicant used the same comparisons.  If we, in fact, use the 
outlines of the adjoining dwellings to obtain a correct square meterage, 
the footprint of the proposed dwelling will be 82% larger than no. 49 
Kingswood Firs and 85% larger than no. 47.  It therefore is not reasonable 
to make the statement that “The footprint of the replacement dwelling is 
therefore considered to be acceptable in comparison to the size of the 
closest neighbouring properties”.

2. The increased height of the replacement dwelling is stated as being 2.78m 
higher than the existing property and would not result in an unacceptable 
impact.  However, as the replacement dwelling has a crown roof, the main 
ridge runs not only across the front and rear elevations, but also to the 
sides at 8.68m above ground level.  It will therefore be very bulky and 
clearly have a negative impact upon the area, where the adjoining 
dwellings not only have lower ridge heights, at 7.5m, but much shorter 
lengths of the main ridge.

3. Under the heading: Impact on the amenity of the neighbouring 
properties:
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Whilst efforts have been made to reduce the size of the proposed 
dwelling, it still has a negative impact, in particular it’s overbearing 
presence.  It will cut out the sunlight in the mornings to no. 47 and in the 
evenings to no. 49 which is not acceptable when the dwellings are 
designed in spacious settings in an Area of Special Housing Character.

We respectfully ask that you refuse this application which will enable the 
applicant to reflect on the excessive proposal and resubmit a design which 
would sit more comfortably in this cul de sac and not compromise the 
amenity of the neighbouring properties.
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Grayshott Parish Council objects to this application on the grounds of 
overdevelopment.

Kingswood Firs is an iconic estate in the village.  The setting is generally one of large 
plots and gardens set amongst woodland with narrow roads and wide green verges.  
The cul-de-sac in which 48 Kingswood Firs sits has a green rural setting with chalet 
bungalows and single storey properties on the edge of the Settlement Policy 
Boundary.

The scale, size and mass of the proposed dwelling is out of keeping with the other 
properties in the cul-de-sac.  The proposed dwelling will fill and dominate the plot, 
which is one of the smaller plots on the Estate.  The height of the property will sit 
uncomfortably in the street and will harm the character of the cul-de-sac and by its 
depth will cause a considerable loss of amenity to its near neighbours.  The 
Committee members that visited the site and the neighbour’s garden last week 
perhaps appreciated the lack of amenity.

The proposed house is out of keeping with other houses which sit comfortably in 
their plots.

In addition the design of the property is out of keeping with the consistent design 
features of the estate.  The estate was built using well defined themes such as the 
soffit and bargeboard styles, first floor tile hanging, ground floor bay windows, brick 
and the 2.4m interior ceiling height which defines the overall external eaves height.  
The design of the proposed dwelling with its Georgian style windows is more in 
keeping with an urban executive style estate than a house in a semi-rural Hampshire 
village.

The application is therefore contrary to East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy Policy CP29 (“New development will be required to seek exemplary 
standards of design and architecture with a high quality external appearance that 
respect the area’s particular characteristics”) and Second Review 2006 policy H9 
which recognises the importance of the character of a location.

Thank you
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APPENDIX A

10 May 2018

PROPOSAL Single storey side extension
LOCATION: Greenhill House, Froxfield

REFERENCE NO: SDNP/18/01350/HOUS

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