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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 13 February 2019

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: D Ashcroft, K Budden, K Carter, F Cowper, N Drew, A Glass, 
M Johnson, A Joy, C Louisson, R Mocatta, D Phillips, S Pond (Vice-Chairman) and 
A Williams

122. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors D Evans, J Matthews and                 
S Schillemore.

123. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 10 January 2019 were agreed and signed 
as a correct record.

124. Chairman's Announcements 

The Chairman announced that Section II, item (i) – The Queens Hotel, High 
Street, Selborne, would be considered first, due to the level of public interest.

125. Declarations of Interest 

There were no declarations of interest.

126. 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.

127. Future Items 

The committee agreed to visit the following site:

 Merryfield Farm, West Tisted
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128. Report of the Director of Regeneration and Place 

The report of the Director of Regeneration and Place was considered and it 
was RESOLVED that:

Application No., Site and Description: Resolution:

21594/023/FUL

Searle & Taylor House, The Dene, 
Ropley, Alresford, SO24 0BH

Change of use from mixed use (retail, 
office and garage) to B1 Business 
(office use) [amended description]

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A and the additional 
condition set out in the Supplementary 
Update paper.

58086/HSE

22 Stonehill Road, Headley Down, 
Bordon, GU35 8ET

Two storey side extension and single 
storey rear extension following 
demolition of conservatory and garage 
side wall (as amended by plans 
received (17/01/2019)

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A.

SDNP/18/02564/FUL

The Queens Hotel, High Street, 
Selborne, Alton, GU34 3JH

Conversion and alteration of the existing 
Queens building and barn to form 4 
residential dwellings, including 
demolition of single storey structures, 
and the erection of 1 detached dwelling 
within the grounds, with associated 
parking and landscaping. (Final Bat 
Survey Report for Barn received 
22/6/2018) Amended drawings received 
3 August 2018 Updated arboricultural 
information 28/9/2018 Amended site 
plan 3/1/2019 (refuse storage relocated)

Refused for the reason as set out in 
Appendix B.
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129. 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

130. SECTION 1 - APPLICATION REPORTED IN DETAIL

131. SDNP/18/02564/FUL - The Queens Hotel, High Street, Selborne, Alton, 
GU34 3JH 

Conversion and alteration of the existing Queens building and barn to form 4 
residential dwellings, including demolition of single storey structures, and the 
erection of 1 detached dwelling within the grounds, with associated parking and 
landscaping.  (Final Bat Survey Report for Barn received 22/6/2018) Amended 
drawings received 3 August 2018 Updated arboricultural information received 
28/9/2018 Amended site plan 3/1/2019 (refuse storage relocated)

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

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application.  She displayed 
photographs of the site along with a variety of plans including the proposed site 
plan, proposed floor plan and proposed streetscene.

She drew the committee’s attention to the Supplementary Matters which 
confirmed that planning policy had been updated since the report had been 
written.  The Pre-Submission South Downs Local Plan had previously been 
afforded considerable weight.  This plan was now at a stage where the draft 
policies could be afforded significant weight.  The principal local plan document 
was still the EHDC Joint Core Strategy (JCS) which had been adopted in 2014 
and was afforded full weight.  East Hampshire’s new draft Local Plan could not 
yet be given any weight and had not been referred to.   Policy SD43 had been 
proposed to be modified to increase the marketing period from 12 months to 24 
months.  This did not change the officer’s recommendation as marketing had 
already been carried out for at least 24 months.

In order for the marketing and viability issues to be fully addressed, EHDC had 
commissioned an independent assessment by Vail Williams.  Their conclusions 
could be found on pages 55 and 56 of the report.

The Conservation Officer’s preferred use was that it be a public house, 
however there was support that the proposal would preserve or enhance the 
Conservation Area.

The officer’s recommendation was for permission.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1) Cllr Palmer spoke on behalf of Selborne Parish Council.

As set out in Appendix 1 attached to these minutes.
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Due to technical issues with the microphones, the meeting adjourned at 
6.25pm.

The meeting reconvened at 6.27pm.

Cllr Mocatta joined the meeting.

(2) Mrs Rye spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

As set out in Appendix 2 attached to these minutes.

(3) Mr Macklin and Walsha addressed the committee in support of the 
application.

As set out in Appendices 3 and 4 attached to these minutes.

Cllr Budden joined the meeting.

(4) Cllr Ashcroft spoke as the local ward councillor.

He thanked the officer for their full, in depth report.  There had been a lot of 
feeling regarding this application and was very much heart versus head.

The Queens had been failing for a number of years.  The village shop was also 
on the market as it too had been failing.  The school saw falling numbers and 
the pre-school was struggling.

Opportunities for further development in Selborne was probably nil as it was 
within the South Downs National Park (SDNP).  There was a need for houses 
in the village for those who wanted to downsize. The building was not listed but 
this proposal would maintain the streetscene by keeping the iconic building.  He 
would have loved to see it kept as a wonderful bar and hotel but it would not be 
viable.  He did not want to see the building deteriorate further.

Cllr Ashcroft understood that the letting rooms had Permitted Development 
Rights and could have been converted in to flats.

He was interested to hear the views of the committee.

The Chairman asked the Solicitor to address the legal points relevant to the 
application. 

The Solicitor outlined the history relating to applications made by the 
community group, Save The Queens, to have the property listed as an Asset of 
Community Value.  He also outlined the relevance of the complaints made to 
the Local Government Ombudsman and the Compulsory Purchase Order.

The committee discussed the application.

The strength of feeling had been clear from letters residents had sent to 
members of the Planning Committee.
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In support of the application, it was noted that the proposal would provide 
housing in a village that needed it under the constraints of the SDNP.  These 
dwellings would go some way towards the target of 100 homes per year the 
SDNP would be providing in the East Hampshire district.

Councillors who had been present on the site visit were dismayed at the current 
state of The Queens and felt that the building had been stripped bare 
seemingly unnecessary.  It was commented that the stripping out of the pub 
had become a material consideration by default and whilst members 
appreciated that the owner could do what they wanted to their property, 
questioned how it could be marketed as a pub.

In response to a question raised as to how the marketing exercise had been 
rigorous when the report said that it was flawed, the Principal Planning Officer 
said that the officer’s assessment was that despite limitations, it was not viable 
for The Queens to run as a public house.  It was not realistic to expect the 
owner to accept the offer of £139K from the community group when it had been 
valued at £500K.  With the amount of money that would need to be spent on it 
to return it to a public house, the returns would be so fragile, it would not be 
expected that a business would take it on as a public house.

The committee was not satisfied that adequate evidence had been provided to 
demonstrate that it met the requirements of Policies CP16, SD23 and SD43 of 
the Pre-Submission South Downs Local Plan.

The Director of Regeneration and Place said that the South Downs Local Plan 
was one step away from being adopted, therefore, carried significant weight.  
Policy had steered the authority to look at marketing exercises which had been 
undertaken and the evidence in the report showed that the policies had been 
tested.  Whilst he noted there had been flaws, on balance, the marketing 
evidence put to the committee showed that there were not many operators who 
had expressed an interest in running it.  It was however very clear that there 
was a demand from the community.

It was felt that no vigorous review of marketing had been undertaken as tourist 
accommodation.  Alton was only three miles away and was in need of visitor 
accommodation for which there was no alternative available in Selborne.

The Director of Regeneration and Place said that when the marketing 
commenced, the South Downs Local Plan was in its extreme infancy and there 
had been no policy requirement for the retention of tourist accommodation.  
The South Downs Local Plan was now at a much more advanced stage and 
there would be a slightly enlarged emphasis to what was required.

Overall, the committee was not satisfied that adequate evidence had been 
provided to demonstrate that the proposal met the requirements of Policy CP16 
of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policies 
SD23 and SD43 of the emerging South Downs Local Plan.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission, subject to 
the changes listed in the Supplementary Matters.  Also, that information be 
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provided to the Conservation Officer regarding ventilation serving the 
basement.

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

Cllr Cowper proposed the following reason for refusal.

The application is not supported by sufficient information to satisfactorily 
demonstrate that the requirements of policy CP16 of the East Hampshire 
District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and policies SD23 and SD43 of the 
emerging South Downs Local Plan have been met.  Specifically, it has not been 
satisfactorily demonstrated that:

 the community facility (public house) and associated tourist accommodation 
use is no longer required;

 there are alternative facilities which are easily accessible for the community;
 through a rigorous marketing exercise that the existing public house / tourist 

accommodation use is no longer viable and that all reasonable efforts have 
been made to retain it; and

 there is no market demand for the existing use or an equivalent community 
or tourism use.

In consequence, the proposal would result in the loss of a community facility 
and associated visitor accommodation, to the detriment of the local community, 
and contrary to the aims of policy CP16 of the East Hampshire District Local 
Plan: Joint Core Strategy and policies SD23 and SD43 of the emerging South 
Downs Local Plan.

This was seconded by Cllr Phillips.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 11 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 2 Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Ashcroft re-joined the meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 8.10pm.

The meeting reconvened at 8.20pm.

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

133. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL
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134. 21594/023/FUL/LTu - Searle & Taylor House, The Dene, Ropley, Alresford, 
SO24 0BH 

Cllr Ashcroft re-joined the committee.

Change of use from mixed use (retail, office and garage) to B1 Business (office 
use) [amended description]

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the application and 
drew the committee’s attention to the Supplementary Matters where a further 
consultee comment had been received and officers had recommended an 
additional condition be added.

Various images were displayed including a site plan and parking plan.  The 
officer outlined the key issues in the determination of the application.  He 
explained that based upon the floor space, 35 car parking spaces would be 
required under the council’s adopted Vehicle Parking Standards.  The same 
had been applied to the existing use of the building and would require 34 car 
parking spaces.  As only 11 spaces are currently provided, there was clearly 
already a deficiency, but the applicant would provide a Green Transport Plan 
and significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic 
growth.

The officer’s recommendation was for permission.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1) Mrs Wendy Holt spoke on behalf of objectors.

As set out in Appendix 5 attached to these minutes.

(2) Cllr Brown addressed the committee on behalf of Ropley Parish Council.

As set out in Appendix 6 attached to these minutes.

(3) Mr Nick Burrell spoke as the applicant.

As set out in Appendix 7 attached to these minutes.

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

The key issue was parking.  Whilst he would actively encourage employment, 
the site was in a rural area and with employees, came cars.  The building had 
originally been designed as a trade facility with manufacturing on site.  Whilst 
there would typically be 45 members of staff on site, in terms of the floor space 
available, it had the potential to house 100 employees with only 11 car parking 
spaces.  This would result in a significant impact on the amenity of local people.  

In response to some of the points raised during the deputations, the 
Development Management Team Leader confirmed that the applicant had 
proposed a Green Travel Plan in order to reduce the number of vehicles on the 



8
Planning Committee

(13.02.2019)

site.  It promoted car sharing and detailed obtaining parking permits for a car 
park in Alresford with employees acting as a shuttle service.  It also listed 
shower facilities be installed in the offices for those who had cycled to work.

The Director of Regeneration and Place said that the existing provision did not 
have the potential for a green travel plan whereas this application had the 
potential to improve that.  The requirement on site was also very similar to its 
current use and the Hampshire Highways Authority did not object to the 
proposal.  This application would make good use of the building and help 
Ropley’s economy.

Concern was expressed as to whether the Green Travel Plan would be 
enforceable.  The Development Manager Team Leader drew the committee’s 
attention to Condition 4 which required the approval of the travel plan and the 
use of the building had to be operated in accordance with that.  He confirmed 
that the condition would not be before the committee if it was not enforceable or 
complied with the test.  It would be down to the local authority to serve a breach 
of condition notice.

On balance, the committee supported economic development here and felt that 
the Green Travel Plan was key.  It was important that EHDC worked with the 
applicant to make the travel plan as robust as possible and was reassured that 
it would take enforcement action if there were issues in the future.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission, subject to 
the additional condition included in the Supplementary Matters.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 12 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 2 Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

135. 58086/HSE/BB - 22 Stonehill Road, Headley Down, Bordon, GU35 8ET 

Two storey side extension and single storey rear extension following demolition 
of conservatory and garage side wall (as amended by plans received 
(17/01/2019)

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the application and 
displayed a block plan and proposed elevations and floor plans.  He outlined 
the key issues in the determination of the application.

The Chairman invited Cllr Williams to speak as the local councillor.  Cllr 
Williams confirmed that he had no concerns with the application.

The recommendation was for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 14 
Councillors voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.
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The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 9.20 pm

…………………
Chairman
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13 February 2019
Planning Committee

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

S1  Item  01
SDNP/18/02564/FUL

The Queens Hotel, High Street, Selborne, 
Alton, GU34 3JH

PLANNING POLICY UPDATE
Amendment to the weight that should be afforded to the policies of the 
submission South Downs Local Plan:
The Pre-Submission version of the South Downs Local Plan (SDLP) was submitted 
to the Secretary of State for independent examination in April 2018.  The Submission 
version of the Local Plan consists of the Pre-Submission Plan and the Schedule of 
Proposed Changes.  It is a material consideration in the assessment of this planning 
application in accordance with paragraph 48 of the NPPF, which confirms that weight 
may be given to policies in emerging plans following publication.  
The Local Plan process is in its final stage before adoption with a consultation on 
relatively minor Main Modifications running from 1st February 2019 to 28th March 
2019.  Based on the very advanced stage of the examination the draft policies of the 
South Downs Local Plan can be afforded significant weight.
Members should note that Policy SD43 (New and Existing Community Facilities) of 
the Submission Local Plan has been proposed for modification to require evidence of 
a robust marketing campaign for at least 24 months (an increase from 12 months in 
the submission Plan).  This forms part of the current consultations on the Local Plan 
Modifications.  The application is supported by evidence that the property was 
originally marketed on 9 January 2015 and then again on 27 January 2016 (to 
current).  This exceeds the 24 month period, therefore, this modification is satisfied.
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS
Update in terms of highways comments.  The County Highway Authority has also 
requested a condition with regard to the provision of visibility splays from plot 1 to the 
B3006 (see below).
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS
A further representation has been received from the Save the Queens group 
advising that a new Asset of Community Value application has been submitted.  
Members should note that this is a separate process which falls outside the planning 
system.

The Save the Queens group has also made a representation in relation to the Vail 
William’s report that the Council commissioned.  Comments are:
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Disagrees with Vail William’s conclusion that ‘minimum standards (for marketing) 
have been broadly met’ for the following reasons: Inadequate marketing on a 
leasehold basis; guide price over-optimistic; bids turned down without good reason; 
alternative uses not fully explored.  Believes that the existence of bids for the public 
house demonstrates its viability as such, and that the building would be viable as a 
public house if bought at a price of £140,000 (suggested as the price at which it 
could be viable as a public house in the Davis Coffer Lyons report).  No explanation 
as to why the arbitrary figure of £500K in the Fleurets report is chosen to show that 
the business would not be viable.  Fleurets conclude that it is viable at this price.  Do 
not see the Vail Williams report as independent because it uses the work of others 
and did not visit the site.  Weight is given to the financial interests of the owner, 
which should not be the case.  EHDC should consider compulsory purchase.
Officers advise these comments are addressed within the Officer report and no 
changes to the recommendation are suggested in this regard. 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION
Recommended additional conditions:
22. Notwithstanding any indication of details that may have been given in the 
application or in the absence of such information, no development shall take place 
above slab level until a mitigation method for all of the glazing to the rooflights has 
been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The glazing 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and shall remain in its 
mitigated form at all times thereafter.
Reason - To protect the dark skies of the South Downs National Park.
23. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until lines of 
sight of 2.4 m by 25m to the south-east have been provided at the access of plot 1 to 
the B3006.  The lines of sight splays shall be shown on a plan, which shall be first 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority and shall be kept free of any 
obstruction exceeding 0.6m in height above the carriageway and shall be 
subsequently maintained so thereafter.
Reason - To provide satisfactory access with sufficient levels of visibility in the 
interests of highways safety.
Advisory notes to the applicant:
Members are also advised that informative notes to the applicant, as follows, are 
included in the recommendation, as requested by Hampshire Countryside Planning 
Services (advisory notes do not automatically get incorporated into SDNP reports):
i) Nothing connected with the development or its future use should have an 
adverse effect on the Selborne Byway Open to All Traffic 68, which must remain 
available for public use at all times.
ii) There must be no surface alterations to a public right of way without the 
consent of Hampshire County Council as Highway Authority.  To carry out any such 
works without this permission would constitute an offence under s131 Highways Act 
1980.
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iii) In addition, no builders or contractor’s vehicles, machinery, equipment, 
materials, scaffolding or anything associated with the works should be left on or near 
the footpath so as to obstruct, hinder or provide a hazard to walkers.

S1  Item  01
21594/023/FUL

Searle & Taylor House, The Dene, Ropley, 
Alresford, SO24 0BH

FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS

The County Highway Authority has confirmed that highway boundary sits on the red 
line as shown on drawing number 180565, which indicates that the parking area to 
the south is within highway land.  In addition, the highway boundary to the south-
west of the site follows the frontage of the houses, so this parking area is also within 
highway land.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Officers recommend that an additional planning condition is added to any planning 
permission granted to restrict the use of the premises to a B1(a) office use as 
proposed.  The suggested wording is as follows:

Notwithstanding the changes of use permitted within Part 3 of Schedule 2 Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order 
revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) the development hereby permitted 
shall be used for purposes within Class B1(a) of the Town and Country Planning 
(Use Classes) Order (or any order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) 
1987 only, and for no other purpose.
Reason - In order to maintain control over future use of the premises in the 
interests of the general amenity of the area and that of occupiers of neighbouring 
properties.

S1  Item  02
58086/HSE

22 Stonehill Road, Headley Down, Bordon, 
GU35 8ET

CORRECTIONS

Correction to page 26, last paragraph, should read "The site is within the 
settlement policy boundary of Headley Down".
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

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

APPENDIX B

13 February 2019

PROPOSAL Conversion and alteration of the existing Queens 
building and barn to form 4 residential dwellings, 
including demolition of single storey structures, and 
the erection of 1 detached dwelling within the grounds, 
with associated parking and landscaping. (Final Bat 
Survey Report for Barn received 22/6/2018) Amended 
drawings received 3 August 2018 Updated 
arboricultural information 28/9/2018 Amended site plan 
3/1/2019 (refuse storage relocated)

LOCATION: The Queens Hotel, High Street, Selborne, Alton, GU34 3JH
REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/18/02564/FUL

1. The application is not supported by sufficient information to satisfactorily 
demonstrate that the requirements of policy CP16 of the East Hampshire District 
Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and policies SD 23 and SD43 of the emerging 
South Downs Local Plan have been met.  Specifically, it has not been satisfactorily 
demonstrated that:
 the community facility (public house) and associated tourist accommodation use 

is no longer required,

 there are alternative facilities which are easily accessible for the community,

 through a rigorous marketing exercise that the existing public house / tourist 
accommodation use is no longer viable and that all reasonable efforts have 
been made to retain it, and,

 there is no market demand for the existing use or an equivalent community or 
tourism use.



In consequence, the proposal would result in the loss of a community facility and 
associated visitor accommodation, to the detriment of the local community, and 
contrary to the aims of policy CP16 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy and policies SD 23 and SD43 of the emerging South Downs Local 
Plan.
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When the new owner bought The Queens in 2015, it was a going-concern 

recently refurbished to the tune of over £300,000.   But he bought it as a 

‘development opportunity’.  He said exactly that, when he appealed the ACV 

granted just a year ago.   In 2016, he stripped out the new bedrooms and 

bathrooms, the bars, the restaurant. He gutted the place – so how could it be 

genuinely marketed as a pub - as Policy CP16 requires – when it had been 

stripped of its pub assets?

The Queens was a valued and important focus in the life of the local 

community.  It’s important to the National Park:  the village is a major tourist 

attraction.   The other pub has no letting rooms, it’s small, and doesn’t have 

The Queens’ sizeable restaurant and extensive bar areas that are essential for 

the village.

Policy CP16 is there to protect social infrastructure. Before a change of use can 

be permitted, an applicant must demonstrate that the community facility is no 

longer required and that its use is no longer viable.  He has to satisfy both 

requirements.  And he hasn’t done that.  He hasn’t produced a shred of 

evidence to show the pub isn’t required any more – and no evidence, such as 

trading figures, to show that it wasn’t viable.  And no wonder.  Because it was a 

viable business.  It was a going-concern before the developer gutted it.  And 

there is no evidence that he has made all reasonable efforts to retain The 

Queens as a pub, as CP16 demands; in fact he’s done quite the opposite.

Policy CP9 and NP policies SD43 and SD23 all encourage staying visitors who’ll 

contribute to the local economy. These policies positively resist the loss of 

community facilities and visitor accommodation: they safeguard them from 
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development proposals for non-community use.  How could losing The Queens 

to just that kind of development comply with those policies? 

And CP16 says a marketing exercise should be realistic, appropriate and 

genuine.  How can any marketing exercise be rigorous and robust – how can all 

efforts be made to retain the pub, if it’s gutted and the asking price hiked up to 

well over double what the property’s worth?   Indeed, your Officer’s Report 

acknowledges the flaws in the marketing process, through an over-optimistic 

guide price and through emphasising the development possibilities at The 

Queens. 

Deliberately stripping a building and letting it deteriorate in the hope of getting 

permission to develop it, shouldn’t override policies that protect a pub from 

being lost forever. 

Please stick to policy. It’s there to protect communities and promote tourism. 

The Queens should not be a ‘development  opportunity’  when local people 

need it as a pub.    So we urge you to refuse the application, for the well-being 

of Selborne’s community and for the visitors who contribute to our local 

economy. 

Thank you.

Minette Palmer, Chair, Selborne Parish Council.  13 February 2019
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Save The Queens Ltd presentation to EHDC Planning Committee 13th February 
2019

I am chair of Save The Queen Ltd a community group with 110 supporters. This 
application is also objected to by the committee of the Selborne Association which has 
over 150 members. 

It is clear that the overwhelming majority of people in Selborne do not want to see The 
Queens turned into houses. This is because we recognise that the pub is vitally 
important to the life and long term prosperity of our village. Selborne is a major tourist 
attraction in the SDNP, local businesses are reliant on tourism - when operating as a 
pub, the year before the new owner bought it, The Queens had 100% bed occupancy at 
weekends and 75% during the week – hardly the sign of a failing business.

The Queens needs to be given a fair chance but as you’ve heard, there has been no 
genuine attempt to find alternative commercial operators. Quite the opposite - the 
owners have indulged in a campaign to put off buyers. And Vail Williams and the case 
officer both find that the marketing has been flawed. For example the leasehold has only 
been marketed for the last 6 months.

But the Vail Willams finding of non-viability, relied upon in the officer’s report, ignores 
the marketing requirements of CP16 which is actually the only policy test of viability and 
instead prioritises the financial interests of the owner above that of the community and 
says he cannot be compelled to sell for a loss.  Yet p.4 of the officers report states that 
loss of property value is not a material consideration for planning decisions – and Policy 
SD43 states “Proposals for losing a community facility must not be based solely 
on the needs of the current owner or their business model.” 

The Council is not powerless when it comes to The Queens – refusing permission now 
could enable it to be used as a pub again. Two bids have been made from people in the 
village. One of these bids is fully funded – that is to say funds are available now to buy 
the pub and carry out the work to bring it back to use – close to the £1 million pounds 
Vail Williams says would be required. This bid is backed by accounts which show the 
pub returning an 11% profit after 3 years.  Why does Vail Williams not take account of 
this clear proof of viability?

At the beginning of last year EHDC awarded The Queens Asset of Community Value 
status - the subsequent removal of this is currently under investigation by the LGO. We 
have lodged a new ACV nomination and this is now being considered by the Council. A 
number of Councils, recognising the vital importance of a pub to the community have 
moved to Compulsory purchase an option here given the investors willing to take it on. In 
the meantime, if Councillors are concerned about the pub becoming an eyesore they can 
invoke section 215 of Town and Country planning Act 1990 which requires owners to 
maintain their property.

The Queens is an entirely viable proposition. 
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THE QUEENS

COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE AND PLANNING

My name is Wendy Megeney. I have been a resident in Selborne for over 25 years; I am a retired 

Crown Prosecutor,  member of Selborne W.I and  Governor on the Board of Farnborough College of 

Technology. I was a regular, if infrequent, user of the Queens.

I would question the bona fides of the objecting Parish Council. The latest decision against listing the 

Queens as an ACV commented on the question of support for reinstating the Queens. It was based 

on a very limited survey of households in the village and was statistically completely flawed; showing 

in fact only a small percentage as giving such support. I was among the large number of residents 

excluded. The decision maker also mentioned some alternate reason/motive behind the actions of 

the Council.  I have no confidence in the stance it takes and do not believe it represents the majority 

view of the village.

I can confirm that the Queens was a consistently failing enterprise over its last 22 years. There is not 

the market or the local population to support it as a pub and it was never run/marketed successfully 

as a country house hotel. The ACV decision found that there is no realistic prospect of it being 

successfully resurrected on this basis in the next few years.

Given this situation there can be no compelling reason to object to the change of use.

What the village needs is sustainable growth in the form of appropriate housing which will add to 

the community and support the existing good facilities.

The proposal is not ‘dense’; it is a far more modest development pro rata than that recently allowed 

off Honey Lane ( the Southbrook development).It is a sympathetic development which will retain 

and enhance the main Queens building. 

Attempts to thwart this proposal have led to a depressing and negative effect on the community. 

Those living in the past on nostalgic notions of a place that was probably never what they would 

have wished it to be, are stultifying the possibilities for the future. Please endorse the 

recommendation of the planning committee and enable very needed new life to be breathed into 

the village.



Appendix 4
(Mr Walsha)

My name is John Walsha. My wife and I have lived for 14 years in one 
of the three properties that are nearest to, and will be most affected 
by, the proposed Queens development. All three owner/occupiers of 
these properties are in favour of this sympathetic development. The 
majority of the residents living nearest to the Queens are either in 
favour or not opposed to the proposed development, whereas most 
of the objectors do not live near the Queens and rarely, if ever, used 
it when it was in business.

If the Queens was to re-open as a pub it would be economically 
detrimental to 4 other catering businesses in the village, namely The 
Selborne Arms, The Tea Room, The Village Shop and White’s Café-
Bar. Due to the thin market, the Village Shop and Post Office has just 
been put up for sale. The Parish Council, which at every stage has 
opposed the Queens development on behalf of only a section of the 
community, should divert its attentions to supporting this asset 
which is much more important to the whole community.

Traffic exiting from the new development would be minimal in 
comparison to what there would be if it were a pub. This fact has 
been acknowledged by the County Highways Authority. When the 
pub was operational, traffic exiting from Huckers Lane and the 
Queens front car park onto the B3006 was almost constant, due to 
the fact that the site’s dual access provided a convenient ‘turning 
circle’. There are already regularly used alternative venues in the 
village for the full range of community functions, namely the Village 
Hall, the Gilbert White Museum Barn, White’s Cafe-Bar, the Pavilion 
and the Selborne Arms. The vast majority of visitors to Selborne 
come on a daily basis and accommodation at the Queens, when it 
was available, was very much under used.  There are already 4  
properties in Selborne offering tourist accommodation, one of which 
is virtually opposite the Queens. 
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APPENDIX A

13 February 2019

PROPOSAL Change of use from mixed use (retail, office and 
garage) to B1 Business (office use) [amended 
description]

LOCATION: Searle & Taylor House, The Dene, Ropley, Alresford, SO24 
0BH

REFERENCE 
NO:

21594/023/FUL/LTu

 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 development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a 
plan detailing the cycle and motorcycle parking provision has been 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
areas shown on the approved plan for the parking of vehicles, as well as 
those agreed for the parking cycles and motorcycles shall have been 
made available in accordance with the agreed details.  The parking areas 
shall then be permanently retained and reserved for that purpose at all 
times.
Reason - To make provision for off street parking in the interests of 
highway safety.

3 The premises hereby granted B1 use shall not be used outside the hours 



of:
 08:30 to 18:00 Monday to Thursday
 08:30 to 17:30 Fridays.
and at no time at a weekend or a recognised public Bank Holiday.

Reason - To ensure that the amenities of nearby residential occupiers are 
not detrimentally affected by the use of the site outside reasonable 
working times. 

4 The use of the premises hereby granted B1 use shall not commence until 
a Green Travel Plan has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, 
the Local Planning Authority.  The use of the building must be operated in 
accordance with the agreed Plan thereafter.
Reason - In the interests of highway safety and the amenity of local 
residents. It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement 
condition as these details need to be agreed prior to the use of the 
development and thus go to the heart of the planning permission.

5 Notwithstanding the changes of use permitted within Part 3 of Schedule 2 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 
2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) the 
development hereby permitted shall be used for purposes within Class 
B1(a) of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (or any 
order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) 1987 only, and for no 
other purpose.
Reason - In order to maintain control over future use of the premises in 
the interests of the general amenity of the area and that of occupiers of 
neighbouring properties.

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

Application form
Planning Statement REV A
Appendix a - Photographic Schedule
Location plan
Parking plan 

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:



1 In accordance with paragraphs 38 and 39 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. 

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

PROPOSAL Two storey side extension and single storey rear 
extension following demolition of conservatory and 
garage side wall (as amended by plans received 
(17/01/2019)

LOCATION: 22 Stonehill Road, Headley Down, Bordon, GU35 8ET
REFERENCE 
NO:

58086/HSE/BB

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

2 The external materials to be used shall match, as closely as possible, in 
type, colour, and texture those of the existing building unless details of 
other suitable materials are submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To ensure that a harmonious visual relationship is achieved 
between the new and the existing developments.

3 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 first floor windows shall 
at any time be inserted in the north-east (side) elevation of the extension 
hereby permitted without the prior written consent of the Local Planning 
Authority.

Reason - To protect the privacy of the occupants of the adjoining 



residential property.

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

Application form
CIL form
BA054_01_001 Rev A - Existing plans and elevations
BA054_03_001 Rev A - Proposed plans and elevations

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 38 and 39 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 amendments received.  No further assistance was required.

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



Appendix 5
(Mrs Holt)

My name is Wendy Holt, a resident in Darvill Road for over 30 years.
 
I object to the change of use of Searle and Taylor House to B1 business office use on the following 
grounds.
 
Historically Darvill Road was an unmade road, adopted and widened to ensure the safe passage of 
emergency and service vehicles to pass, with access to agricultural land at top of the cul de sac. When 
the office/showroom was constructed at the bottom of the road, a pavement had to be built making 
the road narrower alongside the building.
 
Darvill Road is used for residents and their visitors.  Many of the properties do not have off street 
parking and currently the road is at capacity. Space has to be available for emergency and service 
vehicles, tankers, carers, deliveries and visitors. The service roads along the front of the properties 
facing Winchester Road cannot be obstructed by law, proved by a successful prosecution. The 
highways car parks at the bottom of road are used by residents and their visitors, people catching the 
bus, school children and mail collection.
 
The proposed office occupancy rate of employee vehicles is impossible to accommodate on the site. 
The proposed incoming company are publicising the fact they are growing fast. A practical solution 
would be for them to hire land away from site and bus employees in as has been done historically by 
a previous occupant.
 
This however has to be enforceable, the company officially prohibiting from parking in Darvill Road, 
on the service roads and the highways car parks. In the past residents have been unable to get in and 
out of their properties due to obstruction.
 
Another problem with a large IT company moving into the area is reducing the broadband speeds for 
everyone.  They are around 10 megabits now which is fairly low. The only way to avoid this is for them 
to pay for a fibre optic cable to be laid between the office and the exchange. I have researched these 
facts.
 
I appeal to you to consider the local environment and residents in the immediate area, please don’t 
allow their lives and freedom of movement to be made impossible.



Appendix 6
(Cllr Brown)

Comments of Ropley Parish Council on 21594/023
Searle & Taylor House
The Dene
Ropley

13/02/2019

Ropley PC support the principle of employment at this site. We are not against the principle of the 
building being used for offices rather than retail and workshop. 

However, we do consider there is insufficient parking to accommodate the current application as 
presented. The planning officers argue that the current parking combined with a travel plan is an 
improvement on the status quo. We disagree, because

1. Office use allows a greater density of employees than the current uses
2. Any travel plan is unenforceable

 

Specifically, an open-ended change of use leaves the planning authority unable to control future 
intensity of use. There will be no ability to control the number of employees on site. There is no 
enforceability on a travel plan to control the number of cars. A simple permission will create 
problems now and in the future. 

We hope that a compromise can be found.

We would like to see more detail about conditions that can be imposed to control
1. the number of employees
2. the number of cars
3. the number of spaces provided (one suggestion that we can favour is to knock down the 

workshop to make more spaces, another has been to source some parking at Ropley Business 
Park).

If controls can be put on these 3 points, then Ropley PC would support an application to change to 
B1a.



Appendix 7
(Mr Burrell)

EHDC Planning Meeting 
Searle & Taylor House 

Change of use to B1 (Office Use) 
 
 
I am a co-founder and a director of CleverTouch. We are a digital business 
supporting Business to Business (B2B) Clients.  

We operate in a niche digital area (Marketing Automation) our Clients are very large 
enterprise businesses- Fujitsu, Orange, Paypal, Zoopla, Avis Car, The Financial 
Times, Deloitte & London Stock Exchange. 

We do some delivery work here but we make most money from our Consultants on 
site.  So we want our employees out of the office as much as possible and on Client 
site earing us revenue. 

Our Clients are typically London based but we have engagements currently going in 
Edinburgh, other parts of Europe, including Denmark, Turkey and Asia. 

Our Clients do visit us and we encourage that, but due to the nature of our work and 
their locations this is typically 1-2 visits per week.  The most we have ever had is 3-4 
in a week.  So additional footfall will be at a minimum. 

We work usual office hours, when many of the local residents will also be working or 
away doing their day to day stuff.  We don’t ever work weekends or bank holidays as 
is the case today and our business is relatively quiet.  Nothing is manufactured here, 
only software.  
 
We have been in The Dean, Alresford for 10 years, we like the area very much.  We 
are having to move as our lease is up and the whole area is being redeveloped.  We 
want an office of our own too.  We are hoping to come to Ropley and improve the 
building. 

 
We live locally and we like to employ people locally too.  80% of our staff live within 
15 miles of our offices.  

The Sunday Times audit hundreds of organisations and their employees every year 
on their commitment to their staff, their community links and their working 
environment to find their ‘top 100 best companies to work for’.  We entered this 
year as part of a long-term initiative to be in there.  I am delighted to pre-announce 
that we have made that list in our first year. 
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