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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 9 October 2014 

 
Present  
 
Councillor:   A Williams (Vice-Chairman in the Chair) 
 
Councillors: C Graham (Vice-Chairman), A Williams (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, 
R Ayer, K Carter, F Cowper, D Evans, A Glass, M Harvey, A Joy, D Newberry, 
R Saunders and I Thomas 
 
*Minute 120 on 
**Minute 128 on 
***Minute 128 to 130 
 
117. Apologies for Absence  

 
Apologies from Councillors P Burridge, N Drew, J Gray, J Onslow, D Orme and 
S Schillemore. 
 

118. Confirmation of Minutes  
 
The minutes of the meetings held on 18 September 2014 and 24 September 
2014 were not agreed as they had only recently been published. 
 

119. Chairman's Announcements  
 
The Chairman announced: 
 
(i) The location of the fire exits and requested that everyone evacuated by 
one of the fire exits and assembled in the car park, where a roll call would be 
taken; 
 
(ii) To ensure all members of the public could hear the proceedings of the 
meeting, a portable loop system was available; 
 
(iii) Asked that all present switched off their mobile phones to prevent 
interference with the microphones; and 
 
(iv) Asked that those making representations used the microphone when 
speaking. 
 
Cllr Cowper joined the meeting. 
 

120. Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
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121. 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. 
 

122. Future Items  
 
The committee agreed to visit the following sites: 
 
5525/001 – Land South West of Highmead House, Old Odiham Road, Shalden, 
Alton; and 
 
27202/029 – Applegarth Farm, Headley Road, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 6JL. 
 

123. Report of the Service Manager Planning Development  
 
The Report of the Service Manager Planning Development, PS.435/2014 was 
considered and it was RESOLVED that: 
 

Application No., Site and Description: 
 

Resolution: 

55358/FUL 
 
Land at Winchester Road (Adjoining 
173), Winchester Road, Four Marks, 
Alton 
 
136 RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS WITH 
ASSOCIATED WORKS, ACCESS, 
PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND OPEN 
SPACE (AS AMENDED BY PLANS 
RECEIVED 20/06/2014). 
 

Refused for the reasons set out in 
Appendix B 

50313/FUL 
 
Land north of Towngate Farm House, 
Wield Road, Medstead, Alton, GU34 
5LY 
 
Four detached dwellings 
 

Permission subject to the proviso and 
conditions set out in Appendix A 

55233/FUL 
 
Land West of Bay Tree Cottage, Main 
Road, Bentley, Farnham 
 
Change of use of land and the erection 
of 5 new dwellings (additional 
information received 29 August 2014 
and 9 October 2014) 

Refused for the reasons set out in 
Appendix B. 
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36472/001/OUT 
 
Thedden Grange, Wivelrod Road, 
Bentworth, Alton, GU34 4AU 
 
OUTLINE - 6 NEW RESIDENTIAL 
UNITS (WITH SOME MATTERS 
RESERVED)  
 

Refused for the reasons set out in 
Appendix B. 

32440/004/FUL 
 
New Palace Cinema, Normandy Street, 
Alton, GU34 1DE 
 
Partial demolition to the rear of The 
Palace Cinema, Alton, and erection of 4 
x 2 bedroom flats and associated 
parking. 
 
 
 

Permission subject to the conditions set 
out in Appendix A 

31232/004/FUL 
 
Ian Allan Travel, 19 Market Street, 
Alton, GU34 1HA 
 
Change of use from shop (Class A1) to 
Cafe (Class A3) 
 

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A 

 
124. Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 (as amended) - Town and Country 

Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010 - 
Development Applications 
 

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

126. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL 
 

127. 55358/FUL/NU - Land at Winchester Road (adjoining 173), Winchester 
Road, Four Marks, Alton  
 
136 residential dwellings with associated works, access, parking, landscaping 
and open space (as amended by plans received 20/06/2014). 
 
The Development Management Team Leader introduced the report and 
displayed an aerial photograph of the site, location plan, proposed site layout, 
proposed elevations and the proposed affordable housing along with 
photographs of and from within the site. 
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He drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters sheets which 
included letters from the applicant and The Barn Lane Action Group.  There 
was also an update on Friars Oak Farm confirming that it had not been called in 
by the Secretary of State. 
 
This application was a departure from the Local Plan and was being considered 
under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Interim Housing 
Policy Statement (IHPS).  EHDC did not have a five year land supply and the 
NPPF stated that if a local authority could not demonstrate a five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites, relevant policies for the supply of housing could not 
be considered up to date.  The IHPS had been introduced to address this and 
to speed up the delivery of housing within the district.  It allowed appropriate 
development on land outside but adjoining the Settlement Policy Boundary 
(SPB). 
 
The lack of a five year land supply carried significant weight.  However, the 
spatial strategy in EHDC’s Joint Core Strategy (JCS) had identified a 
requirement for 175 new homes in Four Marks/South Medstead.  Rather than 
this being a ceiling figure, the committee had to consider whether more homes 
would be appropriate.  There was already permission for 191 new homes in 
Four Marks/South Medstead, this additional 136 would mean a 87% supply 
above the figure in the JCS. 
 
Officers had concluded that the provision of this many houses so early on in the 
life of the JCS would not be sustainable for this settlement. 
 
The officer’s recommendation was for refusal. 
 
The determining issues for consideration: 
 

• Development plan and material considerations; 

• Principle of development; 

• Deliverability; 

• Mix and type of housing; 

• Impact on the character of the area; 

• Access, movement and highway safety; 

• Impact on neighbourhood amenity; 

• Drainage, flood risk and foul water; 

• Impact on trees and ecology; 

• Sustainable construction and energy efficiency; 

• Infrastructure and developer contributions; and 

• Response to parish/town council comments. 
 
Mrs Denise Cottam addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the 
application. 
 
The developers would claim that this was the most popular site for 
development.  This was despite nearly 300 objections showing that in reality it 
was one of the most unpopular of recent applications.   
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The Local Interim Planning Statement (LIPS) survey, which objectors believed 
was seriously flawed, gave Barn Lane as a preferred site for development.  At 
the time of the vote, it was one of only two sites capable of fulfilling the 
necessary housing quota with a single sticker vote.  The other big site, Friars 
Oak, came second. 
 
At the west end of Four Marks, there were a number of very large 
developments both completed and proposed.  This application would combine 
these with a further 136 houses.  The cumulative effect threatened to become 
catastrophic in social, environmental and sustainability terms.  The whole 
creaking local infrastructure would fail to cope.  This would risk building the 
village into severe and costly infrastructure and social problems for the future. 
 
This proposal would extend the high density urban character of the existing 
developments to the very edge of Four Marks parish, fundamentally changing 
the rural appearance of the west end of the village and Barn Lane.  It would 
also destroy a productive and attractive wheat field. 
 
One particularly sensitive environmental issue was the destruction of hazel 
dormouse habitat.  Despite mitigation measures on adjacent sites, it had been 
reported by the local Wildlife Support and Conservation group that the 
dormouse population had already been seriously depleted, meaning that these 
measures were not working. 
 
This group reported that if planning permission was granted, it would most 
probably result in an isolated, unsustainable Dormouse population. 
 
Thirdly and finally, she wanted to make additional points on sustainability.   
 
Objectors had taken accurate measurements of the distances from the site to 
village amenities.  From the centre of the proposed site to Tesco’s was 1.76km.  
That made a round trip of over two miles including two steep hills.  Realistically, 
virtually every journey from this site would be made by car.  80% of these 
journeys would take traffic east through the village.  This would exacerbate the 
problems currently experienced at other major junctions on the A31.   
 
The proposed junction would be potentially the most dangerous of all, being 
both on the brow of a hill and at the end of a fast dual carriageway.   
 
To summarise, she had referred to: 
 

• The mistaken reliance on a flawed LIPS survey; 

• The disastrous cumulative effect on social structure, infrastructure and 
wildlife; and 

• The unsustainability of the site because of its distance from the village 
centre. 

 
Objectors respectfully requested that the committee refuse this application. 
 
Cllr Tim Brake addressed the committee on behalf of Four Marks Parish 
Council. 
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Once again Four Marks was presented with another large planning 
development.  This application, if granted, would grossly exceed the 
recommended JCS figure, especially as Friars Oak would not now be called in 
by Brandon Lewis the Housing Minister.  
 
Four Marks Parish Council comments were a matter of record.  This proposal 
was not a sustainable development. 
 
In August, Mr Shefford HCC schools organisation officer wrote to EHDC’s 
Planning Department confirming that Four Marks School was full to capacity, 
confirming what the village had known for some time.  The neighbouring parish 
schools were also in the same situation.  
 
The bus service was being restructured.  In other words, a reduced bus service 
after 8pm so that the only realistic form of travel would be by car.  The A31 was 
already a nightmare and another so called tributary would add to the great flow.  
 
Water pressure was low and the village seemed to have more than its fair 
share of power cuts.  It appeared that the drainage issues on this site would be 
controlled by pumps.  What would happen when the power was off and a new 
gas main was required?  Were these utilities also going to be subject to 
Grampian agreements indicating the lack of infrastructure? 
 
The local shops had not noticed an increase in footfall since the village had 
increased in size, so local trades still struggled to make a living. 
 
In 2006 the Planning Inspector advised in his second review that sites should 
be allowed to settle in before any future builds should be considered, that 
statement was as relevant today as it was then.  
 
The Parish Council was concerned that the developer had held meetings with 
limited community groups and had muted promises about future funding for 
projects directly to those groups.  The parish council felt this very underhand 
and wished to distance itself from this sort of behaviour. 
 
EHDC had already agreed for 190 houses to be built which exceeded the 
agreed permitted development figure.  The infrastructure of both Four Marks 
and Medstead was creaking.  There were approximately 73 houses for sale on 
the open market in the village so where was the need for another 136? 
 
The parish council felt that this development would fundamentally change the 
character of the village and requested that the committee support the 
recommendation to refuse this application. 
 
Cllr Peter Fenwick addressed the committee on behalf of Medstead Parish 
Council. 
 
This proposed development was within approximately 300m of the Medstead 
Parish boundary. 
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The deficiencies in the infrastructure of Four Marks and Medstead had been 
well recorded as had the parish council’s concerns as to the social cohesion of 
their communities due to the huge influx of additional residents.  Medstead 
Parish Council requested that the committee support the officer’s 
recommendation and refuse this application for the following reasons in 
addition to those already submitted: 
 

• They believed that the five year housing land supply target had been 
reached.  The calculation was last updated in April 2014 and in view of 
the approvals and authorisations for approval granted for a significant 
number of dwellings in the intervening period the authority should be 
able to demonstrate that a 5 year housing supply exists.  Thus 
paragraph 49 of the NPPF carried no weight. 

• The statement by the Highway Authority that traffic flows arising from the 
development would be 80% east and 20% west along the A31 
oversimplified the picture.  The major employment hub of Basingstoke 
and the M3 corridor created a serious traffic flow through the parishes of 
Medstead and Bentworth as vehicles rat run from the A31 to the A339. 

• Additional pedestrian safety measures were having to be installed in 
Medstead because of the current high volume of traffic on their unlit, 
rural roads thus breaching their Village Design Statement. 

• Thames Water had confirmed to their Neighbourhood Planners that 
there were capacity constraints within the foul water drainage system 
infrastructure and upgrades, which typically took 18 months, may be 
required.  The need for upgrades seriously compromised the delivery of 
this proposed development in the 2 year time period. 

 
He asked that this application be refused. 
 
Mr Stuart Goodwill, the agent, addressed the committee. 
 

• This application was more than housing delivery, there would be 
significant community benefits; 

• The Council had adopted LIPS.  In Four Marks, this was confirmed as 
the public’s most preferred site; 

• There was a new water main on Winchester Road and there was also 
high speed broadband.  Thames Water had advised them of the 
manhole they would need to connect to; 

• No objections had been made by any statutory consultees; 

• There would be a sports pitch and adult fitness trail.  There would also 
be a scout hut which would be of benefit; 

• This was a unique opportunity; and 

• It delivered local infrastructure. 
 
Cllr Ingrid Thomas, a local councillor, addressed the committee. 
 

• She asked the committee to support the officer’s recommendation; 

• Four Marks had been subjected to many developments; 

• They had reached and gone beyond the numbers for the JCS so early 
on; 
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• Water and power needs had to get up to standard before building; 

• The bus service was poor, there was no Post Office and no pub; and 

• The village had grown too fast for the infrastructure to keep up pace. 
 
In response to a point raised, the Development Management Team Leader 
confirmed that the five year housing supply had not been reached. 
 
The committee felt that sustainability was extremely important.  To go so far 
beyond the figures set in the JCS only two years in would be unsustainable and 
contrary to policies CP1 and CP2. 
 
Whilst the site was level, adjoined existing new development and would blend 
in to a degree, there was concern with the high number of dwellings proposed 
on the site.  The density was considerably greater than the surrounding area 
and would increase further the perception of development into the countryside. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for refusal. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors 
voting FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and no Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting. 
 
Councillors Ayer, Joy, Saunders and Thomas joined the meeting. 
 

128. 50313/FUL/JonH - Land North of Towngate Farm House, Wield Road, 
Medstead, Alton, GU34 5LY  
 
Four detached dwellings. 
 
The Planning Officer introduced the report and displayed an aerial photograph 
of the site, proposed landscape plan, elevations, proposed streetscene and the 
previously dismissed site plan. 
 
There was a linear nature of development along Wield Road.  Plots 1 and 4 
would be two bedroom bungalows and the two plots in the middle would be four 
bedroom houses.  The variety of designs reflected the character of the area.  
This proposal would retain the hedgerow and utilise the existing entrance. 
 
A previous application for an access road on this site had been refused by the 
Council and dismissed at appeal, however there were now different policies 
and criteria in place. 
 
The Planning Officer drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary 
matters sheets where there was a correction to the time limit condition.  There 
were also further consultee comments, further representations and some 
additional conditions. 
 
The determining issues for consideration were: 
 

• Principle of development; 

• Impact on the landscape and character and appearance of the area; 
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• Design; 

• Highways; 

• Impact on amenity of adjoining property; 

• Ecology; 

• Impact on local amenities; 

• Energy conservation; and 

• Developer contributions. 
 
Mr Neil Thomson addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the 
application. 
 

• With the previous application to put in a road utilising the same access 
the Inspector had said that it would change the character; 

• The planning system sought to protect the countryside; 

• Pedestrian access was inadequate; 

• Facilities were limited, the road was narrow and unlit and there was no 
room on the highway for a virtual footpath; 

• Through the Local Interim Planning Statement (LIPS) survey, not one 
person thought that it was the right place to build; and 

• This was a greenfield site and should not be considered. 
 
Cllr Peter Fenwick addressed the committee on behalf of Medstead Parish 
Council. 
 
This site was outside the Settlement Policy Boundary (SPB) and at the 
beginning of the open countryside.  Development of an access road was 
refused by the Planning Authority in 2007.  This decision was upheld by the 
Planning Inspector on appeal when he described the location as “the sensitive 
edge of Medstead”.  How much more intrusive to the sensitive edge could four 
houses be? 
 
Also in 2008 the protection of the “sensitive edges” of the village was further 
reaffirmed by another Planning Inspector’s adjudication when the authority’s 
decision to refuse permission for a development on Roe Downs Road was 
upheld.  Additionally, a policy of not building cul-de-sacs on the village 
boundaries was supported. 
 
Planning Officers may try to dismiss these precedents quoting paragraph 49 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The parish council suggested 
that paragraph 49 was not applicable as it did not relate to Planning 
Inspectorate decisions and there was now, they believed, a five year housing 
land supply in East Hampshire.  The officer had not advised when the data was 
last updated. 
 
Paragraph 32 of the NPPF required “safe and suitable access for all people”. 
CP31 placed a high priority on meeting the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and 
public transport users.  
 

• There were no local employment opportunities; 

• There was no viable public transport in Medstead; 
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• Pedestrians had to negotiate a narrow, dark, unlit road with no footway 
to reach the village centre; and 

• Speed limits were honoured more in their breach than in reality. 
 
It was suggested that the bungalows would be suitable for local elderly to 
downsize into but there was no proposal for age restrictions.  
 
Planning permission had been granted or authorised for an additional 209 
dwellings in the Parish of Medstead alone, of which 194 were outside the SPB.  
It was difficult to understand what contribution would be made by the 
construction of a further four additional market houses, built in an inappropriate 
location outside the SPB, other than to satisfy a bureaucratic planning process. 
 
Medstead was a single community, not two as the planners would have you 
believe.  Had the residents of Medstead not made a big enough contribution so 
early in the Plan Period?  Medstead was prepared to accept some development 
provided it was in an appropriate location. 
 
He asked the committee to refuse this application. 
 
Mr Matthew Utting, the agent, addressed the committee. 
 
The officer’s report dealt with his client’s application in a very balanced and 
thorough way, so he only wished to emphasise a few points. 
 
His client’s application had been made in response to EHDC’s Interim Housing 
Policy Statement (IHPS) and the site’s inclusion within successive versions of 
the District’s Strategic Housing and Landscape Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA), most recently, the SHLAA’s July 2014 update.  The SHLAA identified 
the site as available, suitable, deliverable and therefore sustainable.  Pre-
application discussions with EHDC officers had established agreement that 
developing the site with four dwellings would be preferable. 
 
The application proposed two, two bedroom bungalows and two, four bedroom 
houses.  This dwelling mix would meet a range of housing needs and his client 
would accept the removal of permitted development rights to extend the houses 
and to convert their garages.  It had always been the intention to develop the 
site with a mix of smaller and larger dwellings.  Following pre and post-
application discussions with officers, they were not content with the form, layout 
and design of the proposal before the committee. 
 
The County Highways Authority had not raised concerns with the safety or 
suitability of the site’s links with the centre of Medstead.  The site was within a 
short walk of the village centre, along Wield Road, which was subject to a 
20mph speed limit. 
In summary, his client’s proposal to develop the site with four dwellings was a 
proportionate response to EHDC’s SHLAA and IHPS and the site’s 
development would integrate with adjacent housing and the landscape 
surrounding Medstead in this location.  His client had signed a S106 Agreement 
to deliver financial contributions upon commencement of the site’s development 
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and the S106 Agreement would be formally executed well before the deadline 
set. 
 
Cllr Ingrid Thomas, a local councillor, said that the previous appeal decision 
had been mentioned a couple of times.  This locality was very rural in character 
and did not form part of the village.  This proposal would result in permanent 
damage to the approach to Medstead.  There were similarities between the 
access of this proposal and the Cedars site.   
 
The Service Manager Planning Development said that since the decisions 
made in 2007/2008, policy had changed dramatically.  The committee had to 
take into account that 150 additional houses were needed to be spread across 
the villages throughout the district as set out in the spatial strategy in EHDC’s 
Joint Core Strategy (JCS). 
 
Guidance was sought as to whether there was any content in the appeal 
decision which was relevant.  It was confirmed that policy GS3 had now been 
superseded.  The appeal considered the access that intruded into the 
countryside and the decision at that time was perfectly right.  The committee 
had to consider how special this edge of village location was compared to other 
edge of village locations when there was a need for new dwellings. 
 
Concern was raised that there was not enough room for footways.  However, 
whilst it would be safer, it was understood that there were already a number of 
properties on this side of the village which did not have a footway link to the 
centre. 
 
In response to a question raised, it was confirmed that there would be a bin 
collection area and refuse would be collected from the edge of the road which 
was true of all houses on Wield Road. 
 
The committee felt that this was a relatively small linear site and on balance, it 
was suitable. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission subject to 
the changes in the supplementary matters sheets. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 12 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 

129. 55233/FUL/NP - Land West of Bay Tree Cottage, Main Road, Bentley, 
Farnham  
 
Change of use of land and the erection of 5 new dwellings (additional 
information received 29 August 2014). 
 
The Development Management Manager introduced the report and displayed 
an aerial photograph of the site, proposed site plan and the proposed 
streetscene. 
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The site was between two fairly new properties on the west side.  The linear 
nature of the area would be reflected in the proposed dwellings.  Two of the 
dwellings would be affordable housing, the remaining three would be market 
housing. 
 
The dwellings would be two storey.  Bay Tree Cottage to the east of the site 
was a much older property and whilst it was two storey, it had a Georgian 
appearance which meant that it looked smaller in stature. 
 
Concern had been raised about the loss of view.  The Bentley Village Design 
Statement had identified five important viewpoints, this being one of the five 
they sought to protect 
 
She drew the committee’s attention to the supplementary matters sheets where 
there was an update regarding a Landscape and Visual Assessment.  Further 
consultee comments had also been received along with further representations. 
 
The determining issues for consideration were: 
 

• Development plan and material considerations; 

• Principle of development; 

• Deliverability; 

• Affordable housing; 

• Access and highway issues; 

• Impact on neighbouring properties; 

• Impact on surrounding area; 

• Trees and ecology; 

• Drainage; 

• Energy conservation; 

• Archaeology; and 

• Developers contributions. 
 
Mr David Darrah addressed the committee on behalf of objectors to the 
application. 

As a community they were surprised and disappointed by the officer’s 
recommendation to approve this planning application.  

The general consensus from the people who lived in the village, was that this 
development would have a significant adverse impact on the streetscene, 
landscape and long established rural character of Bentley. 

When the plans were studied carefully it was clear that the height of these 
houses would completely dwarf the attractive 18th century period cottage 
immediately to their east. 

They were inappropriately out of scale, and made no effort whatsoever to 
compliment or respect the local vernacular. 

More importantly their height would completely obliterate the view from the 
much used village recreation ground to the South Downs National Park 
(SDNP).  An outstanding aspect over Alice Holt Forest and one of the most 
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loved and enduring features of the village and one which should be retained for 
the benefit of present and future generations of Bentley residents. 

The Inspector’s report after the opening of the bypass in 1995 recommended 
that no further development should take place between the old main road and 
the new A31. 

So the siting of the development on a greenfield site, on the south side of the 
old main road, outside the settlement boundary, historically used for agricultural 
grazing purposes and with the adjacent field still used for grazing nursery cattle, 
would seem to be ill considered. 

In addition to this it was opposite a dangerous and already over busy junction 
on the old main road. 

The overspill parking on to the road, which would be necessary for these 
houses because of the poorly conceived parking provision, would be very ill 
advised and a potential hazard. 

The statistics from Bentley’s recent traffic survey carried out by 60 volunteer 
residents supported this assertion. 

Whilst design issues might be solved by imposed conditions or revising the 
proposals, these could in no way remedy the poor siting problem which would 
result in the complete loss of an important historic aspect of the village. 

Objectors could not in any way support inappropriately designed housing that 
failed to take the opportunity to respect and complement the character of the 
village. 

Policy CP18 of the adopted Joint Core Strategy (JCS) required new 
development to protect and enhance local distinctiveness and sense of place. 
 
Cllr Peter Hurley addressed the committee on behalf of Bentley Parish Council. 
 
Bentley had done what the Government wanted it to do.  It was engaging with 
Localism and producing a Neighbourhood Plan which would be submitted in 
roughly five months’ time.  Bentley Parish Council had already carried out a 
huge amount of community engagement and prepared the Bentley Plan which 
would form part of the Local Interim Planning Statement (LIPS).  The committee 
had already received copies of this document, and it was work that would form 
the basis of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Their work on the Neighbourhood Plan and the LIPS had highlighted how 
important the open views to the south were to the character of Bentley and any 
loss of these would harm its character.  This site, although it had no formal 
protection was in the most sensitive location opposite the recreation ground 
that was in the heart of Bentley.  This was where the community spent time and 
they really valued the views to the south and appreciated that they contributed 
to the rural charm of their village. 
 
Bentley was not anti development.  Bentley welcomed development but in the 
right places.  And the Bentley Plan, the LIPS and the emerging Neighbourhood 
Plan identified where that was. 
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If they lost this view, the community would have lost something very valuable. 
 
The parish council requested that the committee refuse this application and 
allow Bentley the short period of time needed to complete its Neighbourhood 
Plan.  They believed that it was incumbent on the committee to allow the 
Localism Act to be played out as the Government intended.  They did not want 
to disappoint the community and believed that the committee should show them 
that Localism can and would work. 
 
Ms Sarah Hardwick, the agent, addressed the committee. 
 
As the committee would be aware, the site was located outside the Settlement 
Policy Boundary of Bentley but it was directly adjacent to it, at 2 Barley Fields.  
The site would follow the existing linear form along Main Road and she 
considered given the form, design and siting, set back from the main road, the 
dwellings would not appear out of character with this part of the village. 
 
The site offered five new dwellings, two of which were provided as affordable 
three bedroom units.  The agent had engaged in pre-application discussions 
with officers where the on-site requirement for affordable housing was outlined 
to them as being necessary as part of the council’s Interim Housing Policy 
Statement (IHPS). 
 
There was no objection to the development from county highways, the county 
ecologist, the Environment Agency, Thames Water or the council’s housing and 
environmental health departments.  They had provided additional information 
regarding highways and ecology together with a landscape and visual impact 
assessment report. 
 
They acknowledged the development would result in a change to the site and 
they understood the parish council and other local objectors concerns.  The 
accompanying Landscape Visual Impact Assessment supported the proposal, 
noting the change to the site but concluding the development would not have a 
significant impact on wider landscape including Alice Holt to the south. 
 
Her client was willing to enter in to the required legal agreement in respect of 
affordable housing and developer contributions by 30 November 2014 as set 
out in the report. 
 
This proposal was deliverable and modest in form and accorded with the 
council’s IHPS.  It was attached to the existing settlement boundary and would 
be of a layout, form and design in keeping with the village whilst contributing to 
the market and affordable housing need within the village and wider area. 
 
She hoped that the committee would be able to support the proposal and grant 
planning permission for the development. 
 
Cllr Ken Carter, the local councillor, said that Bentley was surrounded by ten or 
eleven Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) sites.  The 
community welcomed and accepted the need for development, residents were 
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also pragmatic and realistic about any development.  The site visit showed how 
wonderful and important this side of the village was in terms of view. 
 
Whilst Bentley was very rural, it was fairly sustainable.  It had a bus service, 
shop, doctors surgery, school, railway station and there were outstanding local 
amenity views to the south side of the village. 
 
The Landscape Officer was unhappy with the application and there were 
outstanding ecological aspects as well. 
 
The importance of the south side of the village was the view from the 
Recreation Ground which had been rated four out of five by CPRE (Campaign 
to Protect Rural England) which was incredibly high.  Bentley residents and the 
parish council had carried out their own LIPS and this highlighted the south 
most views of the village as the most important.  This suggested that whilst 
Bentley accepted the need for the development, it favoured development on the 
north side. 
 
The committee noted the Landscape Officer’s comments and highlighted the 
importance of the views to the character of the village.  The houses would be 
very dominant and would block off the view. 
 
In response to a comment raised, the Service Manager Planning Development 
said that prematurity could not be used as an argument unless the 
Neighbourhood Plan was in draft form and subject to consultation.  If a 
Neighbourhood Plan was in place at the time of an appeal, an Inspector would 
be obliged to take it into account. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared LOST, 1 Councillor 
voting FOR permission, 9 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 3 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 
Cllr Carter proposed the following reason for refusal: 
 
The proposal would result in a dominant development of an important gap 
within the street scene on the south side of the village, which significantly 
contributes to the character of the village, in particular in providing long views 
from the recreation ground to Alice Holt Forest and the South Downs National 
Park.  As such, the proposal is considered to be contrary to policies CP1, CP20 
and CP29 of the Joint Core Strategy 2014, the sustainability aims of the NPPF 
and the East Hampshire Countryside Design Summary. 
 
This was seconded by Cllr Cowper. 
 
The committee voted on the proposal for refusal. 
 
Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors voting 
FOR refusal, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST refusal, and 3 Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting 
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The committee adjourned at 8.35pm. 
 
The committee reconvened at 8.43pm. 
 

130. 36472/001/OUT/JM - Thedden Grange, Wivelrod Road, Bentworth, Alton, 
GU34 4AU  
 
Outline – 6 new residential units (with some matters reserved). 
 
The Service Manager Planning Development introduced the report and 
displayed an aerial photograph of the site, location plan, and proposed block 
plan. 
 
In 1975, a group of families had purchased the property and converted the 
main house and some outbuilding elements into seven residential dwellings.  
The proposal was for a group of relatively small dwellings and this was a 
unique situation in the way the property was occupied and managed over the 
years and he could understand why the owners may want to make provision for 
those in their retirement years.  Extensions to the main building would be 
difficult without harming the character and this was essentially a proposal for six 
new dwellings in the countryside.  He could understand the community aims 
behind it, however, the difficulty was tying it to the property and what need 
there would be for it in the future. 
 
The Development Management Manager had received a letter of comment 
from Thedden Grange Residents Association.  They had said that the site was 
not located in open countryside but in an isolated estate.  No Section 106 had 
been agreed and they felt that it was unreasonable as it had never been asked 
for. 
 
The determining issues for consideration were: 
 

• Principle of the proposed development; 

• Siting and impact on the landscape and character and appearance of the 
area; 

• Affordable housing provision; 

• Vehicular access, parking and drainage arrangements; 

• Impact on the amenities of neighbouring residents; 

• Impact on biodiversity and trees; and 

• Financial contributions. 
 
The Chairman said that he had spoken to Cllr Burridge who had requested that 
this application be included on the agenda.  Whislt Cllr Burridge agreed with the 
planning policy reasons in principle, he believed that this particular group of 
dwellings and residents and what they had achieved was worth supporting.  
 
Mr Peskett, the applicant, addressed the committee. 
 

• It had been described as a multiple scale granny annex which 
overlooked the immense amount of design analysis; 
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• This was a unique community; 

• An enormous amount of time, money and energy had gone in to it; 

• They wanted to be able to take charge of their collective destiny; and 

• It was enabling development but not for sale on the open market, it was 
a form of co-housing. 

 
The committee had differing opinions on the sustainability of the development 
and whether it would set a precedent.  Some members felt that it was a unique 
situation which would enable people to look after each other within their social 
circumstances.  Others felt uncomfortable with the application as there were no 
policy reasons to support it. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for refusal. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 3 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 
Cllr Saunders left the meeting. 
 

131. 32440/004/FUL/GAC - New Palace Cinema, Normandy Street, Alton, 
GU34 1DE  
 
Partial demolition to the rear of The Palace Cinema, Alton, and erection of 4 x 2 
bedroom flats and associated parking. 
 
The Development Management Manager introduced the report and displayed 
an aerial photograph of the site, proposed elevations, site sections and 
proposed ground floor plan. 
 
The proposal would see the removal of the bingo hall which had a less 
economic use.  It had been marketed for some time without success and the 
proposal was now for four, two bedroom flats.  There would be a clean break in 
the building with parking underneath.  Access to the site would be via an 
unmade private track. 
 
The Development Management Manager drew the committee’s attention to the 
Supplementary Matters sheet.  At the time of publication of the agenda, there 
had been issues with parking underneath which had now been adjusted.  HCC 
were now satisfied that there was adequate parking, however, they had 
maintained an objection as they felt that visibility was obscured at the junction 
of the access with the private track.  The Development Management Manager 
said that given all of the other uses and outbuildings that the access track 
served, this proposal would not add to that, it was also a private track and not a 
highway. 
 
The determining issues for consideration: 
 

• Principle of development; 

• Residential amenity; 

• Parking and highways; 
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• Open space provision, environmental improvements and integrated 
transport measures; and 

• Energy conservation. 
 
Mr Raj Jeyasingam, the applicant, addressed the committee. 
 

• He had come from a bingo background.  In the past they used to be 
open seven evenings a week and would have 500 people attending for 
the bingo.  They now opened three evenings a week and only 42 people 
had attended last week.  This was an abysmal figure and last year the 
bingo had made a loss of £28,000; 

• His passion had now moved to the cinema and last year he had 
digitalised the two screens; 

• The cinema gave 12-18 year olds somewhere to go; and 

• This proposal would help the cinema keep going although he could not 
guarantee that it would be a cinema forever. 

 
Cllr Nicholas Branch, the local councillor, addressed the committee.  
 
No objector was available to speak and therefore he spoke on behalf of the 12 
objectors, as well as for himself as Ward Councillor. 
 
This application was in two parts – a change of use for which there was no 
objection, and indeed supported; and the specific development of four 
apartments, each with two double bedrooms, which he and objectors regarded 
as an insensitive overdevelopment in a very cramped space leading to parking 
problems. 
 
As could be seen from the site plan, the area behind the cinema was part of a 
cul-de-sac mews which contained a few homes, plus garages and parking 
spaces for some 20 vehicles.  The cul-de-sac connected with Victoria Road 
without a proper visibility splay.  It was not used by customers of the cinema or 
bingo hall, because there were no spare parking places. 
 
The track running through the cul-de-sac was un-adopted, rough and in bad 
repair with many potholes.  He believed it was owned by Radian.  Where it 
passed the rear of the bingo hall, it was only 11ft wide.  Beyond the bingo hall 
there were a number of garages and parking places, plus four Radian 
apartments. 
As the committee could see, the design of the new building included one 
apartment on the second floor, two on the first floor, and one on the ground 
floor surrounded by pillars, bicycle storage and four parked cars. 
 
Four parking spaces (none for visitors) were provided the layout of which had 
now caused five successive objections and refusals from HCC on account of 
visibility and manoeuvring, with yet another one just produced this afternoon, 
which refused, but only on the grounds of Inadequate Visibility (R12D). These 
numerous iterations, with last minute changes, were a sure indicator that the 
parking spaces were fundamentally inadequate.    
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In any case, this level of provision ran counter to EHDC’s standard of two 
parking spaces for two bedroomed dwellings.  The argument that these 
apartments were close to the railway station and buses, so that such parking 
spaces were not needed, was undermined by the statistic that only 1% of 
Alton’s residents went to work by train and the bus service was limited. Cars 
would be needed, so where were these extra residents going to park?  Alton 
was already choking with on-street parking.  So much so that EHDC was 
commissioning a survey to look at the problem. 
 
In addition, the ground floor apartment, with its poor natural light and close 
outlook onto parked cars and cycle storage, was not up to the standard he 
would have hoped for in central Alton.  It would be so much better to eliminate 
this apartment and provide a proper level of safe parking and storage. 
 
There were two further issues of concern: 
 

• The two first floor apartments (one with balcony) looked down from a 
distance of only 11ft onto some Victoria Road gardens, with serious loss 
of amenity for those residents.  The application contained no proposals 
for mitigation, i.e. tree screening or obscured glass.  

 

• As you could see from the plan, the demolition and construction work in 
this narrow cul-de-sac would, to put it mildly, cause considerable 
problems for residents and car-owners, particularly those in the area 
beyond the bingo hall. 

 
Neither of these concerns had been dealt with in the officer’s report, or via 
specific conditions. They must be. 
 
In view of all the above issues, he recommended refusal, so that the detail of 
this potentially sound project could be re-worked, and listening to the valid 
concerns of neighbours. 
 
The committee were unsure as to why the Highways Authority were raising 
objections about access from the parking spaces out on to a private track.  The 
Service Manager Planning Development said that the Highways Authority were 
entitled to make these comments but pointed out that visibility from the garages 
along here was equally compromised. 
 
The committee were supportive of keeping the cinema going and felt that the 
proposal offered a good degree of sustainability for the cinema, although some 
members felt that it was a cramped form of development. 
 
There were still concerns regarding the parking spaces.  The Service Manager 
Planning Development said that whilst the parking was not perfect it was 
workable.  It would not be possible to get the full parking standard for this site 
but one space per unit was a reasonable compromise 
 
It was asked that should permission be granted, could an informative note be 
added that there should be no burning on the site. 
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The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 0 Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and 2 Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 

132. 31232/004/FUL/MW - Ian Allan Travel, 19 Market Street, Alton, GU34 1HA  
 
Change of use from shop (Class A1) to Café (Class A3). 
 
The Development Management Manager introduced the report and displayed 
an aerial photograph of the site and proposed floor plan. 
 
There were still concerns regarding odour control and a separate condition may 
be required. 
 
The determining issues for consideration were: 
 

• Principle of development; 

• Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties; and 

• Impact on the character of the area and highways implications. 
 
Cllr Nicholas Branch, the local councillor, said that he was puzzled as to why 
this application had come to committee. 
 
The Service Manager Planning Development said that it was because condition 
2 was slightly unusual and the committee would not have seen it before.  
 
The committee agreed the officer’s recommendation. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 12 
Councillors voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 
no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 10.11 pm 
 
 

@@@@@@@ 
Chairman 



Annex A 
09 October 2014 
Planning Committee 
 
Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications. 
 

S1  Item  1 

55358/FUL 

Land at Winchester Road (Adjoining 173), 
Winchester Road, Four Marks, Alton 

 
UPDATED INFORMATION 
 
Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road, South Medstead 
The Council has received the formal decision from DCLG confirming that the 
Secretary of State has decided not to call in this application. This allows the Council 
to determine the application in line with the resolution to grant planning permission 
earlier this year.  The decision was issued earlier today. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Letters from The Barn Lane Action Group  
 
Three further letters of representation have been submitted by The Barn Lane 
Action Group.  The first letter sets out the following additional comments: 
 

• We can say with certainty that Four Marks village centre to the site is 1.76km 
which is 25% more than the developer’s claim and a 3.5km (over 2 miles) round 
trip up two steep hills.  

 

• The developer also claims that Stagecoach provides a frequent service to 
Winchester and Alton providing “good opportunities for sustainable travel choices 
for commuting purposes”. It is true that there is a 30 minute service within the 
working day but most of us commute outside of working hours, and some work 
shifts, and then the service is irregular or absent making it impractical.  

 

• The site is at a considerable distance from the centre of the village compared 
with the other sites discussed in the report (for instance Friar’s Oak is 685 
metres from village centre). The distance will mean that in practice the residents 
will drive to local facilities.  

 

• The committee report does not consider the cumulative impact of previous, 
current and this proposed development on the local dormouse population. 
Cumulatively, the developments constitute a new small town of high density 
urban dwellings.  This is very different to what was there before.  Dormouse 
population is seriously depleted in and near the current developments. 
Furthermore, this dormouse population, and that in the surrounding hedgerows 
and SINC to the north of the A31 will become isolated and unsustainable with 
this further development.  

Minute Item 121.
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• The developer’s proposals are deceptive in that they paint a picture of a heavily 
screened development which will not have a large visual impact and change the 
character of the area. The current situation and one that will hold true for a 
number of years is that the screening, on both the eastern, western and to a 
lesser extent on the northern boundaries, is broken with large areas of open 
view.  

 

• The reality is shown by the current western border of the Meadowbank estate 
where 2 ½ storey houses border onto the field with no or little screening. Barn 
Lane will no longer be a rural lane but will abut an urban style estate.  

 

• The dwellings are being built on the highest part of the site which will be visible 
both from the road and surrounding lanes and recreational areas. Perhaps in the 
course of a number of years the screening will grow to shield the development 
but it will change the character of the area profoundly for the next 10 – 15 years.  

 
The second letter supports the officer's recommendation but requests that if 
permission were to be granted, the following conditions should be imposed to 
protect neighbouring amenity: 
 

• Any vehicles travelling to or from the site should not be allowed to reverse into, 
turn in or enter Barn Lane, reverse into or turn in any driveways, reverse into or 
turn in Bishops View  

 

• Any vehicles associated with the development site should not park in Barn Lane, 
park in Bishops View, on the A31, or on the verges of the A31, park or obstruct 
the layby next to Bishops View     

• All building materials and other items associated with the development should be 
kept within the confines of the site 

• The developer should provide signage to inform their contractors and use all 
reasonable means to enforce these conditions 

 
Officer comment: If the application was being supported by officers, it would be 
reasonable to impose a condition requiring such details to be agreed by the Council 
as part of a wider construction management plan. 
 
The third letter from The Barn Lane Action Group was circulated to members of the 
Planning Committee. To summarise: 
 

• The concerns raised to members centres on the methodologies employed for the 
LIPS events, and the extent to which these have predetermined the result of 
certain LIPS consultations. The use of an inappropriate methodology led to a 
preference for large sites (Friar’s Oak 25256 and 173 Winchester Road, the 
application site).  
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• Such factors, combined with less than perfect supervision of the experimental 
consultation procedures in several locations, have allowed strong pressure 
groups to exert an undue influence. Committee members should reconsider the 
raw LIPS results in the light of this analysis.  

 
Letter from the applicant 
The applicant has submitted comments in response to the publication of the 
committee report and has expressed disappointment over the lack of up to date 
information regarding local infrastructure being reported to members, and points out 
the following: 
 

• A new water main will be laid in Winchester Road, Four Marks this month by 
South East Water to provide a top quality water supply to customers, and with 
planned future development in the area, to ensure that this can continue. The 
water infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the site will be suitable.  

 

• New superfast broadband is live in the immediate vicinity of the site. There are 
now 4 live superfast cabinets in the area and we have checked that this service 
is available. You are reporting that broadband speeds are below national 
average. That is now factually incorrect.  

 

• Surface water drainage – you report that “The proposed development will 
dramatically increase surface water run-off”. This is extremely mis-leading and 
somewhat alarmist. The site relies on SUDS infiltration techniques which have 
already been tested and proven for this site, in that regard the development 
represents no threat whatsoever to adjoining properties from surface water run-
off and will not cause any potential for flooding. 

 

• Foul drainage – recognising the LIPS feedback priorities, it has been made clear 
that before development can proceed any off-site improvement works will be 
requisitioned so that the local drainage infrastructure can accommodate the new 
development without detriment to the existing network. We have already paid 
Thames Water a substantial sum of money to commission the modelling that is 
necessary for the capacity study which will confirm the scope of improvement 
works. 

  

• The manner in which the community hall contribution is dismissed is interesting. 
There were 12 ‘needs’ arising from the LIPS event and yet only infrastructure is 
considered primary by officers? Item 20 of the LIPS report confirms the strong 
support for delivery of community facilities expressed at the Four Marks event 
and thus this was the second highest need. The fact that it received such strong 
from Four Marks is significant. The infrastructure concerns are the combined 
weight of the two community events, yet the community facility concerns 
emerged second highest having been strongly expressed only at the Four Marks 
events. In that regard, it has significant weight. 

  

• The report does not mention an extension of the Four Marks primary school in 
the Hampshire expansion programme 2013-2016 which will provide 21 additional 
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places. The report also fails to mention that the doctor’s surgeries in Four Marks 
have capacity and are accepting new patients. 

Officer comment: The points raised by the developer in relation to infrastructure are 
noted.  In terms of the LIPS events, whilst it has been five months since these the 
two events took place, it should be remembered that the exercise allowed local 
residents to set out their own preferred infrastructure needs, at that time, and by 
those that attended.  Whilst improvements may have been made or are planned, as 
detailed above, it should not be assumed that the preferences expressed by 
residents at these events have now fallen away. 
 
In terms of the 'dismissal' by Officers of the developer's community hall contribution, 
the question to consider is whether providing more than is necessary would make 
the whole development acceptable in planning terms.  Furthermore, two other 
considerations are whether such a contribution is directly related to the development 
and fairly and reasonably related in scale to the development. 

 

S1  Item  2 

50313/FUL 

Land north of Towngate Farm House, Wield 
Road, Medstead, Alton, GU34 5LY 

 
CORRECTIONS 
 
P.56  7. Impact on amenity of adjoining property: 
The four dwellings would be set back from the road by 25-30m. The building to the 
south is separated by approximately 30m (not 60m as stated in the report). 
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
County Highways Officer - Visibility splays (2.4m by 43m) can be achieved but a 
drawing needs to be submitted to show this. 
The swept path analysis drawing shows an instance where two medium sized cars 
strike each other just past the entrance to plot 1. The access road may need to be 
widened at this point to mitigate this.  
 
Officer comment: Both these aspects can be addressed by condition and are added 
to the additional conditions set out below. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
One further letter of representation has been received raising concern that the 
proposal fails to provide a pedestrian footway link to the village and that any 
decision to approve the application without such provision would be unlawful. The 
author refers to the proposal in the village at Cedar Stables which is considered 
comparable to the Towngate application, where there was an expectation that a 
path would be provided to the village centre. The letter is available in full at 
Appendix 1. 
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Officer comment: There is no requirement for a footpath in this instance, which is a 
view confirmed by the Highways Officer for the reasons set out in the agenda report. 
There are differing circumstances between Cedar Stables and this site and each 
proposal is assessed on its own circumstances. There is no policy requirement for 
the provision of a footway, but due consideration has been given to the matter. 
Having regard to the impact of a footway on the character of the rural area, the 
reduction in width of the carriageway and both the scale of the proposed 
development and the absence of a footway serving existing dwellings on Wield 
Road, lead to the conclusion that it is not a necessary mitigation measure in this 
instance. 
 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION 
 
Change to Condition 1 to read: 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two years 
from the date of this planning permission. 
 
Additional Condition to remove permitted development rights: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of The Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended) (or any Order revoking and re-
enacting that Order) no development falling within Class/es A to E of Part 1 of 
Schedule 2 shall be carried out without the prior consent of the Planning Authority, 
through submission of a formal planning application  
Reason - In order that the Planning Authority can properly consider the effect of any 
future proposals on the character and amenity of the locality. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of control over use and alterations to 
garages/car-barns: 
The garages hereby permitted shall be used for the parking of private motor vehicles 
and ancillary domestic storage only and for no other purpose. The car barns to Plots 
1 and 4 shall remain open fronted unless otherwise previously agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority. 
Reason  To maintain planning control in the interests of amenity and to ensure 
adequate provision is maintained for the parking of vehicles clear of the highway. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of access splays: 
No development shall start on site until the access, including the footway and/or 
verge crossing shall be constructed and lines of sight of 2.4 metres by 43 metres 
provided in accordance plans which shall have been previously submitted to and 
agreed by the Local Planning Authority.  The lines of sight splays shown on the 
approved plans shall be kept free of any obstruction exceeding 1 metre in height 
above the adjacent carriageway and shall be subsequently maintained so thereafter. 
Reason - To provide satisfactory access and in the interests of highway safety. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of confirmation of tracking of vehicles within 
the site: 
Notwithstanding the details on the plans hereby approved, a plan showing the 
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tracking of vehicles fronting plots 1 & 2 shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved plans. 
  
Reason - In order to ensure the safe and convenient manoeuvring of vehicles 
within the development. 

 

S1  Item  3 

55233/FUL 

Land West of Bay Tree Cottage, Main Road, 
Bentley, Farnham 

 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RECEIVED 
 
A Landscape and Visual Assessment has been received from the applicant's agent.  
Public viewpoints investigated were: Recreation Ground; School Lane in front of 
Recreation Ground; Main Road footpath off School Lane; A31 Bridge off Rectory 
Lane; Hole Lane off Church Lane.  
 
The East Hampshire District Landscape Character Assessment identifies the site as 
lying within Type 4, Chalk Valley Systems.  The Local Character Area is 4B, 
Northern Wey Valley.  
 
The landscape sensitivity of the site is assessed as being 'medium'. 
 
The report recommends that the proposed development should follow the linear flow 
of the existing rooflines; materials should match the surrounding existing palette; the 
development should retain boundary vegetation and implement additional planting 
along Main Road to supplement the existing vegetation, where possible. 
 
In terms of impact on landscape character: 
 
For the site itself during the construction stage the change is assessed as being of 
small magnitude due to the very minor loss or alteration to key elements of features, 
and the introduction of elements that are not uncharacteristic when set within the 
attributes of the receiving landscape.  The significance of landscape effect for the 
construction of the proposal is assessed to be 'minor'. 
 
During the operational (occupied) stage it has been assessed that a minor loss of 
key landscape elements and the introduction of elements that may be prominent but 
not uncharacteristic  will occur and the subsequent landscape effects are considered 
not significant in planning terms. 
 
The visual effects are assessed from the stated viewpoints.  The introduction of 
construction features would not be unfamiliar features in the local landscape.  
Construction would be over a relatively short period and would result in a small 
magnitude of change. 
 
When completed, parts of the development would be visible but they would form a 
small element in a wider landscape and this would not be considered significant 

Page 26



visual effects in planning terms. 
 
 
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
Bentley Parish Council has circulated a copy of the Bentley Plan which has been 
prepared as part of East Hampshire's LIPS process.  It aims to protect the village's 
identity through planning for change that is appropriate to the scale and character of 
the settlement; protect existing qualities that are important to the character of the 
settlement; minimise impact on infrastructure; improve community assets and 
infrastructure; avoid compromising how the long term growth of the settlement is 
planned.   
 
Open views towards the South Downs from Main Street and other vantage points 
are to be retained and safeguarded, as is the linear settlement pattern.  The view 
across from the Recreation Ground to the south is one which the plan aims to retain. 
 
A few small developments are proposed to one large development. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The agent has written to clarify that the client does not have any particular tenure in 
mind for the affordable housing and would be happy to proceed on the basis of what 
the Council's affordable housing officer would prefer. 
 
A further letter of objection has been received stating that the report fails to give full 
consideration to the Habitats Directive in relation to Greater Crested Newts. The 
planning authority must assess: a) whether the project is for imperative reasons of 
overriding public interest or public health and safety; 
b) there must be no satisfactory alternative; 
c) favourable conservation status of the species must be maintained. 
 
Note: It is explicit in the report that the proposal is in the overriding public interest 
because the Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply. 
With regard to assessment of other sites, one other site in Bentley is under 
consideration at present, but the overall requirement of the villages outside the 
National Park is 150 homes and this requirement cannot be met from alternative 
proposals. 
The County Ecologist has assessed the information provided and has concluded 
that the favourable conservation status of the species would be maintained.  There 
is a low risk of Greater Crested Newts being present on the site and mitigation has 
been recommended to be required by condition should any be present. 

 

S1  Item  5 

32440/004/FUL 

New Palace Cinema, Normandy Street, Alton, 
GU34 1DE 

 
AMENDMENTS RECEIVED 
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Two emails received 3rd October and 8th October from Agent attaching revised car 
park arrangements, ground floor layout with building stanchions set further back for 
improved visibility and vehicle tracking diagrams for each car space. 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
HCC Highways Officer - The tracking has been re-run and some further 
improvements have been made, although I note parking for apartment three is still 
extremely tight, especially when exiting the site. The difficulty in manoeuvring in and 
out of this space may discourage its use; however, it is difficult to show the 
displaced vehicle will cause demonstrable harm to other highway users if it is unable 
to park in its designated space. Therefore, the highway authority will be unable to 
uphold an objection based solely on this aspect of the application.  However, the 
Highway Officer still recommends refusal over inadequate visibility splays at the 
junction of the access with the private track. 
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Part 1 

 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
Applications determined by the  

Council as the Local Planning Authority 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

PS.435/2014 
9 October 2014 

 

 

PROPOSAL Four detached dwellings 

LOCATION: Land north of Towngate Farm House, Wield Road, 
Medstead, Alton, GU34 5LY 

REFERENCE  NO: 50313/FUL/JonH  

 
Subject to  
 
a) the Solicitor to the Council be authorised to complete a legal obligation to secure the 
following: 
 
i) Affordable housing provision and its allocation in accordance with JCS Policy CP14 and 
supplementary planning guidance on the Implementation of the Policy for Affordable Housing, 
and 
ii) Developer contributions towards - off-site public open space, community facilities and 
transportation improvements, in accordance with Policies CP18, CP31 CP32 of the JCS and 
policy T2 of the Local Plan, then 
 
b) provided that all parties enter into the legal agreement to secure points i) and ii) above by 6 
November 2014, then the Service Manager, Planning Development be authorised to grant 
PERMISSION, subject to the conditions set out below. 
 
However, in the event that all parties do not enter into a Legal Agreement to secure points i) 
and ii) above by 6 November 2014, the application will be refused under the adopted scheme 
of delegation.    
 

Minute Item 125.
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 1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 
of two years from the date of this planning permission. 
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 
 

2 Prior to the commencement of any development activities, a site-wide 
ecological mitigation and enhancement plan shall be submitted to, and 
agreed in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. Such details shall be in 
accordance with the outline mitigation, compensation and enhancement 
measures detailed within the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Phase 
1 Habitat Survey Azure Ecology, April 2014), Reptile Survey (The Ecology 
Co-Op, April 2014) and Bat Activity Survey (The Ecology Co-Op, June 
2014). Any such measures shall thereafter be implemented in accordance 
with the agreed details, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  
Reason - To provide ecological protection and enhancement in 
accordance with Conservation Regulations 2010, Wildlife & Countryside 
Act 1981, NERC Act 2006, NPPF and Policy CP21 of the East Hampshire 
Joint Core Strategy. 
 

3 A detailed landscape scheme must be submitted to and be approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority before any works on site are 
commenced and/or no later than the substantial completion of the first 
building shell. This scheme shall include the following details:- 
a. location, condition and species of all existing trees with a stem 
diameter of 100mm or greater; 
b. position and species of hedgerows and other vegetation to be retained;  
c. planting plans should include schedules of trees and plants, their 
species, planting sizes, numbers and densities; 
d. areas to be turfed or grass seeded; 
e. implementation timetable. 
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality and to 
enable proper consideration to be given to the impact of the proposed 
development on existing trees. 
 

4 Before any part of the development is occupied or used (unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority) a verification 
report demonstrating the effectiveness of the remediation works carried 
out and a completion certificate confirming that the approved remediation 
scheme has been implemented in full shall both have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  
The verification report and completion certificate shall be submitted in 
accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent 
person in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’. 
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Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review. 
 

5 All development shall be stopped immediately in the event that 
contamination not previously identified is found to be present on the 
development site and details of the contamination shall be reported 
immediately in writing to the Planning Authority.   
 
Development shall not re-start on site until the following details have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority:- 
(a)   a scheme outlining a site investigation and risk assessments 
designed to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the 
site.  
 (b)   a written report of the findings which includes, a description of the 
extent, scale and nature of contamination, an assessment of all potential 
risks to known receptors, an update of the conceptual site model (devised 
in the desktop study), identification of all pollutant linkages and unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority and identified as 
unnecessary in the written report, an appraisal of remediation options and 
proposal of the preferred option(s) identified as appropriate for the type of 
contamination found on site and (unless otherwise first agreed in writing 
by the Planning Authority) 
(c)   a detailed remediation scheme designed to bring the site to a 
condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical 
environment. The scheme should include all works to be undertaken, 
proposed remediation objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of 
works, site management procedures and a verification plan outlining 
details of the data to be collected in order to demonstrate the completion 
of the remediation works and any arrangements for the continued 
monitoring of identified pollutant linkages; 
 
and before any part of the development is occupied or used (unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority) a verification 
report demonstrating the effectiveness of the remediation works carried 
out and a completion certificate confirming that the approved remediation 
scheme has been implemented in full shall both have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  
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The above site works, details and certification submitted shall be in 
accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent 
person in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’. 
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review. 
 

6 No development shall start on site until details of a scheme for foul 
and surface water drainage has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority.  Such details should include provision 
for all surface water drainage from parking areas and areas of 
hardstanding.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details before any part of the development is occupied 
and shall be retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. 
Note: The applicant is requested to contact the Council's Drainage 
Consultant as soon as possible regarding the above condition. 
 

7 Before any part of the development is first occupied a verification 
report and completion certificate shall be submitted in writing, to the 
Planning Authority, confirming that the built development hereby 
permitted meets Code Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes and 
incorporates measures that provide at least 10% of the predicted energy 
requirement from on-site renewable sources, or, provided that first agreed 
in writing by the Planning Authority before development starts on site, an 
alternative means of achieving an equivalent energy saving. 
The developer shall nominate a competent person for the purpose of 
assessing and providing the above required report and certificate to 
confirm that the completed works incorporate such measures as to 
provide the required energy savings. 
The energy saving works set out in the above report shall thereafter be 
maintained so that the required energy saving is sustained at the certified 
level for the lifetime of the development.  
 
(Note:- The carbon savings which result from these measures are 
required to be above and beyond any savings provided by measures 
incorporated into the development to comply with Part L Building 
Regulations).  
Reason - To ensure that the development incorporates necessary 
mitigation and adaptation measures with regard to climate change. 
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8 No development shall start on site until the access, including the 
footway and/or verge crossing shall be constructed and lines of sight of 
2.4 metres by 43 metres provided in accordance with the approved plans.  
The lines of sight splays shown on the approved plans shall be kept free 
of any obstruction exceeding 1metre in height above the adjacent 
carriageway and shall be subsequently maintained so thereafter. 
Reason - To provide satisfactory access and in the interests of highway 
safety. 
 

9 Before development commences samples of all external facing and 
roofing materials shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Planning Authority and the development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 
Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the 
approved development harmonise with the surroundings. 
 

10 Before development commences on site details/samples of all surface 
materials to the access track and private driveways shall be submitted to 
and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the 
development harmonise with its surroundings. 
 

11 The levels of the finished development shall accord precisely with those 
shown on the approved plans. 
Reason - To ensure that a harmonising visual relationship is achieved 
between the new and existing developments.  
 

12 Notwithstanding the provisions of Parts 1 and 2 of Schedule 2 of the 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order, 
1995 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order) no extension or 
alterations to the dwellings shall be made except with the prior written 
consent of the Planning Authority. 
Reason - It is considered that further extension/alterations of these 
dwellings could result in an adverse effect upon the the visual character of 
the area.  
 

13 The garages hereby permitted shall be used for the parking of private 
motor vehicles and ancillary domestic storage only and for no other 
purpose. The car barns to Plots 1 and 4 shall remain open fronted unless 
otherwise previously agreed with the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - To maintain planning control in the interests of amenity and to 
ensure adequate provision is maintained for the parking of vehicles clear 
of the highway. 
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14 No development shall start on site until the access, including the 
footway and/or verge crossing shall be constructed and lines of sight of 
2.4 metres by 43 metres provided in accordance plans which shall have 
been previously submitted to and agreed by the Local Planning Authority.  
The lines of sight splays shown on the approved plans shall be kept free 
of any obstruction exceeding 1 metre in height above the adjacent 
carriageway and shall be subsequently maintained so thereafter. 
Reason - To provide satisfactory access and in the interests of highway 
safety. 
 

15 Notwithstanding the details on the plans hereby approved, a plan showing 
the tracking of vehicles fronting plots 1 & 2 shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved plans.  
Reason - In order to ensure the safe and convenient maoeuvring of 
vehicles within the development. 
 

16 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars: 
 
Application Form 
Letter MatPlan Ltd to EHDC 30.6.2014 
Planning, Design & Access Statement 
Access Appraisal 
Drainage Strategy 
Phase I Desk Study 
Phase II Ground Investigation Report 
Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Method Statement 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Phase I Habitat Assessment 
Bat Activity Survey 
Reptile Survey Report 
Schedule of Plans 
793-D-100 Site Location Plan 
793-D-101 Rev BSite Plan 
793-D-102 Site Context Plan 
793-D-103 Site Setting Out Plan 
793-D-104 Plans & Elevations Plot 01 
793-D-105 Rev A Plans & Elevations Plot 02 
793-D-106 Plans & Elevations Plot 03 
793-D-107 Plans & Elevations Plot 04 
793-D-108 Rev A Street Scene 
793-D-111 Rev A Tree planting plan 
ENC/7P0-250214 & 793-d-101 Tree Protection Plan 
502-01P Revision A Engineering Details Drainage Strategy 
Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development 
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Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 

Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
 

• offering a pre-application advice service, 
 

• updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and, 

 

• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 

 

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit. 

 
 

2 The hours of construction and demolition should be limited to 08:00 - 
18:00 Mondays to Fridays, 09:00 - 13:00 Saturdays, and not at all 
Sundays or Bank Holidays, including site traffic and deliveries. 
 

3 Please note that there is a Section 106 Agreement that applies to this 
permission. 
 

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

PROPOSAL Partial demolition to the rear of The Palace Cinema, 
Alton, and erection of 4 x 2 bedroom flats and 
associated parking. 

LOCATION: New Palace Cinema, Normandy Street, Alton, GU34 1DE 

REFERENCE NO: 32440/004/FUL/GAC  

 
 1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 

of three years from the date of this planning permission. 
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 
 

2 Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in 
the application or in the absence of such information, no development 
shall start on site until details including manufacturers details of all the 
materials to be used for external facing and roofing have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  
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 The development works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the 
approved development harmonise with the surroundings. 
 

3 No development shall start on site until details of a scheme for foul 
and surface water drainage has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority.  Such details should include provision 
for all surface water drainage from parking areas and areas of 
hardstanding.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details before of any part of the development is 
occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. 
Note: The applicant is requested to contact the Council's Environmental 
Services Works Operations Section as soon as possible regarding the 
above condition. 
 

4 Prior to the commencement of work large scale drawings of the windows 
and glazed doors comprising 1:20 elevations, sections together with 
details of the proposed finishes shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority. The development works shall be carried 
out in accordance with the approved details. 
Reason - The fenestration is an important component of the design. The 
additional information is sought to ensure quality in the detailing and 
modelling of the elevation achieved by minimising frame sections, the 
careful choice of materials and finish; and by setting the windows in a 
reveal.  
 

5 Before use of the development starts provision for parking shall have 
been made within the site in accordance with the approved plans and 
shall be retained solely for parking purposes thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure adequate on-site car parking provision for the 
approved development. 
 

6 No work shall start on site until the developer has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation and recording which has first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. 
Reason - To ensure that the archaeological interest of the historic 
building/site is properly safeguarded and recorded. 
 

7 No development shall start on site until a construction method 
statement has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 
Authority, which shall include: 
(a) A programme of and phasing of demolition (if any) and construction 

work; 
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(b) The provision of long term facilities for contractor parking; 
(c) The arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction 

works; 
(d) Methods and phasing of construction works; 
(e) Access and egress for plant and machinery; 
(f) Protection of pedestrian routes during construction; 
(g) Location of temporary site buildings, compounds, construction 

material, and plant storage areas; 
(h) Controls over dust, noise, and vibration during the construction 

period; 
(i) Provision for storage, collection, and disposal of rubbish from the 

development during construction period; and 
(j) Re-use of on site material and spoil arising from any site clearance 

or demolition work. 
Demolition and construction work shall only take place in accordance 
with the approved method statement. 
Reason - In order that the Planning Authority can properly consider the 
effect of the works on the amenity of the locality. 
 

8 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars: 
 
Application Form 
Planning, Heritage, Design & Access Statement (including Energy 
Statement) 
Protected Species Walkover Survey 
Bat Assessment 
Transport Statement 
001 Rev PL/00 Existing Block Plan 
002 Rev PL/00 Existing Site Plan 
003 PL/00 Existing Ground Floor Plan 
004 Rev PL/00 Existing First Floor Plan 
005 Rev PL/00 Existing Second Floor Plan 
006 Rev PL/00 Existing Roof Plan 
007 Rev PL/00 Existing Elevations 
010 Rev PL/00 Proposed Ground Floor Plan 
011 Rev PL/00 Proposed First Floor Plan 
012 Rev PL/00 Proposed Second Floor Plan 
013 Rev PL/00 Proposed Roof Plan 
014 Rev PL/00 Proposed Elevations 
015 Rev PL/00 Proposed Elevations 01 
016 Rev PL/00 Proposed Elevations 02 
017 Rev PL/00 Sections Existing and Proposed 
000 Rev PL/00 Existing Location Plan 
008 Rev PL/00 Proposed Block Plan 
009 Rev PL/01 Proposed Site Plan 

Page 49



Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development 
 

 
Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 The applicant is reminded that bats and their roosts receive strict legal 

protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. All work 
must stop immediately if bats, or evidence of bat presence (e.g. 
droppings, bat carcasses or insect remains), are encountered at any 
point during this development. Should this occur, further advice should 
be sought from Natural England and/or a professional ecologist. 

 
2 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 

Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
 

• offering a pre-application advice service, 
 

• updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and, 

 

• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 

 

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

 
3 The hours of construction and demolition should be limited to 08.00 - 

18.00 Mondays to Fridays, 08.00 - 13.00 Saturdays, and not at all 
Sundays or Bank Holidays, including site traffic and deliveries. 
 

4 No bonfires should be permitted on site at any time during the demolition 
and construction and any waste should be suitably disposed of. 
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PROPOSAL Change of use from shop (Class A1) to Cafe (Class A3) 

LOCATION: Ian Allan Travel, 19 Market Street, Alton, GU34 1HA 

REFERENCE NO: 31232/004/FUL/MW  

  
 
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 be used for only A1 or A2 uses 
or A3 uses which are categorised as low risk cooking types as defined by 
the DEFRA Guidance on the Control of Odour and Noise from 
Commercial Kitchen Exhaust Systems 2005 Annex C: Risk Assessment 
for Odour, and for no other purposes in the Schedule to the Town and 
Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in any provision 
equivalent to that Class in any Statutory Instrument revoking and re-
enacting that Order with or without 
modification).  
Reason - To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties. 
 

3 Prior to an A3 use operating on site details of an extraction system shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The equipment shall be installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved scheme. 
Reason - To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties. 
 

4 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars: 
 
Application Form 
Planning Statement 
Heritage Statement 
Site Plan 
Location Plan and Floor Plan 
 
Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development 
 

Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 

Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
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• offering a pre-application advice service, 
 

• updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and, 

 

• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 

 

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit. 

 
2 The applicant should be reminded that any proposed works to the listed 

building may require listed building consent. An application should be 
made to the Local Planning Authority in the event that any alterations 
may impact on the historic fabric of the listed building. 
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Part 1 

 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
Applications determined by the  

Council as the Local Planning Authority 
 

APPENDIX B 
 
 

PS.435 /2014 
9 October 2014 

 

 

PROPOSAL 136 RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS WITH ASSOCIATED WORKS, 
ACCESS, PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE (AS 
AMENDED BY PLANS RECEIVED 20/06/2014). 

LOCATION: Land at Winchester Road (Adjoining 173), Winchester 
Road, Four Marks, Alton 

REFERENCE NO: 55358/FUL/NU  

 

 1 The proposed development, by virtue of the committed number of 
additional dwellings already approved, or resolved to be granted, under 
the Council's Interim Housing Policy Statement for this settlement, would 
result in a disproportionate number of additional homes above and 
beyond the identified housing figure for Four Marks/South Medstead as 
set out in the adopted Joint Core Strategy and Interim Housing Policy 
Statement. Having regard to the deficiencies and inadequacies in existing 
local infrastructure and services, this would have an adverse impact on 
the sustainability of the settlement so early in the plan period. As such, 
the proposal is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, 
policies CP1, CP2 and (non housing target aspects of) CP10 of the Joint 
Core Strategy, and the Council's Interim Housing Policy Statement 2014.   
 

2 The level of development proposed would not be consistent with 
maintaining and enhancing the character of the settlement but instead 
would place undue pressure on the limited range of local services in this 
small local service centre. This would be at odds with the spatial strategy 
for the district which seeks to reinforce a settlement's role and function. 
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The proposal is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy 
Framework, policy CP1, CP2 and (non housing target aspects of) CP10 of 
the Joint Core Strategy and the Council's Interim Housing Policy 
Statement 2014.  
 

 

3 No provision has been made towards integrated transportation measures 
with the proposal, contrary to Policies CP31 and CP32 of the Joint Core 
Strategy, the Interim Housing Policy Statement 2014 and the Council's 
'Guide to Developers' Contributions and Other Planning Requirements'. 
 

4 No provision has been made towards environmental improvements, 
contrary to Policy CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy, the Interim Housing 
Policy Statement 2014 and the Council's 'Guide to Developers' 
Contributions and Other Planning Requirements'. 
 

5 No provision has been made for a financial contribution to be made 
towards education facilities within Four Marks where there is a recognised 
shortage of primary school spaces, contrary to Policy CP32  of the Joint 
Core Strategy, the Interim Housing Policy Statement 2014 and the 
Council's 'Guide to Developers' Contributions and Other Planning 
Requirements'. 
 

6 Without a Section 106 legal agreement or unilateral undertaking from the 
applicant agreeing to the following additional provisions (set out in full in 
the officers report) an objection is raised in accordance with policy CP13, 
CP18 and CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy and the Interim Housing Policy 
Statement 2014: 
 

• Securing at least 40% affordable housing provision on site 

• Contribution towards a community project worker  

• Five per cent contribution towards administration and monitoring fee 

• Monitoring of the travel plan  
 

Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 

Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
 

• offering a pre-application advice service, 
 
• updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 

processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and, 
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• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 

 

In this instance the applicant entered into pre-application advice and has 
been updated of issues during the course of the planning application. 
 

 

 

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

PROPOSAL Change of use of land and the erection of 5 new 
dwellings (additional information received 29 August 
2014 and 9 October 2014) 

LOCATION: Land West of Bay Tree Cottage, Main Road, Bentley, 
Farnham 

REFERENCE NO: 55233/FUL/NP  

 
  
1 The proposal would result in a dominant development of an important gap 

within the street scene on the south side of the village, which significantly 
contributes to the character of the village, in particular in providing long 
views from the recreation ground to Alice Holt Forest and the South 
Downs National Park.  As such, the proposal is considered to be contrary 
to policies CP1, CP20 and CP29 of the Joint Core Strategy 2014, the 
sustainability aims of the NPPF and the East Hampshire Countryside 
Design Summary. 
 

2 No provision has been made for public open space within the proposal 
contrary to Policy CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy, the Interim Housing 
Policy Statement 2014 and the Council's 'Guide to Developers' 
Contributions and Other Planning Requirements'.  

 
3 No provision has been made towards integrated transportation measures 

with the proposal, contrary to Policies CP31 and CP32 of the Joint Core 
Strategy, the Interim Housing Policy Statement 2014 and the Council's 
'Guide to Developers' Contributions and Other Planning Requirements'. 
 

4 No provision has been made towards community facilities, contrary to 
Policy CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy, the Interim Housing Policy 
Statement 2014 and the Council's 'Guide to Developers' Contributions 
and Other Planning Requirements'. 
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5 Without a Section 106 legal agreement or unilateral undertaking from the 
applicant agreeing to the following additional provisions (set out in full in 
the officers report) an objection is raised in accordance with policy CP13 
and CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy and the Interim Housing Policy 
Statement 2014: 
 

• Securing at least 40% affordable housing provision on site 

• Five per cent contribution towards administration and monitoring fee 
 
 
 

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

PROPOSAL OUTLINE - 6 NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS (WITH SOME 
MATTERS RESERVED)  

LOCATION: Thedden Grange, Wivelrod Road, Bentworth, Alton, GU34 
4AU 

REFERENCE NO: 36472/001/OUT/JM  

  
1 The proposal is contrary to the principle of protecting the countryside for 

its own sake and without sufficient justification for the proposed 
development it would be an undesirable extension of development 
outside any Settlement Policy Boundary thereby leading to an 
unwarranted growth of activity and building in the countryside to the 
detriment of the character of the area and contrary to policy CP19 of the 
East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy. 
 

2 The proposal, by virtue of its location in an area of open countryside and 
without adequate justification is considered to be unsustainable, contrary 
to policy CP2  of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy. 
 

3 Without a Section 106 legal agreement or unilateral undertaking from the 
applicant agreeing to the following provisions: 
 

• Securing affordable housing provision on site or a financial 
contribution in lieu 

• Financial contribution towards local community facilities 

• Financial contribution towards public open space 

• Financial contribution towards transportation improvements  
 
which are considered to be necessary to make the development 
acceptable the proposal is considered to be contrary to policies CP13, 
CP14, CP16, CP18, CP31 and CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy and the 
Council's 'Guide to Developers' Contributions and Other Planning 
Requirements'. 
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Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 

Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
 

• offering a pre-application advice service, 
 
• updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 

processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions, and, 

 

• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 
 

In this instance the applicant was provided with pre-application advice.  

 
 

 

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