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The East Hampshire District Local Plan: Draft Residential Development and 
Householder Extensions Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

Regulation 12 Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 
2012. 

Persons consulted when preparing the supplementary planning document 

The Residential Development and Householder Extensions SPD was subject to public 
consultation for a period of 8 weeks between 4 December 2017 and 29 January 2018. 
Copies of the draft document and supporting information (namely a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening, Equalities Impact 
Assessment and the Statement of Matters and Availability (see Appendix 1) were made 
available to view at the following locations during opening hours: 

 East Hampshire District Council Offices
 Alton Information Office
 Bordon Information Office
 Bramshott and Liphook Parish Office
 Horndean Parish Office
 Alton Library 
 Bordon Library
 Horndean Library 
 Liphook Library 
 Petersfield Library

The SPD and supporting information was also made available to view online at: 
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/planning-policy/consultation
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/draft-residential-extensions-householder-development-spd

(see Appendix 2 and Appendix 3). 

Representations were invited via our online consultation portal, post or via email. 

Documents available on the Council’s Local Plan Consultation Portal  
The Draft SPD was available to view online using our consultation portal. The portal enables 
users to submit comments on the document as they read it. The consultation portal can be 
accessed from the following link:
https://easthants.jdi-consult.net/localplan/

Consultation letters and emails 
The Council notified all registered members on the East Hampshire District Local Plan 
consultation database. The database covers a wide range of stakeholders including local 
residents, businesses, and statutory bodies. In total, there are approximately 1,100 contacts 
on the database. The majority of members were contacted via email (see Appendix 4) and 
those without an email address were contacted via post (see Appendix 5). 

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/planning-policy/consultation
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/draft-residential-extensions-householder-development-spd
https://easthants.jdi-consult.net/localplan/
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Documents available on the Council’s website 
Copies of the Consultation Draft SPD, the Statement of SPD Matters and Availability, the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening 
Assessment; and Equalities Impact Assessment were made available to view/download on 
the Council’s website at:
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/draft-residential-extensions-householder-development-spd

Summary of the main issues raised by those persons 
A total of  12 individuals and organisations responded to the draft Residential Development 
and Householder Extensions SPD, although only 11 of these were submitted before the 
close of the consultation period. The comments made are set out in full in the schedule 
attached as Appendix 6, with the 12th response marked as a late submission. 

How those issues have been addressed in the supplementary planning document 
The Officer comments relating to these concerns and how they have been addressed in the 
final version of the SPD can be found in Appendix 6.

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/draft-residential-extensions-householder-development-spd
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Appendix 1: Statement of SPD Matters and Availability 
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Appendix 2: Planning Policy Consultation Webpage 
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Appendix 3: Draft Residential Extensions and Householder Development 
Supplementary Planning Document Webpage 
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Appendix 4: Email to Consultees  
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Appendix 5: Letter to Consultees  
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Appendix 6: Residential Extensions and Householder Development Supplementary Planning Document – Consultation Responses 
and Officer Comments

NB: all paragraph references in the ‘Officer Response’ column are to the revised SPD except where otherwise stated

Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

REP01 – 
Scottish and 
Southern 
Electricity 
Networks

Where overhead lines cross development sites, these will, with the exception of 400kV tower 
lines, normally be owned and operated by Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks.

In order to minimise costs, wherever possible, existing overhead lines can remain in place with 
uses such as open space, parking, garages or public highways generally being permitted in 
proximity to the overhead lines. Where this is not practicable, or where developers choose to lay 
out their proposals otherwise, then agreement will be needed as to how these will be dealt with, 
including agreeing costs and identifying suitable alternative routing for the circuits.  The existing 
customer base should not be burdened by any costs arising from new development proposals.

To ensure certainty of delivery of a development site, any anticipated relocation of existing 
overhead lines should be formally agreed with Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks prior to 
submission of a planning application.

Comments noted. The 
SPD has been revised 
through a new paragraph 
2.8 and related 
amendments at 
paragraphs 3.3 and 3.7, 
to inform homeowners 
that where proposals for 
extensions and other 
householder 
developments require the 
relocation of existing 
electricity infrastructure, 
agreement with Scottish 
and Southern Electricity 
Networks is likely to be 
required, in relation to 
costs and alternative 
routings.  

REP02 – 
Medstead 
Parish Council 

Medstead Parish Council have read the proposals and are supportive of the aims of the proposed 
document.

Support noted.

REP03 – 
Southern 
Water

Thank you for inviting Southern Water to respond to the East Hampshire's Draft Vehicle Parking 
Standards and Residential Development and Householder Extensions SPDs. Southern Water do 
not have any comments to make on this occasion.

Comments noted. No 
changes to the SPD are 
required.

REP04 – 
Thames Water

Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for the majority of the East Hants District 
and are hence a “specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning 

Comments noted. The 
SPD has been revised 
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(Local Planning) Regulations 2012.  We have the following comments on the consultation on 
behalf of Thames Water: Wastewater [and Water] Infrastructure. 

There may be existing public sewers crossing the householder’s site. If building over or close to a 
public sewer is agreed to by Thames Water it will need to be regulated by a ‘Build over or near to’ 
Agreement in order to protect the public sewer and/or apparatus in question. It may be possible 
for public sewers to be moved at a developer’s request so as to accommodate development in 
accordance with Section 185 of the Water Act 1989. 

There may be existing water mains crossing the householder’s site. In such cases the developer 
may be required to pay for any mains diversions and new off-site infrastructure.
 
Thames Water requests that all basement development incorporates a positive pumped device or 
other suitable flood prevention device to avoid the risk of sewage backflow causing sewer 
flooding. This is because the wastewater network may surcharge to ground level during storm 
conditions. Such measures are required in order to comply with paragraph 103 of the NPPF which 
highlights the need to avoid flooding and also in the interests of good building practise as 
recognised in Part H of the Building Regulations. I trust the above is satisfactory, but please do 
not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.

through a new paragraph 
2.8, and related 
amendments at 
paragraphs 3.3 and 3.7,  
to inform homeowners 
that where proposals for 
extensions and other 
householder 
developments would 
affect existing water 
supply and wastewater 
infrastructure (such as 
water mains or sewers), 
Thames Water or 
Portsmouth Water should 
be contacted, in relation 
to the potential for re-
routing or securing 
access for maintenance 
purposes. 

REP05 – 
Highways 
England

The strategic road network is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to 
ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities 
and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
 
We will therefore be concerned with proposals that have the potential to impact the safe and 
efficient operation of the SRN, in this case the A3. 

We have reviewed consultation and have no comments. 

Comments noted. No 
changes to the SPD are 
required.

REP06 – 
Headley Parish 
Council

This was considered a helpful document for householders, but certain recent planning application 
approvals have not reflected the principles outlined in the draft document. However, we look 
forward to its early implementation.

Comments noted. The 
SPD (as amended) will 
be implemented in 
Headley parish as a 
material consideration for 
future planning 
applications for 
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residential extensions 
and other householder 
development. No 
changes to the SPD are 
required.
 

REP07 – 
Bramshott and 
Liphook Parish 
Council

Having read the proposed new development policy, Bramshott and Liphook Parish Council is in 
support of enhancing building standards and seeing good quality buildings and extensions in the 
East Hampshire area. The Parish has 2 conservation areas in the locality and the Council wishes 
to see these and other areas benefit from design led planning policies. The Council would also 
wish to see stricter enforcement if these standards are being flouted by homeowners and 
developers.

Comments noted. 
Paragraph 2.12 of the 
draft SPD identifies the 
importance of respecting 
the district’s built heritage 
and directs attention 
towards Joint Core 
Strategy policy CP30 
(Historic Environment) for 
purposes of conserving 
and enhancing the 
district’s heritage assets. 
However, the scope of 
the SPD is limited to 
general principles for 
residential extensions 
and householder 
development; it does not 
provide advice that is 
tailored to distinct parts 
of the built environment 
such as conservation 
areas. Instead and for 
these areas in particular, 
East Hampshire District 
Council has a 
programme of gradually 
updating its existing 
guidance documents to 
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provide Conservation 
Area Appraisals and 
Management Plans. No 
changes to the SPD are 
required.

REP08 – Rod 
Eckles

Much of the detail seems to duplicate existing advice that can be found on the Planning Portal, 
but nonetheless seems to serve as useful guidance for general public consumption.

We do have some resevations about what seems to be over-prescriptive advice in some cases, 
for example the commentary relating to the form of dormer windows (3.29 – 3.32).  We would 
question whether it is appropriate for this type of generalized guidance to be too prescriptive on 
specific design matters: that reduces the opportunity or incentive for innovation. 

In a similar vein, under 3.8 Key Points, instead of "Extensions should reflect the appearance of 
the host dwelling" we would prefer "Extensions should be sympathetic with the appearance of the 
host dwelling".

Beyond these detailed points there is nothing that we feel worthy of formal comment in terms of 
required amendments, and we regard this as a helpful document.

Comments noted. 
Paragraph 2.5 of the 
draft SPD clarifies the 
status of the advice and 
guidance contained 
within. Specifically, the 
SPD outlines matters of 
principle, but each 
proposal will always be 
considered in its own 
merits, taking account of 
national planning policies 
and the development 
plan. Further, the SPD 
does not supersede the 
Council’s planning 
policies, which always 
encourage an exemplary 
standard of design and 
architecture (see policy 
CP29 of the Joint Core 
Strategy). When 
interpreted in the context 
of national and local 
planning policies, the 
SPD will not therefore be 
overly prescriptive. It 
does not prevent suitably 
designed alternatives 
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from being justified and 
permitted. The purpose 
of the SPD is to clarify 
what the Council typically 
expects from 
householder 
development proposals, 
so it is relevant to include 
details of what is typically 
acceptable, to prevent 
misunderstandings 
occurring.

Notwithstanding the 
above, the ‘Key Points’ at 
paragraph 2.9 have been 
revised, to note that 
extensions should be 
sympathetic to the 
appearance of the host 
dwelling. This better 
acknowledges the scope 
for justifiable variation in 
design, in accordance 
with national and local 
planning policies.

REP09 – Andy 
Moffat

1. Supplementary Planning on this important subject is to be welcomed. However, the almost 
complete absence of reference to trees in proximity to such potential development is to be 
regretted as a serious flaw in the document. 
2. Trees are vital components of the urban landscape, as recognised in The Town and Country 
Planning Act (1990) which states (para 197): It shall be the duty of the local planning authority — 
(a) to ensure, whenever it is appropriate, that in granting planning permission for any 
development adequate provision is made, by the imposition of conditions, for the preservation or 
planting of trees; (my italics).
3. The ‘East Hampshire district local plan: joint core strategy’ also recognises

Comments noted. It is 
not the intention of the 
SPD to provide 
applicants with advice 
and guidance in relation 
to Joint Core Strategy 
polices CP20 
(Landscape) and CP21 
(Biodiversity), which are 
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the importance of protecting existing green infrastructure, including trees:
“New development will be required to:…
d) protect and enhance natural and historic features which contribute to
the distinctive character of the district’s landscape, such as trees,
woodlands, hedgerows,.….” (my italics).
4. The importance of urban trees has also been emphasised strongly in recent (2018) 
Government national policy contained in ‘A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the 
Environment’
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_d
ata/file/673203/25-year-environment-plan.pdf).
5. So it is important that existing and emerging policies and regulatory
mechanisms are used to protect trees whenever possible. British Standard
BS5837:2012 (Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – Recommendations) 
exists to guide development where trees exist in close proximity, and many local authorities insist 
on its use by applicants when submitting plans for residential and householder development. 
There are compelling reasons why this is so, including:
 Development can damage or destroy above-ground components of the tree which can disfigure it, or 
cause pathways for infection and risk to
future longevity;
• More importantly, below ground excavation for provision of
foundations, utilities or basement extensions inevitably poses a risk to
the root structures of trees within , or even outside the property
boundary. Significant damage to tree roots can pose a risk to tree health and longevity, or to its 
future stability in the face of storms.
6. Trees are inevitably vulnerable to the effects of even small-scale
development in the residential setting. BS5837 has been written and is
used successfully across the country to help in the design of extensions and other residential 
development – it is not a document meant to preclude it. The methodology is relevant to all trees 
in the proximity of proposed development – it operates independently of the Tree Preservation 
Order process.
7. In addition to providing global benefits such as carbon sequestration andbiodiversity, we 
increasingly understand the benefits of trees to
householders, including enhancing microclimate, attenuating noise and air pollution, increasing 
property value as well as providing amenity. So it is vital that applicants are given strong guidance 
when considering

the principal local 
planning policies for the 
protection and 
enhancement of natural 
features such as trees, 
which are of particular 
importance for the 
landscape and 
biodiversity of East 
Hampshire, It would 
therefore be 
inappropriate for the SPD 
to focus on many of the 
benefits of retaining and 
enhancing tree cover on 
development sites. 
Instead, the proposed 
guidance and advice is 
specifically focused on 
the matters detailed at 
paragraph 2.10 of the 
draft SPD. The scope of 
the SPD does however 
encompass boundary 
treatments, which may 
include trees. The SPD 
has therefore been 
revised with a new 
footnote at paragraph 
3.11 to reference the 
suggested British 
Standard: BS5837:2012 
and link to relevant 
policies in the Joint Core 
Strategy (i.e. CP20 and 
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development, and I believe it is the responsibility of EHDC to follow many other local authorities in 
doing so. Insertion of appropriate material referencing BS5837 in a revised Supplementary 
Planning Document would comply with these responsibilities. I hope you are able to comply with 
this request.

CP21).

REP10 – 
Natural 
England

Natural England welcomes paragraph 2.13 which highlights the need for development proposals 
to maintain, enhance and protect the district’s biodiversity in accordance with JCS policy CP21 
(Biodiversity) and highlighting that residential extensions could affect protected species, such as 
bats. In addition to advising prospective applicants to consult East Hampshire District Council’s 
Local planning application requirements document,  Natural England advise that the 
Supplementary Planning Document also  includes recommending that applicants contact the 
Hampshire Biodiversity  Information Centre for information to see if there are any records of 
protected species within the vicinity of the proposed development This will ensure that protected 
species are fully taken into account.    

A link to the Hampshire Biodiversity Information centre can be found here. 

https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/environment/biodiversity/informationcentre

Support noted. The SPD 
has been revised at 
paragraph 1.14, to refer 
prospective applicants to 
the Hampshire 
Biodiversity Information 
Centre, to better ensure 
that protected species 
are fully taken into 
account.

REP11 – 
Historic 
England

We welcome the production of this SPD as encouraging good design in the District. We 
particularly welcome paragraph 2.12 as highlighting the need for particularly sensitive design 
where the extension would or might affect a heritage asset or assets.
It may be worth noting in paragraph 2.17 that the size of extensions allowed as permitted 
development is more restricted in conservation areas, and that even if an extension to a listed 
building is permitted development and therefore does not require a specific grant of planning 
permission, listed building consent will still be required.

Support noted. The SPD 
has been revised at 
paragraphs 1.18 and 
1.19, to note that 
different permitted 
development rights apply 
in conservation areas 
and that extensions to 
listed buildings will 
require listed building 
consent.

Late 
Submission:

REP12 – 
Adrian Bird

Just missed your deadline on this but hope that you will find some of the comments on my 
markup of your draft document constructive. In the twilight of a long career much of which has 
been spent designing just this sort of work, I would add that the line between 'guidance' and 
'dogma' is very fine, and a light touch is needed in getting the right solutions.
I'm also attaching our 'guidance' from the Bramshott and Liphook VDS (never made SPG/D due 
to poor (low) final  public response) which the Preservation Society is currently revising and 
updating so that it is capable of being appended to the upcoming NDP, and which you might find 

Comments noted. The 
SPD will be revised to 
correct the grammatical 
error identified at 
paragraph 1.14.

The SPD is primarily 
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amusing (and of some relevance).
NB: Cannot download comments from PDF as have marked up original version with pen. Please 
see PDFs. [Officer summary: response identifies a grammatical error at paragraph 2.13 in the 
draft SPD (‘Protected’ instead of the correct ‘Protection’); suggests additional text at paragraph 
2.17 of the draft SPD, to refer to “fall back” positions offered by permitted development rights; 
suggests additional text at paragraph 3.3 of the draft SPD to note that there are times when 
subservience to the existing dwelling may not be the appropriate solution for an extension; 
suggests caveats and qualifications for drawings on pages 10, 11, 12, 15, 18, 19 and 20 of the 
draft SPD, relating to clarity and potential for other solutions; suggests additional text at 
paragraph 4.13 of the draft SPD to note that high fences, where essential, should set back to 
allow space for hedge planting, using shade-tolerant species.] 

concerned with the 
interpretation of planning 
policies CP27 and CP29 
of the Joint Core 
Strategy. It would 
therefore be 
inappropriate to 
elaborate the provisions 
of permitted development 
rights, as “fall back” 
positions or otherwise. 
Permitted development 
rights are described on 
the Government’s 
Planning Portal, which is 
signposted in the SPD.

Paragraph 2.5 of the 
draft SPD clarifies the 
status of the advice and 
guidance contained 
within. Specifically, the 
SPD outlines matters of 
principle, but each 
proposal will always be 
considered in its own 
merits, taking account of 
national planning policies 
and the development 
plan. When interpreted in 
the context of national 
and local planning 
policies, the SPD will not 
prevent suitably designed 
alternatives from being 
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justified and permitted. It 
is therefore unnecessary 
to qualify the guidance in 
the manners suggested 
at paragraphs 3.3 and 
4.13 of the draft SPD. 
The addition of the 
proposed, circumstance-
specific advice would 
reduce the clarity of the 
SPD’s principles. 

All diagrams are 
illustrative of the SPD’s 
general principles and do 
not seek to reflect all 
potential designs that 
may be acceptable in 
planning policy terms. 
Additional drawings to 
cover particular 
circumstances requiring 
a different approach may 
confuse readers and 
detract from the 
expression of the general 
principles. No further 
changes are required.


