


Item No.:  02

The information, recommendations, and advice contained in this report are correct as at 
the date of preparation, which is more than one week in advance of the Committee 
meeting. Because of the time constraints some reports may have been prepared in 
advance of the final date given for consultee responses or neighbour comments.  Any 
changes or necessary updates to the report will be made orally at the Committee meeting.

PROPOSAL Subdivision of existing single dwelling to create two dwellings, 
conversion of outbuilding to create one dwelling with 
associated gardens and parking area.

LOCATION: Woodside, Hewshott Lane, Liphook, GU30 7SS
REFERENCE: 29294/006 PARISH:Bramshott/Liphook
APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs A Duncan
CONSULTATION EXPIRY: 21 November 2018
APPLICATION EXPIRY: 04 February 2019
COUNCILLORS: Councillor A B L Glass, Councillor B Mouland, 

Councillor R J Standish
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL

This application has been included on the agenda at the request of Councillor 
Mouland for the following reasons:

a) It is considered reasonable for subdivision into more economic units
b) The property is not an isolated property in the countryside and is close to 

Bramshott Place Village and Liphook
c) No objections but support received from neighbours and Parish Council

Site and Development

Woodside is a two storey detached property with detached outbuilding to the side, 
occupying a generous plot. The surrounding area is semi-rural in character with properties 
of varying development styles and build lines. The site lies outside any settlement policy 
boundary.

This application seeks permission for the subdivision of the existing dwelling to create two 
dwellings (1 x 4 bedroom unit and 1 x 2 bedroom unit), conversion of the detached 
outbuilding to create one dwelling (2 bedroom unit) with associated gardens and parking 
area. The covered outside area to the east of the existing dwelling would be infilled also.

Amendments have been received during the course of the application as follows:

1) Amendment to sites red line, excluding the land to the north and north west
2) Internal alteration to first floor plan on existing dwelling, switching the bedroom and 
bathroom position
3) Provide parking details



Relevant Planning History

29294 - Demolition of part of cottage and erection of Bungalow - Refused (1987)
29294/001 - Alterations and addition of bathroom and shower room at first floor level - 

Permission (1988)
29294/002 - Outline - Erection of dwelling - Refused (1988) - Dismissed at Appeal
29294/003 - Alteration and extension of garage - Permission (1989)
29294/004 - Additional of study and WC with 2 bedrooms over - Permission (1989)
29294/005 - Conservatory to rear - Permission (1998) 

Development Plan Policies and Proposals

The Draft version of the Local Plan (2017 -2036) was published under Regulation 18 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations (2012) for public 
consultation from 5 February to 19 March 2019. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF (2019) sets out 
the circumstances when emerging planning policies may be given weight in determining 
planning applications. Based on the current early stage of preparation, the draft Local Plan 
policies are currently afforded no weight. 

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014)
CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
CP2 - Spatial Strategy
CP6 - Rural economy and enterprise
CP10 - Spatial strategy for housing
CP11 - Housing tenure, type and mix
CP14 - Affordable housing for rural communities
CP19 - Development in the countryside
CP20 - Landscape
CP21 - Biodiversity
CP22 - Internationally designated sites
CP24 - Sustainable construction
CP25 - Flood Risk
CP27 - Pollution
CP29 - Design
CP31 - Transport

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (2006)
HE2 - Alterations and Extensions to Buildings
H7 - Subdivision of Dwellings outside Settlement Policy Boundaries
H14 - Other Housing Outside Settlement Policy Boundaries
P7 - Contaminated Land
C14 -  Conversion of Buildings in the Countryside

Planning Policy Constraints and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) June 2019

In this instance the following sections of the NPPF are considered to be particularly 
relevant to the consideration of the development;

1. Introduction
2. Achieving sustainable development 



4. Decision-making 
5. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 
9. Promoting sustainable transport 
11. Making effective use of land 
12. Achieving well-designed places 
14. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
15. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

Consultations and Parish Council comments

Bramshott and Liphook Parish Council - The Council supports this application as it results 
in the creation of 2 sensibly sized dwellings; the conversion of the outbuilding is 
harmonious; and the access and size of the plot are suitable for the proposal.

Landscape Officer - No objection.

Arboricultural Officer - No objection.

County Ecologist - No objection.

Natural England - No objection.

Drainage Officer - No objection.

Environmental Health Officer (Contamination) - No objection, subject to informative 
relating to unsuspected contamination.

Environmental Health Officer (Pollution) - No objection.

Housing Officer - Non-compliance with Policy CP14.

County Highway Authourity - No objection, subject to securing parking provision.

Traffic Management Team - Seven car parking spaces are required.

Hampshire Fire and Rescue Service - No objection.

County Children's Services - No objection.

NHS Clinical Commission Group - No objection.

Representations

7 letters of support have been received.

Determining Issues

1. Principle of development
2. Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties



3. Impact on the character of the area and existing host property
4. Highway implications
5. Arboricultural implications
6. Ecological implications
7. Drainage implications
8. Contamination implications
9. Energy conservation
10 Contributions
11. Planning Balance

Planning Considerations 

1. Principle of development

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 requires that where a 
development plan is in force decision makers should determine in accordance with the 
plan unless other material consideration indicate otherwise. This is re-iterated in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 12 which indicates that: “Where 
a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including any 
neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan) permission should not 
usually be granted." The Development Plan in this instance, as detailed above, is up to 
date and relevant in the determination of this application. The Local Planning Authority 
also has a five year housing land supply. It is considered, therefore, that policies within the 
Development Plan, including those for the supply of housing, should be afforded full 
weight. 

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy policies CP1, CP2 and CP10 seek 
to promote sustainable development, with most development directed to locations within 
existing settlement policy boundaries ('SPB'). 

The site lies outside of any settlement policy boundary so Policy CP19 of the East 
Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy applies. It states that the only 
development allowed in the countryside will be that with a genuine and proven need for a 
countryside location, such as that necessary for farming, forestry, or other rural 
enterprises.

Policy CP6 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy C14 
of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review however does lend support for 
the conversion of buildings in the countryside for residential use where appropriate and 
provided the use for employment or community use as the preferred use is not possible or 
is unsuited. It additionally requires that a structural survey shows that the building is of 
sound, permanent construction, is not derelict and can accommodate the proposed use 
without substantial reconstruction.

Policy H14 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review and Policy CP14 of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy exceptionally allows for 
residential development outside settlement policy boundaries where it is essential to house 
a rural workers dwelling or provides affordable housing.



Policy H7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review also exceptionally 
allows for the sub-division of existing dwellings outside settlement policy boundaries, 
providing the site is close to a village centre or other community facility; the proposal would 
not result in the over-intensification of use, loss of residential amenity or detriment to the 
character and appearance of the building, its setting or wider surroundings and the 
dwellings includes measures to optimise energy efficiency.

In addition, paragraph 79 of the NPPF is cited as a material consideration by the applicant. 
The Framework indicates where development should be restricted. It states that Local 
Planning Authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are 
special circumstances, such as the need to house a rural worker; the development would 
represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset; the development would re-use 
redundant buildings; the development would involve the subdivision of an existing dwelling 
or the design is of exceptional quality. The applicant considers that as the development 
would involve the subdivision of an existing dwelling, the principle of development is thus 
accepted.

The site lies outside the settlement boundary and, therefore, conflicts with the 
Development Plan for that reason alone. Planning permission should, therefore, be 
refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. The proposal constitutes 
two new open market dwellings on an unallocated site in the countryside. It has not been 
demonstrated that the dwelling would be required for the 'exceptional circumstances' 
mentioned above and as such amounts to in principle policy harm, contrary to Policy CP19 
and CP14 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy H14 of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review and thrust of Policies CP1, CP2 
and CP10 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.

Turning to Policy C14 and H7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review 
and paragraph 79 of the NPPF, this allows for subdivision/change of use provided the 
buildings are of sound construction, it does not lead to unsustainable travel patterns and 
employment or community uses are explored as the first preference. 

No structural report accompanies the application, however the buildings appear sound and 
capable of conversion without substantial reconstruction. Minimal external works are 
proposed.

Nevertheless, the site is in an unsustainable location for the form of development sought 
as it is located outside the settlement policy boundary and is not considered to be close to 
Liphook village centre; its closet point to Liphook's main settlement policy boundary would 
be some 473 metres away. Future occupiers would be required to walk some 25 minutes 
to the centre of Liphook to access services (1.2 miles), resulting in a 50 minute round trip. 
There are also no footpaths along parts of Hewshott Lane itself. It would, therefore, be 
considered located away from access to key facilities and services with no choice of 
different transport modes to such facilities thus resulting in a reliance on the private car for 
access and transport purposes. The text supporting Policy H7 sets out that the subdivision 
of a dwelling outside of the settlement policy boundary will be a balance between the more 
efficient use of a dwelling and the locational and amenity aspects. Due to the location of 
the site, the balance fails as it is in an unsustainable location.  



In addition, no reasonable efforts have been made to secure a suitable long-term reuse of 
the buildings for either an employment or community use or demonstrate that such use in 
the first instance is not suitable. 

Small scale office use or holiday let use may be appropriate for the site and should be 
considered as the preferred option for re-using or adapting the existing buildings before a 
residential use is considered. Having regard to the above, the proposal is therefore 
contrary to Policy criterion (f), (iv) and (v) of Policy C14 and H7 of the East Hampshire 
District Local Plan: Second Review.

The Council also take the view that the dwelling is not an isolated dwelling in the 
countryside and thus paragraph 79 of the NPPF not applicable to this case. The NPPF 
does not define what is meant by isolated dwelling in the countryside, but it is taken to 
mean lonely or remote. Woodside is located immediately adjacent to one other residential 
property (Phoenix House) and within a small cluster of dwellings along Hewshott Lane. It is 
therefore not considered to be isolated.

Notwithstanding this view, the conversion of the detached outbuilding would not be a 
subdivision of an existing dwelling and therefore would not be applicable to paragraph 79 
of the NPPF or H7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review in this 
respect. Moreover, whilst each application is determined on its own merits, given the 
presence of other similar buildings in the District, it is considered that the development 
would set an undesirable and dangerous precedent and may lead to the conversion of 
outbuildings in unsustainable locations in the countryside for this purpose. While it is an 
established planning principle that each case is determined on its merits, granting such 
permission would make it difficult for the Local Planning Authority to resist similar 
proposals. If this were to happen, the resultant cumulative effect would be to alter the rural 
character of areas to one that was more urban. To assert this case, would moreover, 
undermine the aims of the policy entirely. Indeed, any applicant could for example erect 
residential outbuildings in the countryside, in many cases without even the need for 
planning permission and in turn convert the outbuilding into a new dwelling.

2. Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties

Policy CP27 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy protects the 
amenities of neighbours. The application has been the subject of a site visit where the 
impact on all neighbouring properties has been assessed. 

The adjacent neighbouring property (Phoenix House) is some 26 metres away from the 
outbuilding and some 46 metres away from the main house itself. These distances would 
ensure that an acceptable degree of separation would be had to avoid significant 
overlooking or overbearing issues upon Phoenix House. In any case no significant external 
changes are proposed.

The subdivision of the main dwelling would principally result in bathroom windows looking 
out to the rear gardens with the exception of one bedroom window which would overlook 
unit 2's own garden. The first floor window on unit 3's north west elevation would be 
orientated to overlook the front amenity area of unit 2 only and the rear first window on the 
north eastern elevation would not afford views across to the neighbouring garden at 
Phoenix House. Woodside and Phoenix House also share a high level mature boundary. 



Adequate gardens would remain for future occupiers, given the spacious size of the site. 
The Council's Environmental Health (Pollution) Officer has raised no objections.

3. Impact on the character of the area and existing host property

Policy HE2 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review and Policy CP29 of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan seeks to secure quality design.

Policy CP20 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy seeks to 
conserve and enhance the special characteristics of the district's natural environment.

Minimal external changes to the dwelling are proposed. The covered outside area to the 
east of the dwelling would be infilled and would not result in any noticeable increase in the 
scale and bulk of the dwelling nor compete with the main dwelling, given its single storey 
height. The garage doors to the outbuilding would be replaced with bi-fold doors, resulting 
in only cosmetic changes. The change would therefore be negligible I  n the context of the 
scale of the buildings scale and cause minimal visual impact. The property also sits within 
a spacious plot, is generally well screened and would not be prominent in the street scene. 
The Council's Landscape Officer has raised no objection.

4. Highway implications

Policy CP31 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy requires that 
regard is had to any impact on the safety and convenience of the public highway.

The access to the site would remain unchanged and provide adequate visibility splays. 
The potential traffic generation from the proposed development would not have a severe 
detrimental impact on the operation and safety of the local highway network given the 
minimal net increase in number of dwellings. The County Highway Authority have raised 
no objections. 

The proposal would provide a total of 8 car parking spaces for 1 x 4 bedroom unit and 2 x 
2 bedroom units which is above the Council's car parking standards by one car parking 
space. In addition adequate turning on site is provided to ensure vehicles can enter and 
leave the site in a forward gear. Cycle provision has not been detailed but could 
reasonably be secured by condition.

Nevertheless, the site is in an unsustainable location for the form of residential 
development sought as it is located outside any settlement policy boundary and away from 
access to key services and facilities. It would, therefore, result in a total reliance on the 
private car for access and transport purposes. Any future occupiers of the dwellings are 
highly likely to rely on the use of a private vehicle to access the nearest services and 
facilities.

A key aim of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy is to direct development to sustainable 
locations so that it best serves, or is served by, existing homes, jobs and services and 
minimises the need to travel by car. It is acknowledged that such aims will need to be 
weighted against the need to support rural area uses. However, given that there is no 
proven need for a countryside location, such a proposal would be unsustainable. 



There is no inherent reason why the development could not be located within the 
settlement policy boundary. Future occupiers would be required to walk some 25 minutes 
to the centre of Liphook to access services (1.2 miles), resulting in a 50 minute round trip. 
There are also no footpaths along parts of Hewshott Lane itself.

5. Arboricultural implications

There are a number of mature trees on site and on the boundary although none are 
protected by any Tree Preservation Order. Minimal excavation is proposed. The 
Arboricultural Officer has raised no objections. 

6. Ecological implications

Policy CP21 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy requires 
development to maintain, enhance and protect the District’s biodiversity and its 
surrounding environment.

Minimal external works to the dwelling are proposed and thus unlikely to adversely affect 
bats.

Policy CP22 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy requires 
applications to demonstrate that either no adverse effect on the ecological integrity of 
Special Protection Areas (SPA) will occur or that adequate measure will be put in place to 
avoid or adequately mitigation any adverse effects.

In this instance the site lies within 400 metres of the Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA. The 
remaining 'windfall' allowance with the 400 metre SPA buffer is now designated to 
accommodate for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople needs and therefore the 
proposal would usually be contrary to Policy CP22 to avoid a future cumulative adverse 
effect of recreational disturbance and cat predation on the SPA.

Nevertheless, the application is accompanied by a Habitats Regulation Assessments 
which suggests that, a combination of exceptional circumstances makes it unreasonable to 
argue that, in this particular case, cats and pedestrian dog walkers would access the SPA 
as a result of their ‘as-the-crow-flies’ within 400m proximity. The combination of 
exceptional circumstances includes the barrier effect of the A3 Trunk Road combined with 
ample, on-the-doorstep, woodland edge and Common land rural cat hunting and dog 
walking opportunities. Natural England and the County Ecologist accept such argument in 
this instance and raise no objection.

7. Drainage implications

Policy CP25 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy states that all 
development will be required to ensure that there is no net increase in surface water run 
off.

The site proposes minimal excavation and is located within Flood Zone 1. It is thus unlikely 
to be susceptible to flooding. Implications relating to foul and surface water drainage would 
to be addressed under Building Regulations. The Council's Drainage Officer has raised no 
objections.



8. Contamination implications

Policy P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review considers provision 
and mitigation against possible land contamination.

The Council's records show that there is landfill/waste recycling 150 metres to the north of 
the site, however minimal excavation is proposed. The Council's Environmental Health 
Officer (Contamination) has raised no objections.

9. Energy conservation

Policy CP24 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy seeks to 
secure that development provide at least 10% of energy demand from decentralised and 
renewable or low carbon energy sources.

No details have been submitted with the application explaining how the proposed 
dwellings would meet this requirement. It would be appropriate, therefore to apply a 
condition requiring the incorporation of energy saving measures to save at least 10% of 
the predicted energy requirements above current Building Regulation standards.

10. Contributions

In light of the High Court ruling on 11th May 2016, no affordable housing contributions or 
other tariff based contributions are now required for 10 or less dwellings. However, the 
development would become CIL liable.

11. Planning Balance

Policy CP11 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy is cited as a 
material consideration by the applicant and it is argued that the scheme accords with 
Policy CP11 in so far as providing 2 additional smaller units and thus providing a range of 
dwelling types and sizes. Liphook and Bramshott Parish Council also support the 
application on the grounds it would create 2 sensibly sized dwellings, the conversion of the 
outbuilding being harmonious and the access and size of the plots being suitable.

The need for small affordable dwellings in Liphook is high, and this proposal would only 
provide 2 small market dwellings. No case is made that the development would constitute 
affordable dwellings to meet local housing needs and thus maximise the delivery of 
affordable housing. Indeed Policy CP14 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy makes clear that residential development outside of settlement policy 
boundary will only be permitted if for affordable housing only. 

Whilst the provision of small units may fit the general trend of declining household size 
projected for East Hampshire District Council over the plan period, the Council considers 
that, under Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, there are 
no material considerations of weight which would justify a departure from the Local Plan 
and the harm which has been identified within this report. There are no overriding 
justifications or exceptional circumstances to warrant making an exception to national and 
local planning policy in this instance. It is therefore concluded that the principle of the 
development would represent a departure from the Local Plan.



As noted previously the Council also have a robust 5 year housing supply. The JCS is up-
to-date and makes provision for new land to be developed in a sustainable fashion through 
the formal plan-led process. The provision of two net single dwellings would only make a 
small and very limited contribution to Liphook's housing supply and is thus given limited 
weight. 

A permission for the conversion and extension of a disused piggery building to form office 
space and 3 no. 2-bed dwellings has been cited in support of the application (planning ref: 
56529/001). The permission cited is not directly comparable in so far as the scheme 
largely comprised of dwellings for local workers on the Hewshott Estate and office 
accommodation. The third open market dwelling in turn was required for viability reasons.

There is some neighbour support for the application, along with support from Bramshott 
and Liphook Parish Council. However, lack of objection does not justify development that 
is unacceptable for sound planning reasons.

Conclusion

The proposal would not detract from the character and appearance of the area, would not 
have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties and would not 
have an adverse effect on the safety and function of the highway network.

A key issue is whether the proposal represents an appropriate and sustainable form of 
residential development in the countryside and if not whether it is accompanied by any 
other materials considerations that would overcome this harm, those primarily being 
identified as providing 2 additional smaller units.

It is concluded that the principle of the development would represent a departure from the 
Local Plan. The basis for this conclusion, is that the proposal by reason of its countryside 
location outside the settlement policy boundary and residential use comprises an 
unsustainable and unacceptable form of development in this rural area. It would be located 
away from access to key facilities and services, resulting in a reliance on the private car for 
access and transport purposes. It has not been demonstrated that there is a genuine and 
proven need for a countryside location, such as that necessary for farming, forestry, other 
rural enterprises, or affordable housing; nor have reasonable efforts been made to secure 
a suitable long-term reuse of the buildings for either an employment or community use or 
demonstrate that such use in the first instance is not suitable, as required by policy. The 
proposal would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1, CP2, CP6, CP10, CP19 and CP14 
of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy H14 and H7 of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review. The provision of two small 
dwellings would only make a small and very limited contribution to Liphook's housing 
supply and does not outweigh the in principle harm identified.

RECOMMENDATION 

 REFUSAL for the following reason:

1 The proposed additional net two open market dwellings by reason of their 
countryside location outside the settlement policy boundary and 
residential use comprises an unsustainable and unacceptable form of 
development in this rural area. 



They would be located away from access to key facilities and services, 
resulting in a reliance on the private car for access and transport 
purposes. It has not been demonstrated that there is a genuine and 
proven need for a countryside location, such as that necessary for 
farming, forestry, other rural enterprises, or affordable housing; nor have 
reasonable efforts been made to secure a suitable long-term reuse of the 
buildings for either an employment or community use or demonstrate that 
such use in the first instance is not suitable, as required by policy. In 
consequence, the proposal is contrary to Policies CP1, CP2, CP6, CP10, 
CP19 and CP14 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core 
Strategy and Policy H14 and H7 of the East Hampshire District Local 
Plan: Second Review.

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.

2 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%20Sc
hedule%20including%20maps.pdf

CASE OFFICER: Katherine Pang 01730 234191
———————————————————————————————————————
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Existing block plan

Proposed block plan
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Existing ground floor plan

Proposed ground floor plan
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Existing South elevation of Studio

Proposed South Elevation


