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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 28 April 2022 
 
 
Present  
 
Councillor: S Pond (Chairman) 
 
Councillors: A Williams (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, D Evans, A Glass, M Johnson, 
C Louisson, E Woodard, K Budden (Reserve), K Carter (Reserve) and T Maroney 
(Reserve) 
 
Other Councillors Present: 
 
Councillor Jay   
 
 
82. Apologies for Absence  

 
Apologies were received from Councillors S Hunt, P Langley, S Schillemore 
and I Thomas.  
 

83. Confirmation of Minutes  
 
Minutes of the meeting held on 9 March 2022 were agreed and signed as a 
correct record.  
 

84. Chairman's Announcements  
 
The Chairman welcomed all those present to the Planning Committee, in 
addition to the Councillors who sit on the committee.  
 

85. Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no Declarations of Interest from members of this meeting.  
 

86. 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.  
 

87. Future Items  
 
The committee agreed to inspect the following sites, should the applications be 
referred to the Planning Committee for determination:  
 

 53322/007 – Land North of Bartons Road, Rowlands Castle, Havant 
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 58038/003 – Proposed Solar Farm and Battery Storage Facility-Area 1, 
Broadway Lane, Lovedean 
 

 55562/010 – Development Land East of Horndean, Rowlands Castle, 
Horndean, Waterlooville 

 
88. Report of the Director of Regeneration and Place  

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

Application no. Site and Description: Resolution: 

 

59143/FUL 

 

Land to the rear of 2-4 Willowfield, 

Watercress Way, Medstead, Alton 

 

Construction of 4 dwellings with parking 

and landscaping (as amended by plans 

and additional information received on 

23/07/2021 and 03/11/2021) 

 

Refused subject to the reason as set out 

in Appendix B. 

 

 
 
 

SDNP/22/00643/HOUS 

 

138 The Causeway, Petersfield, GU31 

4LL 

 

Demolition of an existing conservatory 

structure and building an extension on 

the same footprint as the removed 

conservatory. 

 

Approved subject to the conditions as set 

out in Appendix A. 

 
89. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related 

planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the 
local planning authority. 
 

90. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL 
 

91. 59143/FUL/MH - Land to the rear of 2-4 Willowfield, Watercress Way, 
Medstead, Alton  
 



  3 
Planning Committee  

(28.4.22) 

 
 
 

Full Application – Construction of 4 dwellings with parking and landscaping (as 
amended by plans and additional information received on 23/07/2021 and 
03/11/2021) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer initially wished to raise members’ attention to the 
Supplementary matters, in which he highlighted the revised site location plan, 
showing the repositioned access point onto Holland Drive. Three additional 
objections to the proposal had also been submitted. Changes to the 
recommendation had also been made in respect of revised amendments to the 
conditions, to deliver the required on and off-site ecological mitigation and to 
protect biodiversity within the countryside.    
 
An aerial image was shown of the application site, which was formerly garden 
land. This was introduced as a parcel of land, approximately 0.21 hectares, 
situated to the east of existing residential properties in Willowfield and to the 
west off Holland Drive, which depicted a recent development for approval of 80 
houses. The land to the north formed an open grass area and to the south, a 
pocket of woodland existed. A site location plan was also shown of the site in 
relation to Holland Drive, situated on the eastern boundary. 
 
A spatial plan showed the existing Settlement Policy Boundaries (SPB) for 
Medstead and Four Marks, in relation to the position of the application site. The 
Officer wished to highlight that the local shops and facilities, which were located 
along the A31, south west of the site, were approximately 500-600 metres 
distance from the proposed dwellings. 
 
Due to the fact that the proposed application site lay outside of a Settlement 
Policy Boundary, the Principal Planning Officer showed an image taken from 
Part 2 of the Local Plan, evidencing the Council’s Housing and Employment 
and Land Allocations document. Land previously located outside of the SPB, as 
included in the adopted Local Plan 2006, was highlighted, as well as the 
approved Friars Oak development of 80 dwellings at Holland Drive. The Officer 
then explained the Principle of Development and displayed an updated map 
which showed a change to the boundary line since 2006, which now 
incorporated Holland Drive. It was noted that the proposed application site was 
still excluded from the Settlement Policy Boundary area and therefore was 
designated as countryside. Further SPB distances beyond the proposed parcel 
of land, showed approximately 40 metres to the south, 100 metres to the north, 
130 metres to the east and 210 metres to the west.   
 
The Principal Planning Officer then explained the purposes of a Settlement 
Policy Boundary in respect of differentiating between built developments and 
the countryside. He stated that because the proposal was outside of the 
Settlement Policy Boundary, it was contrary to EHDC Local Plan and Joint Core 
Strategy Policy CP19 (Development in the Countryside), and also Policy 1 of 
the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. He continued that a local 
authority was allowed to make decisions based upon the merits of permitting an 
application which outweighed the need for refusal. In this instance, EHDC 
Planning Team had concluded there were Material Considerations to take into 
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account, as detailed in the report, which included the fact that the site was 
already surrounded with development and there were neighbouring amenities.  
 

A site layout was displayed to identify the proposed layout and to show a mixed 
appearance of dwellings. It was noted that parking would exceed requirement 
of the Council’s adopted SPD Vehicle Parking Standards. Concerns expressed 
in relation to housing density in the area were addressed, and a slide showed 
calculations of the proposed dwellings per hectare. Artistic impressions showed 
the design appearance within the street scene, as well as elevations and floor 
plans of the properties.  
 
Further determining issues addressed within the report were then outlined by 
the Principal Planning Officer. 
 
Tree Removal and Retention – It was noted that nineteen trees were to be 
retained, and eight of those had already been issued with Tree Protection 
Orders (TPOs). The thirty trees which were due to be removed, had been given 
a low classification from the Council’s Arboricultural Officer and not considered 
worthy of any future retention. The proposed vehicle access point had been re-
positioned to minimise any impact on the protected trees and a new landscape 
of tree planting had been proposed to replace any removed trees. 
 
Ecology – As the site had originally been residential gardens and included a 
pocket of woodland, the County Ecologist raised concerns due to habitat loss 
with vegetation removal, as there would not be enough space to accommodate 
the wildlife. To enhance the area, an additional site had been recommended in 
order to mitigate this with compensations of habitat loss, as stated in the report.  
 
There were concerns in respect of the Wildlife Corridor, east of the Holland 
Drive development. A buffer strip of wildlife corridors feature around most of the 
site at the southern boundary. Part of a condition to compensate had been 
agreed, with an existing break in the corridor of a large oak tree and play area. 
Plans showed a wildlife area, due to be planted soon.  
 
In conclusion of his presentation, the Principal Planning Officer identified the 
main points in respect of principle of development and the material 
considerations. He stated there would be no adverse impact on the 
neighbouring amenity and that the development would be in keeping with the 
character of the local area. No objections had been received from the County 
Ecologists, County Highway Authority or the County Drainage Consultant. 
 
The Officer then recommended that permission should be granted, subject to 
the conditions and S106 legal obligations, as set out on pages 56-62 of the 
agenda and to include the changes set out on the supplementary matters.  
 
The Chairman thanked the Officer for his presentation and proceeded to state 
that four members of the public were registered to speak in respect of this 
application.  
 
The Committee was then addressed by the following deputees: 
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Mr Nick Stenning spoke as a member of the public.  
As set out in Appendix (i), attached to these minutes. 
 
Cllr Charles Clark, spoke as a representative of Medstead Parish Council  
As set out in Appendix (ii), attached to these minutes. 
 
Mr Kris Mitra, spoke as the agent on behalf of the applicant  
As set out in Appendix (iii), attached to these minutes. 
 
Cllr Jonathan May, read out the deputation on behalf of Ward Cllr Thomas 
As set out in Appendix (iv), attached to these minutes. 
 
The Chairman asked the Principal Planning Officer if he wished to make any 
comments on the deputations received. He responded by wishing to clarify that 
the Boundary Review had only been used to highlight the functionality of the 
site. He also reiterated that material considerations were important, as the site 
currently did not serve a purpose.  
  
The Chairman then invited the Committee to ask questions of the Officers in 
attendance and to debate the application.  
 
Questions were raised by members in relation to the trees. It was confirmed 
that the Tree Officer was satisfied that two large existing trees on the site would 
not cast shadow onto the proposed dwellings and they were sufficiently 
distanced from Plot 4. The solicitor confirmed that an application for any TPO 
trees would only be revoked by express application.  It was agreed by the 
Officer that the Applicant could be asked to save certain trees by including 
them as an Informative, as part of Condition 7. The site ecologist was satisfied 
that that there was sufficient mitigation in place in relation to the play area and 
the nearby oak tree. New trees would also be planted in the existing area of 
rough shrubbery. 
 
Members asked for further clarification in respect of the Settlement Policy 
Boundary (SPB). Both the Officer and Solicitor reiterated that although the site 
was within a countryside location, members should assess the situation in 
relation to the material considerations provided and to also consider whether 
the site currently provided any necessary function.  
 
The Officer clarified that the SPB was a legacy issue, although this may be 
reviewed for the emerging Local Plan. The Solicitor confirmed however, that at 
this time, the emerging Local Plan should not be taken into consideration on 
legal terms, as a decision could not be deferred.  He continued that any 
Neighbourhood Plan had to be compliant with the Local Authority’s adopted 
Local Plan and the Local Plan could not be overturned. The Principal Planning 
Officer stated that if a development proposal was found to be contrary to one or 
more policies, material considerations may be explored, and each application 
should be viewed on its own merit.  
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Some members expressed their view that there was a need for consistency of 
decision making in respect of adhering to policies. One member expressed his 
concern that by permitting the application, it would set a precedent for any 
future countryside applications. Another member’s view was that there would 
be no harm to the countryside, as the site was not located within the 
countryside. Other members however, argued that the site visit clarified that the 
location was countryside. 
 
The Committee voted on the Officer’s recommendation for permission of 
application 59143/FUL/MH, subject to the reasons listed on pages 56-62 of the 
agenda, as set out within the report and amended by the supplementary 
matters, plus the inclusion of a landscaping Informative, as agreed.  
 
Cllr Pond proposed the recommendation and the motion was duly seconded by 
Cllr Evans. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared NOT CARRIED, 5 
Councillors voting FOR approval, 6 Councillors voting AGAINST approval and 
no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.  
 
An alternative motion to recommend REFUSAL, was proposed by Cllr Williams 
and duly seconded by Cllr Ashcroft, for the following reason: 
 
The development site lies outside the Settlement Policy Boundary for 
Medstead whereby the principle of new market housing is unacceptable 
and the justification put forward in support of the proposal is not 
considered sufficient to outweigh the requirements of the Development 
Plan. In consequence, the development is contrary to Policies CP10 
and CP19 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy 
and Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Following the vote, the alternative motion was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR refusal, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST refusal and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.   
 
(The meeting adjourned at 8:24pm and resumed at 8:32pm) 
 
 

92. PART 2 - South Downs National Park Authority - Applications and related 
planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf 
of the South Downs National Park Authority. 
 

93. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL 
 

94. SDNP/22/00643/HOUS - 138 The Causeway, Petersfield, Hampshire, GU31 
4LL  
 
The Development Management Team Leader explained that the application 
was being brought forward to Committee as the Applicant was a member of 
staff at EHDC.  
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The Officer proceeded to introduce the application by showing a plan of the 
property on Google Earth, situated south-east of The Causeway. The site 
location plan highlighted the proposed single storey extension, which was 
proposed to be located to the rear of the semi-detached two storey dwelling. 
 
The proposed rear elevation and floor plans were also displayed. The proposed 
extension would measure 3 metres high and would be sited on the same 
footprint as the demolished conservatory. The extension would include brick 
work elevations and a flat roof, with a roof lantern. The proposed side elevation 
was also displayed, which showed the site of the extension with a flanked wall 
between the neighbouring property.  Rear elevation photographs of the existing 
conservatory were then displayed, in relation to the adjacent property, which 
also had a conservatory. It was proposed that a parapet wall be set in the 
boundary 0.4 metres from the existing fencing between the neighbouring 
properties. The wall would be slightly higher than the fencing but considered to 
be acceptable, as it would not be dissimilar to the current situation.  
 
All determining issues had been addressed within the report. The Development 
Management Team Leader proceeded to outline the main planning issues.  
 
In terms of the Principle of Development, the site would fall within the 
Settlement Policy Boundary of Petersfield. There would be no increase in 
floorspace, which conformed to Policy SD31 of the South Downs National Park 
Local Plan.  The design in respect of scale and character to the dwelling was 
considered appropriate. The impact on the neighbouring amenity was 
considered acceptable and similar to the current situation.   
 
Condition 5 would be required in respect of Policy SD08 of the South Downs 
Local Plan, with dark night skies mitigation for the use of the roof lantern and bi-
fold doors. 
 
It was noted that no objections to this application had been received from any 
neighbours or Town Council.  
 
The Development Management Team Leader concluded his presentation and 
recommended approval for the reasons stated, as listed within the report.  
 
The Chairman thanked the Officer for his presentation and invited the 
Committee to ask questions of the Officer and to provide any comments. 
 
The Development Management Team Leader confirmed that within planning 
regulations, no minimum distance is required when building in proximity to the 
boundary, but everything has to be contained within the owner’s boundary. 
 
It was noted by members that an inclusion of Condition 5 in respect of the Dark 
Night Skies was welcomed.  
 
Clarification was sought in relation to the guttering for the flat roof. The Officer 
confirmed that it would be 0.5 metres higher than the actual building, although 
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there would be no significant difference from the existing situation, as the 
parapet wall structure would be acceptable for the neighbouring property and 
maintenance could still be carried out. 
 
The Committee voted on the Officer’s recommendation for approval of 
application SDNP/22/00643/HOUS, subject to the conditions listed on page 77-
78 of the agenda, as set out in the report.   
  
Cllr Pond proposed the recommendation and the motion was duly seconded by 
Cllr Louisson.  
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared unanimously CARRIED, 
11 Councillors voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.  
 
 

 
 

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 8.45 pm 
 



28 April 2022 
Planning Committee 
 
Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications. 
 

S1  Item  01 

59143/FUL 

Land to the rear of 2-4 Willowfield, Watercress 
Way, Medstead, Alton 

 
CORRECTIONS 
 
Please find attached a revised site location plan that supersedes the one attached 
to the Committee Agenda. This version shows the repositioned access point onto 
Holland Drive, moved from the north-east corner of the site.  
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Three additional letters of representation have been received objecting to the 

proposal, which are largely a reiteration of those points previously raised and set out 

within the Committee Report. However, the following additional points have been 

raised:  

 

• access required across private land; 

• application should be "called in" by the Government Inspector; 

• permission would set a dangerous precedent; 

• Medstead has reached it its 5-year housing for the locality; 

• no consultation with existing residents on approving access for this development; 

• off-site biodiversity net gain site would not compensate for the loss of the existing 
habitat;  

• wildlife has spiritual and mental benefits; and 

• additional lighting would impact on wildlife. 
 
[Officer note: site ownership is not a material planning consideration, each case is 
considered on its own merits, there is a minimum housing number but no maximum 
housing provision  and site wildlife impacts have been considered in full as part of 
the development proposal. Furthermore, the "Call-in" process is independent of the 
Council and no request has been received from the Secretary of State]. 
 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION 
 
Two changes to the conditions as listed on pages 58-62 of the agenda. Firstly, 
conditions 2 and 9 as set out within the agenda have been combined to form one 
single condition and condition 16 (drawing numbers) has been updated to include 
two plans (elevation and floor plans - Plot 4) missed off previously, together with 
minor drawing number changes to the Streetscene and Section Plan and Plot 1: 
Elevations Plan. The changes are just to the drawing number reference and do not 
make changes to the previously submitted plans.  
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The revised conditions are set out below.  
 
Condition 2 
 
Prior to the commencement of development, a Biodiversity Mitigation, 
Compensation and Enhancement Strategy shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority detailing works to:  
 
Land south of 58 Holland Drive, Medstead and rear (east) of 21 and 22 Friars Oak, 
Medstead - Orchard Mitigation Area, as shown edge in blue on the supporting Site 
Location Plan within the submitted Ecology Statement (Tetra Tech, reference 
784-B033717, dated 09/02/2022), together with the application site.  
 
The Strategy shall be implemented be in accordance with the ecological mitigation 
and enhancement measures detailed in the letter report dated 9 February 2022 
(Tetra Tech) and include: details of all ecological mitigation measures for habitats 
and protected species; and details of on-site and off-site habitat enhancements 
(methods, timings, ongoing management, roles and responsibilities). All 
enhancement measures shall be implemented as per the agreed Strategy and be 
retained in perpetuity in a condition and location suited to their intended function. 
 
Reason - To deliver the required on and off-site ecological mitigation, compensation 
and enhancement measures and to protect biodiversity in accordance with the 
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, the NERC Act (2006), NPPF and with Policy CP21 
of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. It is considered 
necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as such details need to be 
taken into account in the construction of the development and thus go to the heart of 
the planning permission. 
 
Condition 16 (drawing numbers) 
 
Application Form 
CIL Form 1 
CIL Form 2 
Arboricultural Impact and Method Statement (Mark Welby Arboricultural Consultant, 
Reference: MW.20.0407.AIA Rev. A, issued 15/07/2021) 
Tree Protection Plan (drawing number MW.20.0407.TPP.RevB) 
Design and Access Statement (Revision A) 
Planning Statement 
Preliminary Ecology Report 
Ecological Appraisal (The Ecology Co-op, Reference: P3892, dated 30/06/2021) 
Ecology Response (The Ecology Co-op, dated 15/10/2021) 
Ecology Statement (Tetra Tech, reference: 784-B033717, dated 09/02/2022) 
Site Survey (drawing number 442BL04) 
Tree Survey (drawing number MW.20.0407.TS) 
Planning Layout (drawing number P1733.301 Rev. C) 
Building Heights Layout (drawing number P1733.303 Rev. B) 
Materials Layout (drawing number P1733.302 Rev. B) 
Enclosures Layout (drawing number P1733.307 Rev. B) 
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Refuse Layout (drawing number P1733.306. Rev. B) 
Parking Layout (drawing number P1733.305 Rev. B) 
Streetscene and Section Plan (drawing number P1733.SS.01 Rev. B) 
Type B - Plot 1: Elevations (drawing number P1733.B.02) 
Type B - Plot 1: Floor and Roof Plans (drawing number P1733.B.01) 
Type C - Plots 2 and 3: Floor and Roof Plans (drawing number P1733.C.01) 
Type C - Plot 2 and 3: Elevations (drawing number P1733.C.02) 
Type A - Plot 4: Elevations (drawing number P1733.A.02) 
Type A - Plot 4: Floor and Roof Plans (drawing number P1733.A.01) 
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APPENDIX B 

 
Part 1 

 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Applications determined by the  
Council as the Local Planning Authority 

 
APPENDIX B 

 
 

28 April 2022 
 

 

PROPOSAL Construction of 4 dwellings with parking and 
landscaping (as amended by plans and additional 
information received on 23/07/2021 and 03/11/2021) 

LOCATION: Land to the rear of 2-4 Willowfield, Watercress Way, 
Medstead, Alton 

REFERENCE 
NO: 

59143/FUL/MH  

 
 
1 The development site lies outside the Settlement Policy Boundary for 

Medstead whereby the principle of new market housing is unacceptable 
and the justification put forward in support of the proposal is not 
considered sufficient to outweigh the requirements of the Development 
Plan.   In consequence, the development is contrary to Policies CP10 and 
CP19 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and 
Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 
Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 In accordance with paragraphs 38 and 39 of the NPPF East Hampshire 

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

offering a pre-application advice service, 
 
updating applicant/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing 
of their application and where possible suggesting solutions. 
 
In this instance, the applicant's agent was updated of issues during the 
consideration and assessment of the application, where issues were 
raised and potential solutions offered. Subsequently, amended plans and 
additional information was received to address the concerns raised by 
Officers and the County Ecologist.  
 

2 The applicant is advised that if this application had been acceptable in all 
other respects, the scheme would be liable to the East Hampshire District 
CIL Charging Schedule which became a material planning consideration 
on 8th April 2016. Therefore, if this decision is appealed and 
subsequently granted planning permission at appeal, this scheme would 
be liable to pay the Council’s CIL upon commencement of development. 
The CIL Schedule may be found online, here:  
https://cdn.easthants.gov.uk/public/documents/Infrastructure%20Funding
%20Statement%20IFS%202021.pdf 

 
 
——————————————————————————————————————— 
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Appendix (i) 
Member of the Public 

 

REPRESENTATION FROM THE NPSG TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING ON 28 APRIL 

 

Good evening. 

 

My name is Nick Stenning. I’m the chair of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. 

 

This proposal is in direct conflict with our Neighbourhood Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan, including 

the Settlement Policy Boundaries, was made in 2016 and carries full weight as an integral part of the 

Development Plan. “ Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined 

in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”  

 

In this case, the main Material Consideration, used to justify the departure from the Development 

Plan, is the Settlement Policy Boundary Review paper that was published in December 2018. 

 

However, that Review cannot be deemed to be a Material Consideration. A Review is a review. It is 

not part of the Development Plan and carries no weight in determining a planning application. This 

point is confirmed in your Committee Report which states that:  

 

“ this only forms part of the evidence base in support of the Council's emerging Local Plan that 

holds no weight at this early stage”. 

 

That Settlement Policy Boundary Review paper must also be considered to be out of date. The 

evidence base for it was put together in 2017. Much has happened since then that would require 

this evidence to be reassessed. Indeed, the Planning Policy Team informed us that they would be 

updating these papers and that this will be part of the supporting papers to the Reg 19 consultation. 

 

This application should be refused until the updated evidence base has been made available 

 

 

My final point is that the use of the departure notice does not follow the due process as 

recommended in that 2018 Review paper. 

 

That Review Paper states that no changes should be made to the Settlement Boundary prior to 

examination by an independent inspector.  

 

In paragraph 1.8, it states: “Any changes that occur to settlement boundaries because of the 

settlement boundary review will be formalised through a statutory process involving public 

consultation and then examination by an independent inspector before being adopted by the 

Local Planning Authority in the emerging new Local Plan.” 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan team strongly recommend that the determination of this application be 

delayed until the new Local Plan has been made.  The application conflicts with the 

Neighbourhood Plan and the ‘material considerations’ do not justify a departure. This is a matter of 

principle. Agreeing to a departure from the Development Plan would both undermine the 

Neighbourhood Plan and set a very dangerous precedent. 

 

We recommend that this Committee refuse this application tonight.    

 

 

 

 

Nick Stenning 

April 2022 
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Appendix (ii) 
Medstead Parish Council 

 

My name is Charles Clark. I am the Chair of the Medstead Parish Council Planning 

Committee. I have been a resident of Medstead for nearly 30 years and as a Parish 

Councillor, represent fellow residents and help manage the development of our 

community. Unfortunately Four Marks Parish Council were not permitted to voice 

their own objections this evening, but I can assure you that I speak with their 

approval and on their behalf. 

 

This applicants indecent haste with the “Departure Notice “ has arisen after a long 

and tortuous determination period and is typical of the past behaviour of this 

applicant in multiple applications. We have sympathised with the Officer over the 

lengthy communications with the applicant, as evidenced in the long trail of online 

documents, for what should have been a relatively simple application to make for just 

4 dwellings. 

 

The Notice flies in the face of the extant Settlement Policy Boundary and the made 

Neighbourhood Plan that defines it in an adopted policy. This seriously undermines 

the democratic process of the consulted and adopted/made planning policies.  

 

The Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan was made with the assistance 

and approval of the EHDC, over 3 years of resident’s work and agreed by an 

overwhelming referendum by those residents of the two villages. What message 

does this sweeping aside of the adopted plan to protect the very nature of a rural 

village send to those who live and work there? This area of beautiful rural 

countryside seems to be under constant attack by developers and landowners. Our 

communities have had a decade of developers and others who have little 

consideration for the preservation of the village way of life, build poorly designed 

suburban style commuter estates and damage the heart and soul of our community 

with a 30% increase in dwellings in just 10 years…..and no new infrastructure. 

Speculative building of the worst kind. 

 

Medstead Parish Council, together with Four Marks Parish Council and the 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group respectfully ask you to refuse this application, 

against the Officer’s recommendation, which mis interprets the status of the 

Settlement Policy Boundary and the nature of the site. 
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APPLICATION 59143 – CONSTRUCITON OF 4 HOUSES – Land to the rear of 2-4 Willowfield, 

Watercress Way, Medstead 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to present to you this evening on behalf of the applicant. 

The Application is for the construction of 4 family homes on land off Brackenbury Gardens. The 

application was submitted in February 2021 and has been the subject of extensive discussions in that 

intervening period. Chief amongst those has been the completion of detailed ecological assessments 

to ascertain the biodiversity value of the land the subject of the application. These findings confirm 

that the site has very limited ecological value and the additional planting and inclusion of the former 

sewage pumping station site as areas for biodiversity net gain enhancements have the full support of 

the County ecologist who raises no objection to the proposals. In addition, important trees are being 

retained on the site. 

The site forms a logical part of the settlement being located amongst housing and has been identified 

by the Council as being suitable for inclusion in the SPB as part of the local plan review process. As the 

report confirms the views of your policy officer is that: 

The site comprises a “…small area of land (which) does not serve any countryside function and is 

physically, functionally and visually related to existing urban area of South Medstead that lies 

within the existing settlement policy boundary. The land was formerly used as gardens and closely 

relates to the character of the built form and has enclosing features.” In reaching that conclusion 

the policy officer raises no policy objection to the proposed development. 

The Officer Report concludes that the site is sustainably located, is not an edge of settlement site, 

and is positioned centrally within the adopted South Medstead SPB, whereby it is considered to 

be more characteristic of an urban area rather than that of a countryside location. As such, these 

material considerations are considered to weigh significantly in favour of the development 

proposal, whereby the site and development is considered to represent sustainable development 

and accord with the objectives of Policy CP2 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. 

This approach also complies with the requirements of the NPPF in particular paragraph 11 in 

promoting sustainable development and paragraph 60 on significantly boosting the supply of new 

homes.  

This is not a countryside site – it does not form part of the wider open countryside and it is clearly 

seen in the context of built form. There are no other constraints to the development of the site, and 

the detailed assessments undertaken confirm this to be the case. 

There are no other technical objections raised to the scheme from any statutory consultee. The 

applicant has a right of access to the land and no other consent from any other party is required 

contrary to representations received by the Council. 

The development comprises an appropriate mix of housing – 2x3bed and 2x4bed homes at a 

density of 19dph which is appropriate for the context of the site.  

In the light of the very extensive and detailed officer report which has given very thorough 

consideration to the development proposals I would respectfully request that members support 

the recommendation and grant planning permission for the development proposed. 
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Appendix (iv) 
Ward Councillor 

 
 
Good evening, I propose to make this statement short and to the point and to follow roughly the 
page numbering of the agenda for easy reference. 
 
With that in mind there seems to be a significant omission on page 32. The planning history of 
25256/48 should also mention two previous applications for 45 houses, first one refused, taken to 
appeal and appeal dismissed, the second application refused as it was too soon after the first 
appeal dismissal to be a legal application and is now back again. 
 
We all, this committee, officers, planning policy panel and many residents involved both as 
members of neighbourhood planning groups and private individuals have spent a huge amount of 
time putting together our Local Plan and our Neighbourhood Plan. These documents as we all 
know are written with care, checked, consulted on and inspected before being adopted and in the 
case of the neighbourhood plan also voted on at referendum then made. Every aspect of these 
plans is debated , thought about and are legal documents. 
 
We are here tonight because this application is a departure from those plans. The Local Plan 
review as we have been told many times currently has no weight. On page 32 it is brought to our 
attention that the draft local plan policies currently are afforded no weight. 
 
The SPB is currently as shown in the Local Plan and neighbourhood plan, both documents agree 
and have been passed by an Inspector as correct and defendable.  
 
This has been further strengthened but ruling in 2017 of which I was previously unaware but could 
have significant effect on future applications. This is the case reference which you may have time 
to look up… 

 
Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd & Richborough Estates Partnership 
LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 36. 

  
Judgement: https://cornerstonebarristers.com/cmsAdmin/uploads/uksc-2016-0076-judgment.pdf 
 
If not…. 
 
To quote from the ruling; 
 
“The plot therefore lies outside the SPB, which as currently drawn does not fall out of date when 
the 
local plan is out of date, because the SPB is not deemed to be part of a 5 year housing land supply 
policy as decided by the Supreme Court in 2017, and therefore remains valid until redrawn by an in 
date and adopted local plan, and is in force to protect the countryside from inappropriate 
development such as this application.” 
 
 
 
 
This application uses a departure notice, usually used for large sites not 4 houses. This was 
advertised in the Hampshire Independent a newspaper I am told with a Portsmouth base, not 
available in any local shop or the local library, does this count as being advertised? Incidentally the 
notice was not sent to either parish or district councillors surely an omission? 
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Appendix (iv) 
Ward Councillor 

 
There is no argument here the site is outside SPB. As such it is development in the countryside, it 
does not matter if it is a small pocket of land it is still in planning terms in the countryside outside 
the SPB. 
CP19 is a policy to protect areas outside SPB for its own sake. It does not state the land must be 
surrounded by fields or woods just outside SPB. Unless there is an overwhelming demonstrable 
benefit to challenge the policy like an exception site of affordable homes. This is not such a site. So 
CP19 is not adhered to. 
CP14 is linked to above there are no affordable homes for local communities on the site so it fails 
on this policy too. 
As the officer says CP10 and CP2 are more  policies that this site does not meet, it is not 
redevelopment nor within the SPB. Nor incidentally has every inspector at appeal considered that 
sites close to here are sustainable as most journeys including to schools and work would need to 
be done by car. 
 
Turning to the neighbourhood plan policy 1 is supportive of development inside the SPB it is not 
supportive of building in gardens or changing the character of an area. By filling this space with 
houses and removing a large number of trees - see page 65 for the tree removal plan it will change 
the landscape and feel of homes nearby. Some trees now have TPOs so will be initially saved but 
for how long with houses built close to them. 
 
 
On page 42 the five year housing land supply is discussed, we have one! From a 2017 judgement 
the SPB would still be relevant even if we did not have the 5yhls. 
 
The material considerations made by the officer goes into whether the site can be truly regarded as 
countryside. The purposes of the SPB are also mentioned and the fact that the SPB is a legacy of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan (April 2016).  
Of course it is a legacy of our CURRENT LOCAL PLAN. THAT IS THE PLAN THAT WE ARE ALL 
WORKING WITH! 
It is not out of date, neither is the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The SPB may change as part of the Local Plan Review but that currently as we have been told has 
no weight so should not be included here as an argument at all. 
 
Fellow members of the planning committee I ask you please to have due regard to all the training 
and experience we have gained as members of this committee. 
 
Please refuse this application as being contrary to policies CP19, CP10, CP14 and additionally 
policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan. All these policies being current and tested. 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Ingrid Thomas 
April 2022 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 

Part 2 
 
 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

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

 
APPENDIX A 

 
28 April 2022 

 

 

PROPOSAL Demolition of an existing conservatory structure and 
building an extension on the same footprint as the 
removed conservatory. 

LOCATION: 138 The Causeway, Petersfield, GU31 4LL 

REFERENCE 
NO: 

SDNP/22/00643/HOUS  

 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the 
expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
 

Reason: To comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

 

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the plans listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in 
Consideration of this Application". 
 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

 
3. The materials used in the construction of the development hereby 
approved shall be as detailed within the permitted application particulars and 
shall be retained permanently as such, unless prior written consent is 
obtained from the Local Planning Authority to any variation. 
 

Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the building and the character of the 

area.  
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4. Within two months of the date of substantial completion of the 
development hereby approved, the actions detailed within the Ecosystems 
Services Statement shall have been carried out within the site and 
maintained thereafter. 
Reason:  To protect and enhance biodiversity in accordance with Policies SD2 

and SD9 of the SDNP Local Plan. 

 
5. Blackout blinds shall be installed and permanently maintained for the 
bi-folding doors and lantern light hereby permitted.  This mitigation method 
shall be used unless another mitigation method is otherwise agreed in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - To protect the character of the countryside, and the designated 

International Dark Night Reserve, which is part of the special quality of the 

South Downs National Park, in accordance with National Park Purposes and 

the National Planning Policy Framework 2021. 

 
 

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