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Direction under Article 4(1) of the Town & Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 for the change of use of land or buildings in B1a, 
B1c and B8 (employment) use to C3 (residential) use

Schedule 3 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015

Persons consulted on the Article 4(1) direction

The Article 4(1) direction was subject to public consultation for a period of 8 weeks between 
2 February 2018 and 29 March 2018. Copies of the direction and supporting information 
(namely maps of areas affected by the direction and supporting evidence in the form of an 
employment background paper) were made available to view at East Hampshire District 
Council offices. Public notices were placed within the sites or areas affected (two for each 
site/area, see Appendix 1 for a pro forma) and an advert was placed in The Hampshire 
Independent on Friday 2 February (see Appendix 2). Letters were sent to the following 
parties, notifying them of the Article 4(1) direction (see Appendix 3): 

 Occupiers of premises on the sites/areas affected;
 Landowners on the sites/areas affected;
 Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government;
 Hampshire County Council
 South Downs National Park Authority

The direction and supporting information was also made available to view online at: 

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/article-4-direction-conversion-employment-residential-use 

Representations were invited via post or via email. 

Consultation letters 
The Council identified the relevant landowners using land registry information and the 
relevant occupiers using business rates information. A total of 1,060 letters were sent to 
landowners and occupants. 

Documents available on the Council’s website 
Copies of the Article 4(1) direction, maps of the areas affected and an employment 
background paper (containing evidence to justify the direction) were made available to 
view/download on the Council’s website at:

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/article-4-direction-conversion-employment-residential-use 

Summary of the main issues raised by those persons 
A total of 10 individuals and organisations responded to the Article 4(1) direction, although 
one organisation – Medstead Parish Council – was only requesting clarification and further 

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/article-4-direction-conversion-employment-residential-use
http://www.easthants.gov.uk/article-4-direction-conversion-employment-residential-use
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information on the procedure. The comments made are set out in full in the schedule 
attached as Appendix 4.

How those issues have been considered
The Officer comments relating to the points raised through consultation can be found in 
Appendix 4.
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Appendix 1: Site Notice Template

 

PLANNING NOTICE
Town & Country Planning

(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, as 
amended

NOTICE OF DIRECTION UNDER ARTICLE 4(1) OF THE 
ORDER

 
CHANGES OF USE FROM OFFICE/LIGHT INDUSTRY/STORAGE 
&DISTRIBUTION USE TO RESIDENTIAL USE 

at:  «Address_Line_1» 

East Hampshire District Council intends to make a direction under Article 
4(1) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015, as amended (“the General 
Permitted Development Order”).

The direction relates to development comprising the change of use of a building and 
any land within its curtilage from a use falling within Class B1a (office), B1c (light 
industry) or B8 (storage & distribution) of the Schedule to the Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 as amended, to a use falling within Class C3 
(dwelling house) of that Order and removes permitted development rights for 
this type of development. If the direction is confirmed, it would come into force on 
31 March 2019. From that date, planning permission would be required for a change 
of use from Classes B1a, B1c and B8 to Class C3. 

Viewing the Direction
 Details of the Article 4(1) direction and a map defining the areas affected can be 

viewed at and downloaded from the Council’ s website: 
www.easthants.gov.uk/planning-policy/consultation

 If you do not have access to the internet, you can view the direction and its 
supporting evidence at East Hampshire District Council offices, Penns Place, 
Petersfield, GU31 4EX, between the hours of 9am to 5pm, Monday to Friday. 

Commenting on the Direction
 Representations concerning the Article 4(1) direction can be made between 2 

February 2018 and 30 March 2018. The Council must take account of 

http://www.easthants.gov.uk/planning-policy/consultation
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representations received during this time, in deciding whether or not to confirm 
the direction. 

 If you wish to comment, you may do so by e-mailing localplan@easthants.gov.uk 
or by writing to Planning Policy, East Hampshire District Council, Penns Place, 
Petersfield, GU31 4EX. Any representations must be received by 5pm on 30 
March 2018.

Please note that late representations will not normally be taken into account. We will not 
acknowledge receipt of your comments unless you request it; however, your views will be 
taken into account when a decision is made on whether to confirm the direction. Your letter 
or email will be placed on a public file and cannot be treated as confidential. Please ensure 
that you provide us only with information that you are happy to be made available to others. 
Anonymous representations cannot be taken into account.

Simon Jenkins
(Head of Planning)  Date: 2 February 2018

mailto:localplan@easthants.gov.uk
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Appendix 2: Local Advertisement
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Appendix 3: Letters sent out for the Article 4(1) direction
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Appendix 4: 

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

Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

REP01 – National 
Farmers’ Union

We are generally uncomfortable with the proposal to 
remove permitted development rights from B1(c) (light 
industry) to Class C3 (dwelling houses). We recognise 
that in the vast majority of cases, light industrial buildings 
created through farm diversification will be a valuable part 
of the enterprise. However, in some cases, there could be 
small number of locations where diversification has not 
succeeded (e.g. due to poor internet connection or poor 
connections to the wider road network). In these cases, 
light industrial use may not be the most sustainable use. 
This will only apply in a small number of cases and the 
market should be allowed to regulate the change of use 
through Class PA of permitted development. With 70% of 
farm income relating to EU subsidy, diversification is likely 
to become ever more important to rural businesses 
because of Brexit. Rural populations are also aging at a 
faster rate than urban populations and farm businesses 
are faced with a constraint where older retired generations 
occupy the housing stock, so that there are relatively few 
opportunities for younger employees. In a rural context 
Class PA could provide a useful alternative to addressing 
this housing need. We request that you reconsider how 
the direction is applied to rural locations within the district. 
We also request that any applications under Class PA 
within the next 12 months should be fast-tracked for 
approval.

Comments noted. The effect of the Article 4(1) 
direction is not to prevent appropriate redevelopment, 
but to better ensure that the Council’s development 
strategy is implemented. Policy CP4 of the Council’s 
Joint Core Strategy (adopted June 2014) provides 
opportunity for the redevelopment of employment 
sites that are no longer suitable for employment use. 
As such, the circumstances mentioned regarding the 
failure of diversification projects would be taken into 
account through the planning application process. 
The effect of the direction would not be to cause an 
impediment. 

In relation to the housing issue, the Council has more 
than a five year supply of housing land and has a 
proactive strategy for the development of new 
housing, including the provision for new affordable 
housing in the rural area on “exception sites”. By 
contrast, the Council’s employment background 
paper identifies constraints in the commercial 
property market across East Hampshire, justifying 
additional scrutiny of proposals involving the loss of 
employment floorspace. No change to the Article 
4(1) direction is advised.

REP02 – 
Medstead Parish 

Medstead Parish Council has been made aware that 
EHDC has removed the Permitted Development Rights 

Noted. The response that is summarised below was 
made by e-mail on 20/02/18 and recognised by the 
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Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

Council from three commercial sites in Medstead and Four 
Marks (EHDC 015, EHDC 023 and EHDC 024). Please 
also note that the latter two sites are in Medstead, not 
Four Marks. 

We would ask why only these three sites have been 
selected for this action when there appears, on the face of 
it, many sites of equal importance  that at present provide 
a lot of employment within the two parishes and would 
benefit from this added protection?

By way of illustration: In Four Marks, Ranch Industrial 
Estate and Hazel Road Business Area. In Medstead, 
McNeil’s Business Park (Red Hill) and Soldridge Business 
Park. This is not an exclusive list.

We look forward to hearing from you regarding this issue.

parish council on 21/02/18. No change to the Article 
4(1) direction is advised.

The Article 4(1) direction is being made to better 
ensure the application of the Council's existing 
development strategy and policies. It enables the 
Council to consider proposals for a change of use by 
applying its planning policies, in circumstances when 
permitted development rights would otherwise grant 
permission. As such, the effect of the direction is to 
enable greater scrutiny of proposals on identified 
sites. It does not provide any additional protection, 
over and above that of existing planning policies. 

That said, the Council is concerned that the use of 
permitted development rights may undermine its 
strategy of sustainable economic growth, by 
exacerbating constraints in the commercial property 
market through reducing the supply of the best 
quality employment sites. The Article 4(1) process is 
a response to this issue. However, in identifying sites 
for the Article 4(1) direction, the Council also needs 
to make sure that it adheres to national planning 
policy and guidance. 

The national planning practice guidance (PPG) is 
clear: "The use of article 4 directions to remove 
national permitted development rights should be 
limited to situations where this is necessary to protect 
local amenity or the wellbeing of the area"  (PPG 
Reference ID: 13-038-20140306). The process that 
the Council has used to identify sites for its Article 
4(1) direction has been developed accordingly. Full 
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Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

details of the process of identifying candidate sites 
are given in the supporting employment background 
paper.

The background paper makes clear that a thorough 
qualitative review of employment sites across East 
Hampshire (outside of the South Downs National 
Park) has been undertaken by planning policy 
officers. All of the sites mentioned in the e-mail by the 
Medstead Parish Council were visited and appraised. 
The performance of these sites and others can be 
reviewed at Appendix 2 in the background paper.
 
The sites mentioned are not without their merits, 
although it should be noted that only Hazel Road 
Industrial Estate scored relatively well in the 
qualitative assessment. Other sites mentioned by the 
parish council did not perform as well, due to poor 
accessibility, poor access arrangements or 
fragmented/poor site configuration. All of these 
matters limit the market attractiveness of sites.  In 
addition to the qualitative aspects of the assessment, 
sites/areas also needed to pass various tests, to be 
identified for the Article 4(1) direction. With regard to 
Hazel Road Industrial Estate, this site did not meet a 
"strategic significance" factor in respect of its size. 
The Council's basic premise for the Article 4(1) 
process is that the loss of employment sites due to 
residential conversion could undermine its 
development strategy and therefore the economic 
well being of its area. This position becomes less 
clear and justifiable for small sites. Therefore, given 
the Government's planning practice guidance, sites 
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Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

such as Hazel Road Industrial Estate were omitted 
from the direction.

It is not possible to comment further, with respect to 
any unidentified sites. However a robust process has 
been used in identifying candidate sites as detailed in 
the employment background paper.

REP03 – Sue 
Richards, Samson 
Installations Ltd

We would like to register and confirm our full support for 
Article 4(1) at Bentley Industrial Centre, Bentley, Farnham, 
Surrey  GU10 5NJ.
 
We currently lease Unit 8 at Bentley Industrial Centre, 
Bentley, Farnham, Surrey  GU10 5NJ and wish them to 
remain as Office/Light Industry/Storage & Distribution use.

Support for site EHDC004 (Bentley Industrial Centre, 
Bentley) noted. No change to the Article 4(1) 
direction is advised.

REP04 – Derek 
Baker, Complete 
Filtration Solutions 
Ltd and Ultimate 
Filtration Solutions 
Ltd

Having spoken to local businesses I understand the effect 
of this Article 4(1) direction may in fact be to remove the 
option to build residential homes or convert to residential. 
If this is the case and the site (West A3 Enterprise Road) 
has to stay light industrial going forward I am in favour of 
that.

Support for site EHDC027 (West of A3(M)/Enterprise 
Road, Horndean) noted. No change to the Article 
4(1) direction is advised.

REP05 – Stephen 
Cabrol, Riko UK 
Ltd

I am the owner of the site and have submitted my support 
for the removal of permitted development rights for 
change of use from ‘office / light industry / storage & 
distribution to residential use’. However, the area is 
roughly twice as large as that shown on the plan 
EHDC011. 

The reasons for my support and why I think the whole site 
should be included are as follows:
 

Support for site EHDC011 (Inverallen, Kingsley) and 
comments on the provision of employment land 
noted. 

Whilst it is appreciated that open ground to the west 
of the site identified as EHDC011 may be useful for 
rural employment uses; from a technical point of 
view, there is no reason for removing permitted 
development rights from this land in addition to 
removing them from the buildings identified in the 
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Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

The financial prosperity of any community, town, city or 
region is very much dependent upon providing and 
maintaining sufficient employment in the locality. A pre-
requisite requirement should be to ensure there is a wide 
range of commercial properties available for businesses to 
occupy. Businesses are very varied and diverse in the 
premises requirements and suitable premises can vary 
from market stalls and ‘pop up’ shops as well as high-
street shops through to retail parks and large 
manufacturing plants. The required type and size of these 
business premises vary greatly from small storage units 
with little parking requirements though to medium size 
premises with parking for 2-4 cars through to large 
premises with parking for a large number of cars.
 
People live across a whole region and it is imperative that 
employment opportunities are available across a whole 
region and not concentrated in built up areas such retail 
parks on the outskirts of towns etc. or industrial zones 
outside of towns and cities.  It is therefore highly important 
that the location of these business premises is as varied 
are the type of premises. Many businesses require 
premises that are not suited to retail parks or town / city 
locations.  They may have high lorry movements that 
would cause traffic congestion in cities, towns, built up 
area’s or even villages.  Many businesses require ‘open 
space’ to cope with large vehicles as well as ‘open 
storage’ for companies such as plant hire companies, 
highways maintenance, landscaping etc.  
 
The site shown on the plan EHDC011 has been used as 
an industrial / commercial  site for 24 years since planning 
was granted in 1994. It is located outside of a village and 

Article 4(1) direction.This is because there would be 
no opportunity for conversion of the open ground to 
residential use without the need for planning 
permission. No change to the Article 4(1) direction 
is advised.
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Respondent Response Summary Officer Response 

does not fall within a location that would be suitable for 
housing ‘in-fill’ and therefore far from suitable for housing 
development.  It is well screened from the road and 
located on poor quality land that is designated by Natural 
England as ‘Other land primarily in non-agricultural use’ 
(REF ALC007 Agricultural Land Classification map 
London and the South East).   The location is on a main 
‘lorry route’ and is therefore very accessible to transport 
vehicles and public transport.  It is located within easy 
reach of numerous villages as well as larger residential 
areas such as Lindford, Bordon, Whitehill and Alton.

REP07 – 
Bramshott & 
Liphook Parish 
Council

With reference to the proposed Article 4(1) Direction, 
Bramshott and Liphook Parish Council supports the 
outcomes and proposals within the Report. However we 
would wish to see the retention of the two employment 
sites in Passfield as they provide an ideal location for 
starter & micro sized businesses where affordability is of 
prime importance for the Parish’s locally grown 
businesses.

Support and comments noted. 

National planning practice guidance (PPG) is clear: 
"The use of article 4 directions to remove national 
permitted development rights should be limited to 
situations where this is necessary to protect local 
amenity or the wellbeing of the area"  (PPG 
Reference ID: 13-038-20140306). The process that 
the Council used to identify sites for its Article 4(1) 
direction has been developed accordingly. Full details 
of the process of identifying sites are given in the 
supporting employment background paper. 

A qualitative assessment of employment sites across 
East Hampshire (outside of the South Downs) has 
been undertaken by the Council. The performance of 
all the sites that were surveyed can be reviewed at 
Appendix 2 of the background paper.

Within the qualitative assessment of sites, Passfield 
Enterprise Centre was identified as having relatively 
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poor site access, no local public transport linkages 
and limited local services. The quality of the site was 
also judged to be relatively poor. Passfield Mill 
Business Park was identified as having relatively 
poor access and a poor layout, with limited evidence 
of recent investment. Although it is recognised that 
these sites may still fulfil a role in the commercial 
property market, in the context of the Government’s 
guidance it would be unreasonable to include them in 
the Article 4(1) direction. No change to the Article 
4(1) direction is advised.

REP08 – Scott 
Naish, Snapdragon 
Composites

I am writing in support of the EHDC Article 4(1) conversion 
for proposed planning rights.
 As a small business owner at one of the proposed light 
industrial areas, I am in absolute agreement of any article 
that helps preserve the industrial areas in & around 
Hampshire. 
 Whilst I do knowledge that we are in need of more 
residential development throughout the country, we also 
need industry to support the residential developments thus 
keeping work opportunities for local communities in 
balance.
 All too often we see developers buy up areas/buildings, 
leave them for years to become delapidated & easily apply 
for change of use so they can reap maximum financial 
reward for little regard for the communnties around them. 
 Any article being proposed to make the changes from 
industrial/commmercial properties to residential 
development, more difficult to obtain approval by has my 
fullest support.

Support noted. The effect of the direction is to enable 
greater scrutiny of proposals on identified sites. It 
does not provide any additional protection, over and 
above that of existing planning policies. That said, the 
development strategy of the Council’s local plan is to 
provide sustainable economic growth and its policies 
are supportive of retaining the best quality 
employment sites, to help meet existing and future 
needs for employment floorspace. No change to the 
Article 4(1) direction is advised.

REP09 – Stephen 
Massingdale, obo 

I am writing on behalf of Paradigm Property Investments 
Ltd to OBJECT to East Hampshire District Council’s 

Comments noted. Paradigm House (map reference: 
EHDC021) is located immediately to the west of a 
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Paradigm Property 
Investments Ltd

proposal to remove “permitted development rights” by 
making an Article 4(1) (1) Direction in respect of Paradigm 
House, 14 Wilsom Road, Alton as defined by your Map 
EHDC021.
Paradigm House, an isolated commercial use on the west 
side of Wilsom Road, is surrounded by residential 
development on 3 sides.
It is an eminently suitable site for residential development. 
East Hampshire District Council’s proposal to remove 
“permitted development rights” is contrary to Government 
Policy and the spirit of Government Policy which seeks to 
make land available for residential development.
EHDC claims to have found “evidence of constraint within 
the local commercial property market” whilst publishing an 
overwhelmingly housing led Development Brief for the 
commercial Molson
Coors Brewery Site, whichever scenario goes forward.
EHDC’s message is at best “muddled”.

large area of office-related employment floorspace (at 
Omega Park) and augments the local supply of 
floorspace for such uses. It adjoins residential 
properties but these are thought to be compatible 
with its current use. The content of the Article 4(1) 
direction is consistent with the Government’s national 
planning policy as the sites included (such as 
Paradigm House) are those that have been assessed 
as being important for purposes of supporting 
sustainable economic growth, which is an important 
aspect of planning policy. 

In relation to the housing issue, sufficient land has 
been made available in the district to boost 
significantly the supply of housing. In particular, the 
Council has more than a five year supply of housing 
land and a positive development strategy for 
delivering new housing to meet the identified needs 
of the district.

In relation to the Molson Coors Brewery site, the 
circumstances for securing its viable future use are 
very different to those that would concern Paradigm 
House. The site is different in scale, and has different 
physical and environmental  constraints. 
Furthermore, the previous brewery use is highly 
specialised, without a wide market appeal and could 
note easily be used for other employment uses. The 
redevelopment of this large brownfield site will realise 
a number of benefits to the community, including 
additional new employment opportunities. 

Finally, the effect of the Article 4(1) direction is not to 
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prevent appropriate redevelopment, but to better 
ensure that the Council’s development strategy is 
implemented. Policy CP4 of the Council’s Joint Core 
Strategy (adopted June 2014) provides opportunity 
for the redevelopment of employment sites that are 
no longer suitable for employment use. The Aritcle 4 
direction does not prevent residential redevelopment 
but enables the Council to consider redevelopment 
proposals in detail, which is appropriate for the 
district’s higher quality employment sites, given the 
constraints that have been identified in the local 
commercial property markets. No change to the 
Article 4(1) direction is advised.

REP10 – Andrew 
Watson, Savills 
obo Trustees of 
The Froyle Settled 
Estate

The Estate has no immediate plans to convert the 
buildings into a residential use. However, it is critical to the 
future sustainability of the Estate that they are able to 
retain flexibility to use their assets in the most viable way.

Greater emphasis should be given to the need to provide 
new housing in the District, and the Estate is concerned 
that there is still is not enough emphasis on this important 
aspect. The general shortage of housing is well 
documented and understood. Many local authorities 
cannot meet their housing need, and must rely on 
conversion schemes to help meet the ever-increasing 
demand for new housing. . The Estate feel that residential 
uses should be permitted in line with the Government’s 
stated ambitions of increasing the supply of housing.

In general terms, the retention of employment uses needs 
to be balanced against need to identify additional housing 
sites. It is considered that some commercial buildings at 

Comments noted.The sustainability of rural 
enterprises is an important issue that is recognised 
and is being tackled through the Council’s Local Plan 
(see page 11 of the East Hampshire District Joint 
Core Strategy for recognition of this issue; and for the 
vision, objectives and policies of that document for 
details of how this issue is being tackled). By 
contrast, the issue that is being dealt with, in part, 
through the Article 4(1) process is the evidence of 
constraint in the availability of good quality, suitable 
business premises. 

The Council’s employment background paper, which 
provides evidence in support of the Article 4(1) 
direction, further confirms the position of the Council 
2013 Employment Land Review. This position is that 
although new floorspace is required, so too is the 
modernisation and retention of good quality 
employment sites. The buildings at West End Farm, 
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West End Farm could potentially be used for housing 
without undermining future economic growth.

Brexit has introduced a significant element of uncertainty 
in recent months, not least for Estates like Froyle which 
rely on their ability to diversify their assets.

The Estate is well-located in between two market towns - 
Farnham and Alton. As such, there is wide availability of 
both office and commercial space in the local area.

The surrounding area already comprises an appropriate 
location for people to live. West End farm does not have a 
proliferation of anti-social (e.g. B2) uses which would 
prejudice residential development, and a review of the 
planning history for the site confirms as much. There are 
also a number of residential properties surrounding the 
site (immediately to the north). As far as the Estate is 
aware there has not been any conflict between the 
surrounding residential uses and the commercial uses 
present on the farm.

Part (iv) of the Regulations already provide a sufficient 
level of control. With this in mind, it is unclear why EHDC 
feel that a Direction is necessary in this location.

The Estate does not consider that a case has been made 
to justify a Direction. No evidence of impact on local 
amenity or economic wellbeing has been provided to 
support the Direction.

Upper Froyle, qualify as good quality employment 
sites in the rural area. The employment background 
paper also provides evidence that there is insufficient 
availability of good quality employment sites.

In relation to the housing issue, sufficient land has 
been made available in the district to boost 
significantly the supply of housing. In particular, the 
Council has more than a five year supply of housing 
land and a positive development strategy for 
delivering new housing to meet the identified needs 
of the district.

The effect of the Article 4(1) direction is not to 
prevent appropriate redevelopment, but to better 
ensure that the Council’s development strategy is 
implemented. Policy CP4 of the Council’s Joint Core 
Strategy (adopted June 2014) provides opportunity 
for the redevelopment of employment sites that are 
no longer suitable for employment use. The Aritcle 4 
direction does not prevent residential redevelopment 
but enables the Council to consider redevelopment 
proposals in detail, which is appropriate for the 
district’s higher quality employment sites, given the 
constraints that have been identified in the local 
commercial property markets.

The “Part (iv)” text quoted in relation to the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 (as amended) provides a 
planning authority with the means of refusing a prior 
notification to implement the permitted development 
right for conversion to residential use from an 
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industrial/storage or distribution use. However, the 
text only enables the Council to consider whether the 
sustainability of industrial or storage and distribution 
uses would be prejudiced in the area affected by the 
proposal; not across a wider planning area such as 
East Hampshire. If those uses at West End Farm 
would cease with the redevelopment, due to 
associated business relocation, there would be no 
grounds for refusing residential reuse under this part 
of the Order. However, the continued use of the 
premises may still be important for other businesses 
in East Hampshire.

On the basis of the foregoing, no change to the 
Article 4(1) direction is advised.

REP11 – D C 
Bradley, Cromwell 
Holdings Ltd

We are the freehold owne of a property known as 
Wallbrook Office Cente, Mill Lane, Alton, which forms part 
of the proposed Article 4(1) direction for Newman Lane, 
Alton (map reference: EHDC017).

We write to object to the Council confirming the Article 
4(1) direction as we do not believe the Council has made 
such a direction in accordance with national Government 
guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework 
which directs there must be a clear justification for 
removing national permitted development rights. Indeed, 
we believe the Council has failed to demonstrate a clear 
justification, particularly at a site-specific level.

The sheer number of proposed sites listed in the Council’s 
Employment Background Paper demonstrates a blatant 
disregard for national Government policy and suggests an 

Comments noted. As noted within the response from 
Cromwell Holdings, the Article 4(1) direction is 
supported by an employment background paper. This 
paper establishes an up-to-date evidence base for 
the Article 4(1) direction, by considering a range of 
economic indicators regarding the commercial 
property market and the wider economy of East 
Hampshire. It contains a qualitative site assessment 
which is itself an expanded review of that undertaken 
in the Council’s 2013 Employment Land Review. The 
site assessment covers a larger number of sites than 
have been included in the Article 4(1) direction and is 
a key piece of evidence for informing the direction, 
though it is not the only piece of evidence justifying 
the direction, including its scope and contents. The 
Article 4(1) direction is also based on a review of the 
policy context, including national policy and guidance.
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effort by the Council to circumvent such national policy. 
Moreover, the assessment of individual sites is superficial 
at best and potentially misleading, therefore providing 
scope for poor decision-making.

Our aforementioned property, Wallbrook Office Centre, is 
referred to as Selborne House which, in fact, is just one of 
four buildings that comprise Wallbrook Office Centre. The 
summary of findings section describe Selborne House as 
‘new buildings’ whereas all four buildings were built in 
1989/90, so are now almost 30 years old.

As a long term investor in Alton, we are acutely aware that 
the market demand for office accommodation in the town 
has been patchy over a very long period of time. Indeed 
the original developer of Wallbrook Office Centre was 
placed in liquidation shortly after completing the 
development and market rents now are still at very similar 
rates almost 30 years later. Hence the flexibility offered by 
existing national permitted development rights form an 
essential part of an investor’s toolkit when considering 
viable alternative uses.

We would therefore urge you to reconsider the Article 4(1) 
direction in relation to the Newman Lane Alton area, 
particularly in respect of Wallbrook Office Centre where 
the potential for change of use to residential may assist in 
securing the long-term viability of this mixed use micro-
location which includes Alton Retail Park, Mill Lane just a 
couple of hundred yards distant.

The Council’s Article 4(1) direction takes account of 
and is in accordance with national planning policy 
and guidance. National planning practice guidance 
(PPG) is clear: "The use of article 4 directions to 
remove national permitted development rights should 
be limited to situations where this is necessary to 
protect local amenity or the wellbeing of the area" 
 (PPG Reference ID: 13-038-20140306). The process 
that the Council used to identify sites for its Article 
4(1) direction has been developed accordingly. The 
Article 4(1) direction is being made to better ensure 
the application of the Council's existing development 
strategy and policies. The Council is concerned that 
the use of permitted development rights may 
undermine its strategy of sustainable economic 
growth (which would detrimentally affect “the 
wellbeing of the area”), by exacerbating constraints in 
the commercial property market through reducing the 
supply of the best quality employment sites.

The site identified as Selborne House – for purposes 
of public intelligibility, given the signage – has been 
appraised by the Council to provide relatively good 
quality, flexible accommodation with a good quantity 
of parking. Commercial property agents recently 
acting to market the site, Wadham and Isherwood, 
have described the property as providing “modern air 
conditioned office” accommodation and described the 
Wallbrook Office Centre as a successful 
development. The Council’s Planning Officers have 
themselves observed improvement works being 
undertaken during the site assessment process in 
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summer 2017. Therefore, there is no doubt that this 
particular development contributes to the provision of 
good quality office accommodation in Alton and that it 
has seen recent investment; despite the single 
inaccuracy in the Council’s background paper of 
describing the buildings as ‘new’.

It is also noteworthy that Wadham and Isherwood 
describe the property as being “within the heart of 
Alton’s principle [sic] business area”. Although the 
buildings are relatively close to retail services, they 
also adjoin other business premises within the 
Newman Lane area. The current use is therefore 
appropriate given the property’s location.

Please note that the effect of the Article 4(1) direction 
is not to prevent appropriate redevelopment, but to 
better ensure that the Council’s development strategy 
is implemented. Policy CP4 of the Council’s Joint 
Core Strategy (adopted June 2014) provides 
opportunity for the redevelopment of employment 
sites that are no longer suitable for employment use. 
The Aritcle 4 direction does not prevent residential 
redevelopment but enables the Council to consider 
redevelopment proposals in detail, which is 
appropriate for the district’s higher quality 
employment sites, given the constraints that have 
been identified in the local commercial property 
markets.

On the basis of the foregoing, no change to the 
Article 4(1) direction is advised.
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