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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF REGENERATION AND PLACE 

 

Applications to be determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority 

 
28 April 2022 

 

SECTION 1 – SCHEDULE OF APPLICATION RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

 
Item No.: 01 
 

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

 
 

PROPOSAL 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 59143 PARISH: Medstead 

APPLICANT:  William Lacey Group 

CONSULTATION 
EXPIRY: 

15 April 2022 

APPLICATION EXPIRY: 15 April 2021 

COUNCILLOR(S): Councillor J May, Councillor D B Tennyson, Councillor I C 
Thomas 

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: PERMISSION 



This application represents a departure from the Development Plan, therefore under 
the Council’s Constitution, it is referred to the Planning Committee for determination. 
 
Site Description 
 
The application site comprises a broadly square parcel of land of approximately 0.21 
hectares, which was formerly garden land situated to the east of existing residential properties 
in Willowfield and the west of recently completed housing off Holland Drive (planning 
reference 25256/032). The site lies outside a Settlement Policy Boundary (SPB), outside a 
conservation area, outside Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 (medium and high risk), outside both the 
0 - 400m and 400 - 5km buffer zone of a Special Protection Area (SPA) and outside the 
identified river catchment areas at risk from increased nitrates / phosphates. 
 
The site is largely flat, with former domestic outbuildings, existing vegetation cover and a 
series of mature trees, some of which are protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). 
There is an existing 1.8-metre-high timber fence along the site's eastern boundary fronting but 
set back from Holland Drive. There are two similar sized land parcels immediately to the north 
and south of the site, which are also outside the SPB. The land to the north forms an open 
rough grassland area and the land to the south partly comprises the residential garden of 1 
Willowfield and the remaining land is former residential garden land. The site, together with 
the land immediately to the north and south of the site, lie outside the SPB but are surrounded 
by the adopted SPB on all sides.  
 
Proposal 
 
This application seeks full planning permission for the erection of four dwellings, with 
associated parking and landscaping details. 
 
The application has been subject of revisions / amendments since its original submission, and 
these are as follows: 
 
1) 23 July 2021 - revised housing mix and layout of four dwellings. Proposal went from 4 x 4 
bed dwellings (2 semi-detached and 2 detached) to 2 x 3 beds and 2 x 4 beds (again 2 semi-
detached and 2 detached). 
2) 03 November 2021 - Submission of Ecological Statement (Dormice) 
3) 22 December 2021 - Amended Site Plan showing proposed off-site planting mitigation 
area, together with supporting statement on proposed site planting, received on 22/12/2021. 
4) 14 February 2022 - submission of off-site ecological enhancements statement 
 
The proposed four dwellings are positioned in a north to south linear position through, 
approximately, the middle of the site with Unit 1 positioned adjacent and parallel to the 
northern site boundary and Unit 4 also positioned parallel to the southern boundary but some 
12 metres off this boundary line away from a nearby protected tree. The four dwellings are 
shown to be accessed from Holland Drive by way of a single width access road that is located 
opposite properties 16 and 18 Holland Drive.  
 



The access road would extend across an existing grass verge between the eastern site 
boundary and Holland Drive into the site where there is an existing gap in the tree belt along 
the eastern boundary line.  
 
Site density = 19 dwellings per hectare 
Total on-site parking provision (including visitor spaces) = 13 spaces 
 
An initial blanket / woodland TPO was served for the site, which was later revised to a series 
of individual TPOs protecting a series of mature trees on the site. The proposed development 
would result in the removal of some existing vegetation, including trees, on the site, but the 
protected trees are all shown to be retained.  
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
No previous relevant planning history for the application site. However, the following 
permissions in the immediate area are considered to be relevant: 
 
Land at Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road, Medstead 
 
25256/032 -  Erection of eighty dwellings (with demolition of Boyneswood Lodge) including 32 

affordable homes, garages, car parking, associated infrastructure, open space 
and landscaping (as amended by amended plans / additional plans received on 
06/03/2014, 07/04/2014, 08/04/2014 AND 10/04/2014). Permission, 09/10/2014. 

 
Land to the rear of Brackenbury Gardens and, Boyneswood Close, Medstead 
 
25256/048 -  Proposed construction of 45 dwellings on land east of Boyneswood Road, 

Medstead, Alton, Hampshire. Under consideration, April 2022. 
 
Development Plan Policies and Proposals 
 
The Draft version of the Local Plan (2017 -2036) was published under Regulation 18 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations (2012) for public 
consultation from 5 February to 19 March 2019. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF (2021) sets out 
the circumstances when emerging planning policies may be given weight in determining 
planning applications. Based on the current early stage of preparation, the draft Local Plan 
policies are currently afforded no weight.  
 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014) 
 
CP1 -  Presumption in favour of sustainable development  
CP2 -  Spatial Strategy 
CP10 -  Spatial strategy for housing 
CP11 -  Housing tenure, type and mix 
CP13 -  Affordable housing on residential development sites 
CP19 -  Development in the countryside 



CP20 -  Landscape 
CP21 -  Biodiversity 
CP24 -  Sustainable construction 
CP25 -  Flood Risk 
CP26 -  Water resources/ water quality 
CP27 -  Pollution 
CP28 -  Green Infrastructure 
CP29 -  Design 
CP31 -  Transport 
CP32 -  Infrastructure 
 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (2006) 
 
C6 -  Tree Preservation 
T2 - Public Transport Provision and Improvement 
T3 -  Pedestrians and Cyclists 
H14 -  Other Housing Outside Settlement Policy Boundaries 
 
Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan (2016)  
 
Policy 1 –  Spatial Plan 
Policy 10 –  Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 
Policy 11 –  Sustainable Drainage Systems 
 
Vehicle Parking Standards SPD July 2018 
 
Planning Policy Constraints and Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) July 2021 
 
In this instance the following sections of the NPPF are considered to be particularly relevant 
to the consideration of the development; 
 
 2.  Achieving sustainable development  
 4.  Decision-making  
 5.  Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  
 6.  Building a strong, competitive economy  
 8.  Promoting healthy and safe communities  
 9.  Promoting sustainable transport  
11.  Making effective use of land  
12.  Achieving well-designed places  
14.  Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change  
15.  Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  
 
 
 



Village Design Statement - Medstead - A Vision for the Future - non statutory planning 
guidance that has been the subject of public consultation and therefore is a material planning 
consideration. 
 
Medstead Parish Plan 2008 
 
Consultations and Town/Parish Council comments 
 
Arboricultural Officer (EHDC) - No objection, subject to a condition (works in accordance with 
submitted Arboricultural Method Statement).  
 
County Ecologist - No objection, with the following comments: 
 
“The site lies within the countryside, it is surrounded by existing development courtesy of the 
recent completion of 80 dwelling to the east. The small area of land does not serve any 
countryside functions 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. Therefore, there is no policy objection to the principle of development in 
this location, subject to the satisfaction of the tree officer in regard to protected trees.” 
 
Drainage Consultant (EHDC) - No objection, subject to conditions. 
 
Forward Planning (Planning Policy - EHDC) - No objection. 
 
The site lies within the countryside, it is surrounded by existing development courtesy of the 
recent completion of 80 dwelling to the east. The small area of land does not serve any 
countryside functions 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. Therefore, there is no policy objection to the principle of development in 
this location, subject to the satisfaction of the tree officer in regard to protected trees. 
 
Landscape Officer (EHDC) - No objection, with the following comments: 
 

 site is physically, functionally and visually related to the existing urban area;  

 no objections in principle on Landscape Character grounds - to the development; 

 the applicant's intends to retain trees of significance and provide additional planting are 
welcomed; and 

 if minded to approve this application then a landscape condition would be required in order 
to check the final planting proposals, boundary treatments and hard landscaping 
materials. 

 
 
 
 



Local Highway Authority (HCC) - No objection (no conditions), with the following summarised 
comments: 
 

 access would be via the currently unadopted (private) Holland Drive which provides 
access to Boyneswood Road to the south west; 

 appears to be adequate space for vehicles to turn on site and therefore access and egress 
the site in forward gear; 

 eight cycle spaces are proposed and to be stored within integral or external garages; 

 Highway Authority considers that the development is unlikely to result in any material 
highway/transportation implications. 

 
Recycling and Refuse Section (EHDC) - No objection.  
 
Traffic Management Team (EHDC) - No adverse comment to make on this application. 
 
Four Marks Parish Council 
 
Comment Date - Fri 19 Mar 2021 
 
The Parish Council strongly object to this application. 
 
The proposal is currently outside the Settlement Policy Boundary, and therefore contrary to 
EHDC Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy Policy CP19, and whether inside or outside the 
SPB, also contrary to Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The area is currently covered by an area TPO, which would mean the loss of trees currently 
awarded protection. 
 
This small area of greenspace between Boyneswood Road and the Azalea development is a 
vital green lung which does have an important function mitigating the loss of the green space 
following the recent development. 
 
EHDC can clearly demonstrate a 6.11 years of housing land supply, therefore there is no 
identified need for additional development in this location. The proposal is for four 4 
bedroomed dwellings, therefore not an appropriate housing mix, as identified in the Interim 
HEDNA (2018), where the need is for 2 and 3 bedroomed dwellings. 
The Design & Access statement incorrectly states that there is a regular bus service running 
through the village along Boyneswood Road (page 3), and that there is a bus stop by 
Boyneswood Close. The nearest bus stop and bus service is on the Winchester Road, Four 
Marks, some 800m away. 
 
The Ecology report is a preliminary report, carried out last Autumn, and only a site walkover 
survey visit. A more detailed survey needs to be carried out to assess the affect that the new 
development has had on the wildlife, flora and fauna in the area, which will have naturally 
migrated to the nearest green space.  
 



It is also noted the report refers to a development of up to 10 residential dwellings, which 
indicates that the green space either side is likely to be developed which would only increase 
the further detrimental effect on the existing wildlife. 
 
The Ecology report also reports that there are 4 SINC sites within 1km of the proposed site 
should, therefore a SANG mitigation need to be considered? 
 
The access to the development site is on a right angled bend and shares the only access 
point with the 80 occupants of the Azalea development, although each application should be 
assessed on its own merit, the accumulation of traffic movement must be considered. The 
cumulative affect on the single lane railway bridge on Boyneswood Road, and the 
Boyneswood Road junction with the A31, already over capacity with all recent junction easing 
and pedestrian safety proposals deemed undeliverable. 
 
A designated parking bay for the Azalea development will be removed to create the access, 
will this be replaced elsewhere as it removes 2 spaces from an agreed parking allocation 
within the Azalea development? 
 
The access driveway crosses a buffer zone along the length of the fence line. 
 
The proposal is an incremental accumulation and encroachment onto a vital green lung and if 
approved will set a precedent of development by attrition, and therefore respectfully request 
that the Planning Officer refuses this application. 
 
Comment Date - Thursday 02 Sep 2021 
 
The Parish Council acknowledge and have noted the amended plans and additional reports, 
however the area is still outside the Settlement Policy Boundary, with any proposed changes 
in the Local Plan Review not yet made, so remains contrary to Policy CP19.  The LPA can 
demonstrate a 6.1 year housing land supply, there is no identified need for these dwellings.  
This site is a vital green lung between two recently built residential developments and should 
be left to mitigate the loss of the surrounding green space.  In addition, the loss of a 
substantial number of trees in this location goes against all current climate change mitigation 
policies, and therefore the Council's strong objection still stands. 
 
Medstead Parish Council  
 
Comment Date - Monday 15 Mar 2021 
 
The proposed development site is outside the Settlement Policy boundary and is contrary to 
Policy CP19 of the EHDC Local Plan Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the Medstead and 
Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The single lane bridge on Boyneswood Road over the railway line and the Boyneswood Road 
junction with the A31 are already over capacity with all junction easing and pedestrian safety 
proposals deemed undeliverable, as confirmed by HCC. 



There is an "area" TPO on this piece of land until May and then subject to an inspection by a 
Tree Officer. In view of this application the inspection will now happen sooner. According to 
the plan the access/egress road crosses a wildlife corridor. This does not seem viable. 
 
Although this application is in respect of 4 houses, the ecology report shows there is provision 
for a further 6 houses on the paddock behind "Ashdod" in Boyneswood Road, so beyond this 
application this could turn into a 10 house development. There may be further issues for 
scope for development in this field as "Ashdod" is now for sale. Although not connected, the 
approval for the 4 houses may well encourage further applications. 
 
Increased vehicular traffic exiting onto an increasingly busy road, with its accompanying noise 
and pollution further detracts from the much valued village environment. 
 
In the circumstances, Medstead Parish Council would ask that this application be refused by 
the Planning Officer. 
 
Comment Date - Thursday 19 Aug 2021 
 
Medstead Parish Council have again reviewed the application and strongly object to this 
latest iteration of the application for the following reasons and basically the same as were 
stated before which are as follows. 
 
The proposed development site is outside the Settlement Policy boundary and is contrary to 
Policy CP19 of the EHDC Local Plan Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the Medstead and 
Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The single lane bridge on Boyneswood Road over the railway line and the Boyneswood Road 
junction with the A31 are already over capacity with all junction easing and pedestrian safety 
proposals deemed undeliverable, as confirmed by HCC. 
 
There is a provisional "area" TPO on this piece of land being TPO (EH1170)2021. According 
to the plan the access/egress road crosses a wildlife corridor. This does not seem viable.  
 
Although this application is in respect of 4 houses, the ecology report shows there is provision 
for a further 6 houses on the paddock behind "Ashdod" in Boyneswood Road, so beyond this 
application this could turn into a 10 house development. There may be further issues for 
scope for development in this field as "Ashdod" is now for sale. Although not connected, the 
approval for the 4 houses may well encourage further applications. 
 
Increased vehicular traffic exiting onto an increasingly busy road, with its accompanying noise 
and pollution further detracts from the much valued village environment. 
 
In the circumstances, Medstead Parish Council would ask that this application be refused by 
the Planning Officer. 
 
 



Comment Date - Monday 17 Jan 2022 
 
Medstead Parish Council strongly object to this application. To our knowledge, this is the third 
planning application in respect of this site, although the reference number seems unchanged. 
In essence, this is the same application with some minor amendments. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the site is outside of the Settlement Policy Boundary and is therefore 
remains contrary to the EHDC Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy Policy CP19. Additionally it 
is also contrary to Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The access to the site is on a right angled bend onto a somewhat restricted road used by the 
existing Azalea development and further increased traffic movements will result onto the 
increasingly busy Boyneswood Road. Access to the main A31 is via a single lane bridge over 
the heritage railway line. This width restricted bridge also shares the road with a pedestrian 
"walkway" offering no or little safety to walkers. Pedestrians from this proposed development 
will be obliged to cross the road to access walkway. 
 
As previously mentioned, the ecology report shows that there is provision for a further 6 
houses on the paddock behind "Ashdod" in Boyneswood Road and so this could become a 
10 house development and, if permission were granted, the approval may well encourage 
further applications. Creeping development. 
 
In the circumstances, Medstead Parish Council respectfully request that the Planning Officer 
refuses this application. 
 
Representations 
 
A total of 91 representations have been received for this application, of which 89 have raised 
an objection and two are in support of the proposal.  
 
A summary of the representations received are set out below. 
 
Objections 
 
Neighbouring amenity 
 
a. overlooking and loss of privacy 
b. noise and disturbance 
 
Policy 
 
c. development outside settlement policy boundary 
d. no need for additional housing 
a. contrary to Policy CP19 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the 

Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan 
 



b. site forms a countryside buffer - in conflict with Policy CP10 (Local Plan: Joint Core 
Strategy) 

 
Design / character of the area 
 
c. overdevelopment 
d. too dense and too many four bed units (Officer note: amended plans have been received 

changing the housing mix on the site).  
 
Ecology / wildlife 
 
e. site forms a countryside buffer 
f. impact on local wildlife 
g. green arboretum should be preserved 
h. vital area of countryside and haven for wildlife 
i. loss of wildlife corridor 
 
Traffic / parking 
 
j. Increase in traffic generation impacting local highway network 
k. insufficient on-site parking 
l. access is off a tight bend off Holland Drive 
m. access would result in the loss of one visitor parking space 
 
[Officer note: amended plans have been received which move the vehicle access to the south 
away from the bend in the road and roadside vehicle parking space] 
 
Climate change 
 
n. site helps towards climate change 
o. site is a vital green lung 
p. mature trees are necessary for combating climate change, flooding and wildlife 
 
Other 
 
q. development would result in increased water runoff - flooding and drainage concerns 
r. impact on local infrastructure 
s. permission could result in further development on adjoining land parcels 
t. covenant on land preventing more than one dwelling [Officer note: Covenants are not 

material planning considerations] 
u. loss of a green field sites - brown field sites should be prioritised  
 
 
 
 
 



Departure Notice 
 
A departure notice was displayed on the site (dated 22 March 2022) and advertised in a local 
newspaper (25 March 2022). Summarised comments received in respect of the notice are set 
below:  
 
v. no Parish Council Involvement with Departure Notice 
w. local Ward Councillors were not aware of the Departure Notice  
x. unsure what a departure notice means 
y. sets a dangerous precedent 
 
Determining Issues 
 
1. Principle of development 

  5-year land supply 

  material considerations 
2. Impact on the character of the area 
3. Impact on neighbouring amenity 
4. Impact on trees and vegetation / Green Infrastructure 
5. Highway and parking considerations 
6. Ecology 
7. Flooding and drainage 
8. Sustainable construction 
9. Developer contributions / legal obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
 
Planning Considerations  
 
1. Principle of development / material considerations 
 
As required by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
applications must be determined in line with the adopted development plan for the area, 
unless material considerations apply.  The development plan for East Hampshire District 
Council and this proposal comprises the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core 
Strategy, the 'saved' policies of the 2006 East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review 
and the Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood Development Plan (2015).  
Material considerations in respect of national planning policy are the NPPF, the National 
Planning Policy Guidance and any other matters that are considered material to the proposal. 
 
The spatial strategy for the District is set out in Policies CP2, CP10 and CP19 of The East 
Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014) which directs new development to 
the most sustainable and accessible locations. In addition, Policy 1 (Spatial Plan for the 
Parishes) of the Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood Development Plan supports 
development proposals on land within the Settlement Policy Boundaries, subject to 
accordance with other relevant policies of the Plan.   
 
 



Policy CP2 (Spatial Strategy) of the Joint Core Strategy directs development to the most 
sustainable and accessible locations and states that 'new development will make the best use 
of previously developed land and buildings within existing built-up areas.'  
 
Policy CP10 (Spatial Strategy for Housing) of the Joint Core Strategy sets out that housing 
proposals should be accommodated through development and redevelopment opportunities 
within existing settlement policy boundaries in the first instance.  
 
Policy CP19 (Development in the Countryside) of the Joint Core Strategy operates as a policy 
of general restraint in order to protect the countryside for its own sake. The policy limits 
development to only that which has a genuine and provide need for a countryside location. 
Paragraph 7.4 of the Joint Core Strategy defines countryside as the areas outside of 
settlement policy boundaries, where the countryside needs to be protected for the sake of its 
intrinsic character, beauty, the diversity and quality of its landscapes, heritage and wildlife, the 
wealth of its natural resources and to ensure it may be enjoyed by all.  
 
Policy CP14 (Affordable homes for rural communities) does potentially allow for residential 
development outside Settlement Policy Boundaries, but this is for affordable housing to meet 
the needs of local people. The development proposal is for four market houses, not for 
affordable housing. Therefore, this policy is not applicable to the development proposal.  
 
In addition, Policy 1 of the Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood Plan designates the 
Settlement Policy Boundaries which include the Medstead Village Settlement Policy 
Boundary (MVSPB), a South Medstead Settlement Policy Boundary (SMSPB) and a Four 
Marks Settlement Policy Boundary (FMSPB), as shown on the Policies Maps within the 
Neighbourhood Plan. The application site and neighbouring land parcels lie outside but are 
surrounded by the South Medstead Settlement Policy Boundary.  
 
Policy 1 supports development within the Settlement Policy Boundaries, subject to 
accordance with relevant policies, and goes on to state that the inappropriate development of 
residential gardens, for example, where such development would have local character, will be 
refused. This requirement does not specifically and out of principle prevent development of 
residential gardens, just those that would harm local character. This consideration is 
considered in the later sections of the report below. 
 
The application site lies outside the Settlement Policy Boundary of South Medstead and the 
development is not for affordable housing to meet the needs of the local people as a rural 
exception site. As such, the proposed development is contrary to Policy CP19 of the Local 
Plan: Joint Core Strategy and the principle of development is unacceptable. In such 
instances, where a development proposal is found to be contrary to one or more policies of a 
development plan the proposal may only be considered acceptable where one or more 
material considerations indicate a departure from the development plan. This is explored in 
more detail below. 
  
 
 



 5-year land supply 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, which for decision-taking means approving development proposals that accord 
with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or where there are no relevant 
development plan policies or the policies most important for determining the application are 
out-of-date, granting permission unless: 
 
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 
 
According to the NPPF, policies will be considered to be out-of-date in instances where the 
local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  
 
The East Hampshire Five Year Housing Land Supply document that was published in 
September 2021 demonstrates that as of the 1st April 2021 East Hampshire District can 
identify 5.74 years of housing land supply, equivalent to a surplus of 357 dwellings. The 
Council can demonstrate a sufficient five-year housing land supply; therefore, the appropriate 
Joint Core Strategy (JCS) policies for housing are up to date. 
 

 Material considerations 
 
As previously set out, planning legislation dictates that the decision maker is required to 
determine planning applications in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. In this instance, the development is set within a pocket of 
land that, whilst is largely surrounded by adopted Settlement Policy Boundary of South 
Medstead, the land itself lies outside a Settlement Policy Boundary. As such, for the purposes 
of both Policy CP19 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the Four Marks and 
Medstead Neighbourhood Development Plan lies within a countryside location. The form of 
the development does not constitute affordable housing as a rural exception site and no 
justification has been put forward for a genuine and proven need for a countryside location. 
 
The development has been found to be contrary to Policy CP19 (Development in the 
Countryside) of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. Therefore, in accordance with Planning 
Law, the development can only be supported if other material considerations, separately or in 
combination, indicate a departure from the Development Plan, specifically policy CP19, in 
justified and demonstrated. It shall be considered whether any material considerations exist 
and if they demonstrate a departure from the Development Plan.  
 
The primary other material consideration for this proposal is whether the site can truly be 
considered to be a countryside location, contrary to the purposes of Policy CP2, which directs 
development to the most sustainable and accessible locations in the District.  
 
 



Firstly, the purpose of a Settlement Policy Boundary (SPB) should be considered. The role of 
any Settlement Policy Boundary is to define the built limits of a settlement and to differentiate 
between the built form of a settlement, where the principle of development is usually accepted 
and areas outside / beyond the settlement area that are likely to be countryside designations 
where development is strictly controlled. Settlement boundaries also serve a purpose to guide 
development to sustainable locations by seeking to ensure new development, particularly that 
of residential and commercial development, are situated in areas well served by existing 
services and facilities that would otherwise result in dispersed and ad hoc development, with 
poor connectivity, limited-service provision, and high dependence on the use of private motor 
vehicles that would comprise unsustainable development.  
 
The application site, together with the two neighbouring land parcels immediately to the north 
and south of the application site form a rectangular shaped section of land, of some 0.65 
hectares in size, that lies outside of the Settlement Policy Boundary. However, it is 
surrounded by the adopted South Medstead Settlement Policy Boundary on all sides, thus 
can be seen as an island of countryside in an otherwise built-up area. The Settlement Policy 
Boundary extends some 100 metres to north of the site, 130 metres to the east, 40 metres to 
the south and 210 metres to the west. There are also residential properties that surround the 
pocket of land on all sides that are included within the adopted SPB.  
 
Discussions with the Council’s Planning Policy team have indicated that the settlement policy 
boundary as drawn is a legacy from the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Housing and 
Employment Allocations (April 2016) which allocated the land to the east for a residential 
development for about 79 dwellings (Policy FM2: Land at Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood 
Lane, Medstead. This land has now been developed, however the settlement policy boundary 
on the land to the west of the allocation (partly comprising this site) was not revised, pending 
review as part of the emerging Local Plan, leaving in effect an area of land cut-off from the 
countryside to the west. 
 
As part of the Council's emerging Local Plan, a settlement policy boundary review was carried 
out and published in December 2018 (Settlement Policy Boundary Review: Interim 
Methodology Paper).  
 
Whilst 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, and any changes to settlement boundaries 
would need to be formalised by the relevant statutory process, including public consultation, 
the document does set out the main aims for reviewing the settlement boundaries in East 
Hampshire which are:  
 

 To ensure that settlement boundaries are logical and easy to identify on the ground; and 

 To identify what parts of the settlement should and should not be included within a 
settlement boundary.   

 
The Document reviews all the existing SPBs, including the of South Medstead SPB, and the 
looks to revise the existing South Medstead SPB to include the land parcel subject of this 
application and the land immediately to the north and south of it.  



The land parcel is entitled "Land to the rear of Boyneswood Road", with the Settlement 
Boundary Review Paper advising: 
 
"The area of land represents a small-scale development opportunity which would provide infill 
and rounding off opportunities that are physically, functionally and visually related to the 
existing urban area. Boundary also cuts through gardens along Watercress Way and Friars 
Oak. The curtilages of the properties are closely related to the character of the built form and 
have enclosing features."  
 
On review of the site's characteristics, relationship to the existing built form and residential 
development within Medstead, the site does not function as countryside, but is more akin to 
the surrounding built form of development. In addition, with the site's proximity to services and 
facilities in the nearby area, the site is considered to be located in a sustainable location and, 
therefore, accord with the purposes of Policy CP2 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. The 
South Medstead SPB is classified as a Small Local Service Centre, as part of the District's 
Sustainability Hierarchy (Level 3 of 5), as set out in paragraph 4.11 of the Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy. The application site is considered to amount to a sustainable location.  
 
To conclude, whilst the application has been found to be contrary to Policy CP19 of the Local 
Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, owing to the site falling outside the SPB of South Medstead and its default 
position being countryside, there are material considerations that weigh in favour of the 
proposed development.  
 
It is considered that the site is not only located in a sustainable location, but would be 
physically, functionally and visually related to the surrounding built development. This is not 
an edge of settlement site, it is positioned centrally within the adopted South Medstead SPB, 
whereby it is considered it is more characteristic of an urban area than that of a countryside 
location. 
 
As such, these material considerations are considered to weigh 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, despite the site being excluded from the South Medstead SPB.  
 
2. Impact on the character of the area / housing mix 
 
Policy CP29 (design) requires new built development to be of an exemplary standard and 
highly appealing in terms of visual appearance. It also requires development to respect the 
character, identity and context of the District’s towns, villages and countryside.  
 
The immediate character of the area is that of residential development in a sub-urban area, 
with a mixture of property styles and ages set within a range of plot sizes on largely well 
vegetated plots. The application site is positioned between existing residential properties to 
the east and west, with two storey detached properties within Willowfield to the west and a 
recently completed development of 80 dwellings to the east, accessed off Holland Drive. 



These properties are a mixture of two storey detached, semi-detached and terrace properties 
that front their respective access roads and are positioned on smaller plots than those 
dwellings to the west accessed off Boyneswood Road.  
 
The proposed development would see the erection of four two storey dwellings, two detached 
and a pair of semi-detached properties. The properties are accessed off, set back from and 
fronting Holland Drive, forming a linear pattern parallel with the rear elevations of 2 and 3 
Willowfield and side elevation of 4 Willowfield to the west of the site. The access point, scale 
and positioning of the buildings has been influenced by the protected trees on the site to 
ensure these are retained.  
 
The four dwellings differ in design but follow a similar design pallet, with traditional and 
conventional detailing of a high standard. All the four dwellings have dual pitched tiled roofs 
and a mixture of external brickwork and tile hanging elevation details, with three of the four 
units ridge lines parallel to Holland Drive and one (Plot 1) at a 90 degree angle. Plot 1 details 
an integral single garage, with a cat-slide roof, front gable projection and dormer window 
within the cat-slide roof. Plots 2 and 3, being the pair of semi-detached properties, has full 
external brickwork elevations, a central chimney stack projecting above the ridge line, open 
front porch and brick work details. Plot 4, again has external brickwork but with tile-hanging at 
first floor level and within the gable ends. The property also has an open front porch, a bay 
window on the side (south) elevation and has its own detached double garage / carport.  
 
The development has a site density of 19 dwellings per hectare and all four of the dwellings 
have their own private rear garden space, extending to a depth of at least 12 metres, front 
gardens and private parking spaces. There is also two visitor parking places on the site and a 
bin collection point adjacent to the access drive for bin storage on collection days.  
 
The proposed development of four dwellings on the site are considered to be in-keeping with 
the semi-rural and residential character of the area, of a good design and respecting the 
nature, pattern and spacing of built form in area.  
As such, the proposed development is considered to be of good quality, appealing in terms of 
visual appearance and respectful of the character, identity and context of the immediate and 
wider area. The development, therefore, is considered to accord with Policy CP29 of the 
Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.   
 

 Housing mix 
 
In addition to the character and appearance of the area, Policy CP11 (Housing tenure, type 
and mix) sets out that to address housing requirements and to help to create sustainable 
communities new residential development will be required to, amongst other matters not 
applicable to this proposal, will be to provide a range of dwelling tenures, types and sizes to 
meet housing needs.  
 
The original proposal was for the creation of 4x4 bedroomed properties, which was 
considered in design terms to be one dimensional and did not provide a range of dwelling 
types.  



The proposal was subsequently amended to provide more of a range of dwelling types 
and sizes, with the removal of 2 of the four bed dwellings for 2 x 3 bedroom dwellings. It 
should be noted that in terms of general market dwellings (as this application) it is down to the 
market to determine the type and size of dwellings. The policy is aimed to meet the housing 
needs of the area, when considering affordable dwellings to meet local needs. For this 
reason, the development is considered to provide an acceptable range of dwellings in 
accordance with Policy CP11 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.  
  
3. Impact on neighbouring amenity 
 
Policy CP27 (pollution) of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy requires development to not 
have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of occupiers of neighbouring properties through 
loss of privacy or through excessive overshadowing. In addition, the NPPF (paragraph 130) 
requires development to have a high standard of amenity for all existing and future users of 
land and buildings. 
 
The application site lies within a residential area, with the closest residential properties being 
situated to the west of the application site (2, 3 and 4 Willowfield, Watercress Way). The 
residential properties to the north of the site are positioned approximately 70 metres away, 
those to the east are 40 metres away and those to the south are 65 metres away from the 
nearest proposed dwelling.   
 
The site comprises former residential garden land and, following an Officer site inspection, 
appears to not have been used as residential garden land for some time with extensive scrub 
vegetation growth but remnants of residential development with a series of domestic style 
outbuildings. With the exception of the relatively modest outbuildings, the site was free from 
built form with young and mature vegetation cover. 
 
The development details the erection of 4 dwellings on the plot, in a linear (north to south) 
orientation, parallel to the rear elevations of 2 and 3 Willowfield.  
 
The two storey dwelling detailed on Plot 1 is set a metre of the northern side boundary line 
and 13.6 metres from the two storey rear elevation to the shared boundary line to the east, 
shared with 4 Willowfield. The rear elevation of this unit would face the garden and side 
elevation of 4 Willowfield, with a separation distance of over 35 metres. The building, 
comprising Plots 2 and 3, the two storey pair of detached dwellings, is broadly in-line with the 
front and rear elevations of Plot 1. However, this building is positioned slightly further forward 
(east) within the plot, providing a separation distance of 14.4 metres to the shared rear (west) 
boundary line with 3 and 4 Willowfield and a total separation distance of some 30 and 39 
metres between the respective neighbouring properties. Plot 4, the detached two storey 
building, is positioned furthest south on the plot and is set slightly back of Plots 2 and 3, with a 
separation distance 12.7 metres to the shared boundary lines with 2 and 3 Willowfield and a 
total separation distance of over 25 metres between these two properties.  
 
 
 



Although not directly relevant to this proposal, the Council's adopted SPD: Residential 
Extensions and Householder Development (paragraph 2.15) sets out that two storey rear 
extensions should respect a 21 metre back-to-back separation distance between properties in 
order to avoid any undue overlooking of the neighbouring dwellings and their private amenity 
space.  
 
It is accepted that this proposal would introduce new residential development on the site and 
not simply enlarging and existing property, where levels of overlooking may presently exist. 
However, the SPD does serve to suggest that a 21 metre back-to-back separation distance 
can be an acceptable minimum distance where the rear elevations of properties face one 
another. In this case, it is accepted that the development would introduce new residential on 
the site that would change the existing situation and outlook for the occupants of the nearest 
neighbouring properties and increase levels of overlooking above that of the existing situation.  
 
However, the minimum back-to-back separation distance between the proposed dwellings 
and existing properties exceeds 21 metres at over 25 metres (26.1 metres). Also, the rear 
elevations of plots 1 and the majority of Plot 2 would face the side elevation of 4 Willowfield, 
with a greater separation distance, Plots 3 has a greater separation distance of 30 metres and 
Plot 4 the closest point of Plot 4 is to 2 Willowfield, they are not directly back-to-back. The 
back-to-back distance with the 3 Willowfield is also approximately 30 metres.  
 
The development, with the introduction of four dwellings on a presently largely vacant site, 
would result in some loss of privacy to the occupants of the neighbouring and immediately 
surrounding properties. However, the levels of overlooking and change of outlook, are for 
reasons of the separation distance and layout of the dwellings, not considered to result in an 
unacceptable loss of privacy, nor overshadowing or overbearing impact on the occupants of 
the neighbouring and surrounding properties. Therefore, the development is considered to 
accord with Policy CP27 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and the advice contained 
within the NPPF (paragraph 130 (f)).  
 
4. Impact on trees and vegetation / Green Infrastructure 
 
The application site comprises former residential garden land that has a number of existing 
trees and other vegetation on it, whereby some of the existing trees on the site and subject of 
a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). In this regard, Policy CP20 (Landscape) of the Local Plan: 
Joint Core Strategy seeks to conserve and enhance the District's natural environment by 
protecting and enhancing natural and historic features which contribute to the distinctive 
character of the district’s landscape, such as trees, woodlands, hedgerows, soils, rivers, river 
corridors, ditches, ponds, ancient sunken lanes, ancient tracks, rural buildings and open 
areas. Policy CP20 also seeks to maintain, manage and enhance the green infrastructure 
networks in-line with Policy CP28 (Green Infrastructure) of the Local Plan: Green 
Infrastructure.  
 
 
 
 



Also, Policy C6 of the Local Plan: Second Review sets out that Planning permission will not 
be granted for development that would damage or destroy one or more trees protected by a 
tree preservation order or in a conservation area unless removal would be in the interests of 
good arboricultural practice. 
 
There are a number of trees and other vegetation on the site, with many of the trees along the 
eastern site boundary line subject of a TPO. Initially, the entire site was subject of a woodland 
TPO, but this was later revised to a series of individual TPOs following a detailed site 
inspection by the Arboricultural Team. Following this, amended plans have been received 
detailing the re-positioning of the vehicle access point away from a group of protected trees to 
a more central position along the eastern boundary between two groups of protected trees. In 
addition, the layout and positioning of the four dwellings has been altered to be set away from 
the trees to avoid direct pressures from the development proposal and to reduce potential 
post development pressures.  
 
The Council's Arboricultural Officer has reviewed the amended proposal, and has raised no 
objection to the development, subject to a condition requiring the development to be carried 
out in accordance with the submitted Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection 
Plan. In addition, the Council's Landscape Officer has also reviewed the proposal and also 
has raised no objection, commenting that the site is physically, functionally and visually 
related to the existing urban area and the proposal would result in the retention of the 
significant existing trees on the site, with further potential planting welcomed.  
 
The proposed development would see the removal of areas of existing vegetation cover on 
the site, but crucially would see the retention of all of those protected trees on the site 
whereby no objections have been received from either the Council's Arboricultural Officer and 
Landscape Officer. There is also scope to include a condition relating to additional soft 
landscaping planting on the site, should the proposal be supported. On this basis, Officers are 
of the opinion that the development would conserve the District's natural environment and 
would not damage or destroy one or more trees protected by a Tree Preservation Order. 
Therefore, the development proposal is considered to accord with Policy CP20 of the Local 
Plan: Joint Core Strategy and Policy C6 of the Local Plan: Second Review.  
 
Green Infrastructure  
 
As set out above, Policy CP20 seeks to maintain, manage and enhance green infrastructure 
networks in-line with Policy CP28 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. Policy CP28 of the 
Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy sets out that development will be permitted provided that it 
maintains, manages and enhances the network of new and existing green infrastructure. In 
addition, Policy 10 (Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity) of the Medstead Neighbourhood 
Development Plan is relevant. This policy states that the retention of existing green 
infrastructure, corridors, ponds and other wildlife habitats; and the connection of wildlife 
habitats in the settlements to those in the countryside will be supported. 
 
 
 



The site itself, as previously set out, together with the neighbouring land parcels immediately 
to the north and south of the site, form an isolated pocket of former garden land that is 
surrounded by residential development / urban built form and is separated from the 
surrounding countryside. This is further exacerbated by the 1.8 metre close board fence that 
runs along the eastern and southern boundary of the land parcel, fronting onto Holland Drive.  
 
The site is not considered to be well connected to the wider countryside, which lies beyond 
the South Medstead SPB. The closest points to the countryside beyond the SPB and this land 
parcel is some 40 metres to the south of the site, on the opposite side of Holland Drive, 75 
metres to the north and 130 metres to the east beyond the approved and recently built out 
housing development.   
 
The development would see the introduction of four residential units on the site, which would 
change the character of the site. However, all the protected trees on the site are to be 
retained and there is scope for further additional soft landscaping. Therefore, the 
development would see the retention of much of the existing green infrastructure on the site 
and the site is considered to have limited connectivity to the wider countryside. As such, the 
development is considered to comply with Policies CP20 and CP28 of the Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy, together with Policy 10 of the Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood 
Development Plan.  
 
Lastly, it is noted that concerns have been raised that the proposed development would 
undermine a wildlife corridor / enhancement secured as part of the permission for the 80 
houses forming Holland Drive to the east and south of the site. It would appear that the 
permission for these houses (25256/048) included an approved landscaping plan as part of 
site enhancements for landscaping and biodiversity that included the planting of a wildflowers 
along the existing grass verge between the eastern boundary of the application site, together 
with the adjoining land parcels to the north and south of the site, to Holland Drive. From an 
Officer site inspection, these works have not yet been completed as the area presently 
comprises managed amenity grassland. However, there is nothing to prevent the wildflower 
planting to be carried out and it is understood from discussions with the Council's Planning 
Compliance Team that these works are due to take place shortly (April / May 2022).  
 
The application site and development proposal is largely beyond this approved wildflower 
area, but in order to access the site from Holland Drive a new single lane vehicle access is 
proposed from Holland Drive that would cut through and effectively remove a section of the 
yet to be planted wildflower area. This in turn would slightly reduce the area for wildflower 
planting. However, the driveway access covers a relatively small part of the area approved for 
wildflower planting. Therefore, despite some of the approved area being lost, the loss of the 
strip of land to the access drive is not considered to fundamentally impact on the wider 
amenity and biodiversity enhancements this wildflower area sought to generate. The 
wildflower area could still be undertaken either side of the access drive, covering a significant 
area which is likely to have biodiversity and amenity benefits.  
 
 
 



It has also been indicated that the wildflower area was part of a wildlife corridor across the 
site frontage. This does not appear to be the case from reviewing the approved details, 
particularly, as previously mentioned, there is no where for this area to link up to the wider 
countryside. The site and neighbouring land parcels are enclosed by built development on all 
sides. Therefore, the development and provision of the access drive is not considered to 
result in an adverse impact on a wildlife corridor, which does not presently exist at the time of 
writing.    
 
5. Highway and parking considerations 
 
Policy CP31 of the Joint Core Strategy requires that regard is had to any impact on the safety 

and convenience of the public highway, with the Local Highway Authority (Hampshire County 

Council) being the statutory consultee for development proposals impacting the local highway 

network. In addition, the Council’s SPD: Vehicle Parking Standards sets out parking 

standards for householder development.  

 

The development proposal would see the creation of four dwelling (2x4 bed and 2x3 bed), 

served by an access drive off Holland Drive and each of the units would have their private 

parking areas, with two spaces on the site for visitor parking.  

 

The Local Highway Authority (Hampshire County Council) have reviewed the proposed 

development and raised no objection to the development proposal, with the following 

summarised comments: 

 

 access would be via the currently unadopted (private) Holland Drive, which provides 

access to Boyneswood Road;  

 adequate space for vehicles to turn on site and therefore access and egress the site in 

forward gear; 

 eight cycle spaces are proposed and to be stored within integral or external garages; 

 refuse storage is located on the access, kerb side collection is prevalent at this location so 

it would appear that there is a suitable drag distance for refuse workers and residents ; 

and 

 

 Highway Authority considers that the development is unlikely to result in any material 
highway/transportation implications.  

 
In addition to the comments received from the Local Highway Authority, concerns have been 
raised by residents that the development would result in increased vehicle movements in the 
area resulting in highway safety concerns and a knock-on impact on the wider local highway 
network in the area.  
 
The development, with the creation of four dwellings, would likely see an increase in vehicle 
movements along Holland Drive and onto the wider highway network existing Holland Drive 
onto Boyneswood Road.  



However, traffic generation for a four dwelling proposal would be modest and, neither Officers 
or the Local Highway Authority, as the Statutory Consultee, consider the development would 
have an adverse impact on highway safety and capacity. As such, the development the 
development is considered to comply with Policy CP31 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy 
and the advice contained within the NPPF.  
 
In terms of parking, the Council's adopted SPD: Vehicle Parking Standards requires the 
following parking provision for residential development: 
 

 2/3 bed dwelling = 2 parking spaces per dwelling (1 visitor space of every 5 dwellings) - 2 
cycle spaces per dwelling 

 4+ bed dwelling = 3 parking spaces per dwelling (1 visitor space of every 5 dwellings) - 2 
cycle spaces per dwelling 

 
The Council's SPD: Parking Provision requires a total 12 on-site parking spaces, two of which 
to be visitor spaces, and eight cycle spaces. 
 
The development proposal details a total of 13 parking spaces, two of which are visitor 
parking spaces and three are from an integral garage serving Plot 1 and two are from a 
carport / double garage serving Plot 4. The proposed parking provision on the site exceeds 
the required parking standards set out in the Council's SPD: Parking Provision and there is 
also space for cycle spaces.  
 
Also, the SPD does not have any specific requirement in relation to electric car charging 
points but (paragraph 4.6.5) it does encourage, as a minimum, that all new residential 
development should ensure that the electricity infrastructure for individual dwellings is 
sufficient to enable supply to be provided for electric vehicle charging. It also states that 
developments are encouraged to provide electric vehicle charging at the time of build in some 
of the visitor parking bays.  
 
The development does not need provide any specific details in regards to electric vehicle 
charging points for the development. However, the requirements of the Council's SPD can be 
brought to the applicant's attention by way of an informative should the proposal be granted.  
 
In summary, the development does accord with the Council's SPD: Vehicle Parking 
Standards and it is not considered to result in any significant increase in on-street parking in 
the locality above that which presently exists.  
 
6. Ecology 
 
Policy CP21 (Biodiversity) requires development proposals to maintain, enhance and protect 
the District’s biodiversity and its surrounding environment, by protecting and, where 
appropriate, strengthen populations of protected species and ensure wildlife enhancements 
are incorporated into the design, amongst other factors. In addition, the NPPF requires 
planning decisions to contribute and enhance the natural and local environment. 
 



 
In support of this application, an Ecological Survey and Appraisal has been provided, together 
with an Ecological Enhancement Statement, revised site plan and supporting letter from the 
applicant's agent setting out both on and off-site ecological mitigation works. The County 
Ecologist has reviewed all the submitted information as part of the assessment of the 
application and has raised no objection to the proposed development, subject to securing a 
Biodiversity Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement Strategy, as way of a compensation 
for the habitat removal on the site.  
 
It has been concluded that whilst the supporting ecological information does not indicate the 
proposed development would result in an adverse impact on any protected species of flora 
and fauna or their habitats, however, the development would result in the loss of a significant 
amount of natural vegetation of benefit to the wider wildlife that could not be fully 
compensated on the existing site. Therefore, the applicant has put forward an off-site area by 
way of mitigation. The mitigation site lies to the north-east of the application, some 110 
metres away from the application site. The accompanying statement by the applicant's 
Ecologist sets out that this is to comprise an off-site orchard area to compensate primarily for 
the loss of the trees on the application site and falls within the applicant's ownership.  
 
The land area is smaller than the application site, approximately half the size but the 
development would retain existing vegetation, with scope for some further planting. As such, it 
is not considered reasonable for the mitigation site to be equal or greater in size than the 
application site. The size of the mitigation size is considered to be fair to the habitat loss from 
the application site and large enough to deliver the plan enhancements.  
 
The off-site mitigation site is sought to comprise UK native species of local provenance. Also, 
the area is to be sown by a species rich grassland, which will provide a 
greater biodiversity benefit, provide new habitats and a number of ecological enhancement 
features to be included in both the Off-site Orchard Area and site. Enhancements for the 
orchard area include: 
 

 Three Hedgehog refugia (log piles), and a hedgehog house will be installed. 
 
Enhancements for the site include: 
 

 Bird boxes (Vivara Pro Barcelona WoodStone Open Next box or Vivara Pro Seville; 

 WoodStone or similar for Robin Erithacus rubecula and Tit species on retained mature 
trees; 

 Bat boxes (2F Schwegler Bat box or similar) on retained mature trees; 

 Hedgehog highways; and 

 Sympathetic lighting design to minimise disturbance to nocturnal fauna including bats. 
 
Furthermore, the supporting Ecological Statement sets out that a management plan will be 
put in place to help with the establishment of new habitats as well as the maintenance of 
these habitats and features, which can be secured by way of a condition and / or legal 
agreement.  



 
In summary, the County Ecologist has not raised an objection to the proposal on the basis 
that it would result in an adverse impact on protected species of flora and fauna or their 
respective habitats, however, concerns have been raised to the loss of much of the wooded 
habitat whereby there is not space on the application site for adequate compensation of the 
habitat loss. Therefore, in accordance with the objectives of Policy CP21 of the Local Plan: 
Joint Core Strategy, to maintain, enhance and protect district wide biodiversity, an off-site 
compensation habitat has been put forward and, because it lies outside the application site, it 
and any enhancement measures, will need to be secured by way of a legal agreement. 
 
Subject to provision and securing the mitigation measures, both on the application site and as 
part of a separate piece of land outside the application site, the development is considered to 
maintain and protect the District’s biodiversity and protected species. As such, the 
development is considered to comply with Policy CP21 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy 
and the advice contained within the NPPF.  
 
7. Flooding and drainage 
 
Policy CP25 (Flood Risk) seeks to ensure development does not increase the risk of flooding 
to people and property, in ensuring development is located on the appropriate sites and there 
is no net increase in surface water run-off from the site.  
 
The application site is located outside national Flood Zones 2 and 3 (medium and high risk), 
being situated in Flood Zone 1 which covers the remaining land in the Country. The 
application site is also not in an area known to be at risk from surface water flooding, but the 
site is located within an area of groundwater vulnerability that covers much of the area 
beyond the application site.  
 
The Council's Drainage Consultant has reviewed the proposal, commenting that the 
development would generate increased water run-off that must be attenuated on the site in 
order not to increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. It is also advised that it is most likely that 
foul drainage would discharge into the existing public foul sewer network, subject to Thames 
Water approval.  
 
The Council's Drainage Consultant has raised no objection to the development, subject to 
satisfactory drainage systems for both foul and surface water, which can be secured by way 
of appropriate planning conditions.  As such, and subject to appropriate conditions, the 
development is not considered to materially increase the risk of flooding to people and 
property above that of the existing situation. As such, the development is considered to 
comply with Policy CP25 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and the advice contained 
within the NPPF.  
 
In addition, concerns have been raised that the development, in removing much of the tree 
cover on the site would increase the risk of flooding in the area. It is accepted that trees can 
play an important role in the inception of rainfall and can help to reduce discharge into local 
water networks, particularly during the months when trees are in leaf.  



 
However, there is no evidence to demonstrate that the removal of some of the existing trees 
would result in a direct impact on flooding in the area. Also, the proposal details the retention 
of those larger trees on the site that are subject of a Tree Preservation Order and permission 
from the Local Planning Authority is not required for the removal of trees on any given site 
that are not protected or are situated within a conservation area. Therefore, those existing 
trees on the site that are not protected by a TPO could be removed without requiring 
permission from the Local Planning Authority. Therefore, the removal of the vegetation not 
covered by a TPO is not considered to result in any evidenced and material increase in the 
risk of flooding to people and property in the area.  
 
8. Sustainable construction 
 
Policy CP24 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy seeks to secure 
that development provide at least 10% of energy demand from decentralised and renewable 
or low carbon energy sources. 
 
Details have not been submitted with the application explaining how the proposal would meet 
this requirement. However, such a requirement is considered to be feasible and therefore a 
condition is recommended to secure the necessary details to ensure the development 
provides at least 10% of its energy demand from decentralised and renewable or low carbon 
sources, in accordance with Policy CP24 of the Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.  
 
9. Developer Contributions and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
 
The proposal seeks planning permission for the creation of four dwellings, (2 x 3 and 2 x 4 
bedroomed dwellings), whereby Policy CP13 sets out that all new development that results in 
one or more additional dwellings should contribute towards the provisions of affordable 
housing. Therefore, the proposal would have previously required a financial contribution 
secured by way of a planning obligation / S.106 agreement.  
 
However, following a High Court decision and the update of the NPPG, the Government's 
policy advice is clear in that tariff based financial contributions for residential developments of 
10 or fewer, in undesignated rural areas, should not be sought. This advice post dates the 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and therefore no financial 
contributions are sought for this application, in terms of Affordable Housing.  
 
Despite the inability to secure tariff style financial contributions for the proposal, the Council 
adopted its Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Charging Schedule in April 2016. This 
development is CIL liable and an informative shall be included on the decision notice making 
the applicant aware of this.  
 
 
 
 
 



Response to Parish Council Comments 
 
The application site lies within the Medstead Parish Council, however, the Four Marks Parish 
Council boundary is relatively close to the application site and both parish councils have 
commented on the proposal raising objections.  
These comments and concerns raised are summarised as follows: 
 

 site is outside the Settlement Policy Boundary, contrary to EHDC Local Plan Policy CP19 
and Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan; 

 loss of protected trees; 

 area of greenspace is a vital green lung; 

 EHDC has a 5-year land supply; 

 inappropriate housing mix (Officer note: comment raised before housing mix was 
changed); 

 no regular bus service through the village along Boyneswood Road; 

 Ecology Survey inadequate; 

 detrimental impact on existing wildlife; 

 impact on capacity of local highway network;  

 removal of visitor parking bay for Azalea development [Officer note: the access point has 
been changed and the visitor bay retained, following receipt of amended plans] 

 access drive crosses a buffer zone along the fence line; 

 loss of trees goes against current climate change mitigation policies; and 

 increase in noise and pollution from vehicular traffic 
 
Many of the concerns raised by both Medstead and Four Marks Parish Councils are 
addressed within the body of the report above. However, it is accepted that the site lies 
outside a Settlement Policy Boundary and contrary to the relevant policies for that reason. 
Although, the site's relationship and enclosure by built development have resulted in a wider 
consideration of the policy objectives where, in Officers opinion, there are material 
considerations that outweigh the relevant policies.  
 
The original blanket Tree Preservation Order (TPO) was updated during the consideration of 
the application to a series of individual TPOs. Those trees confirmed with a TPO are not to be 
removed. The comments in relation to the site being a vital green lung are not supported by 
any evidence and many of the mature trees are to be kept on the site.  
 
The comments regarding the bus service are noted. However, the application site sits within 
the wider South Medstead SPB and is considered to amount to a sustainable location. 
Matters relating to ecology have been considered and updated during the application, 
reviewed by the County Ecologist, and no objection has been raised to the development.  
 
Furthermore, the Local Highway Authority have reviewed the proposal and raised no 
objections on highway safety and capacity grounds.  
 
 
 



Finally, the development would result in the loss of some of the existing trees and vegetation 
on the site, but mitigation measures have been put forward in the way of a nearby site where 
additional tree planting is sought and other biodiversity enhancement measures.  
 
Conclusion and Planning Balance 
 
The development would see the construction of four dwellings on piece of land outside, but 
surrounded by a Settlement Policy Boundary. Therefore, the site lies within a countryside 
location for the purposes of the development plan, which is not sought as a rural exception 
site (affordable homes for local people) and the development contrary to Policy CP19 of the 
Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.  
 
Development proposals found to be contrary to a development plan policy would usually be 
refused, however, planning legislation requires planning applications are determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In 
this respect, the other material considerations where considered as part of this application, 
specifically looking at the area's characteristics, the nature and extent of the adopted SPB 
where it was found that the site was enclosed by built development and the SPB, with a more 
urban characteristic. These considerations have been found to outweigh the site's countryside 
designation in this particular case, with the development considered to be located in a 
sustainable location and meeting the objectives of Policy CP2 of the Local Plan: Joint Core 
Strategy.  
 
In respects of all other policy requirements of the development plan, together with the 
supporting guidance and the advice contained within the NPPF, the development has been 
found to accord with these and no objections have been raised by the Statutory Consultees. 
As such, the development is not considered to have an adverse impact on the character of 
the area, result in an unacceptable impact on the amenities enjoyed by the occupants of the 
neighbouring and surrounding properties, have an adverse impact on highway safety, 
materially increase the risk of flooding nor have a demonstrable impact on protected species 
and/or their habitats and would conserve the biodiversity of the District with the off-site 
enhancement measures.  
 
As such, with the exception of Policy CP19 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy, the development is considered to comply with the development plan. From the 
above assessment it is considered that there are material considerations which justify a 
departure from the development plan for this particular proposal, thus the planning balance is 
in favour of granting planning permission for this development.  
 
The application is, therefore, recommended for approval subject to conditions and a legal / 
S106 agreement to secure the off-site ecological / biodiversity mitigation measures.  
 
 
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATION  
 
Subject to the applicant entering into a Planning Obligation to secure the provisions of the 
following requirements, and this Obligation is completed no later than 29 July 2022, then the 
Director of Regeneration and Place be authorised to grant PERMISSION to secure the 
following items and the recommended planning conditions listed below: 
 

 biodiversity mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures, in accordance with 
condition 9, for improvement of 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); and 

 retention of the site in perpetuity for the agreed biodiversity mitigation, compensation and 
enhancement measures - to be carried out and managed in accordance with a written 
scheme to be provided in accordance with condition 9 of this permission.   

 
However, in the event that all parties do not enter into a Planning Obligation to secure the 
above matters by the above date, then the application will be refused under the adopted 
scheme of delegation unless the Director of Regeneration and Place, in consultation with the 
Portfolio Holder for Planning, authorises further time extension(s) for the completion of this 
Obligation. 
 
Recommended conditions: 
 
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 No development shall start on site until the Local Planning Authority has 
approved in writing a full scheme of biodiversity mitigation, compensation 
and enhancement measures, in accordance with condition 9 of this 
permission of works for improvement to: 
 
(a) 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). 
 
Reason - To deliver the required off-site ecological mitigation, 
compensation and enhancement measures.  
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. 
 



3 Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in 
the application or in the absence of such information, no development 
above slab level shall take place on site until samples / details including 
manufacturers details of all the materials to be used for external facing 
and roofing for the development hereby approved have been submitted 
to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.   
 
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. 
 

4 No development shall commence on site until details of a scheme for foul 
and surface water drainage has been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  Such details should include 
provision for all surface water drainage from parking areas and areas of 
hardstanding to prevent surface water from discharging onto the highway 
and should be based on site investigation and percolation tests.  The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 
before any part of the development is first occupied and shall be retained 
thereafter. 
 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. 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. 
 

5 The proposed hard surface/s shall either be made of porous materials or 
provision shall be made to direct run-off water from the hard surface/s to a 
permeable or porous surface within the site. 
 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for surface water drainage and 
avoid discharge of water onto the public highway. 
 

6 No development shall commence on site until plans of the site showing 
details of the existing and proposed ground levels, proposed finished floor 
levels, levels of any paths, drives, garages and parking areas and the 
proposed completed height of the development and any retaining walls 
have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 
Authority.   
The details shall clearly identify the relationship of the proposed ground 
levels and proposed completed height with adjacent buildings.  The 
development thereafter shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
 



Reason - To ensure that a satisfactory relationship results between the 
new development and adjacent buildings and public areas.  It is 
considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as 
these details relate to the construction of the development and thus go to 
the heart of the planning permission. 
 

7 The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until 
a fully detailed landscape and planting scheme for the site has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and in 
accordance with the recommendations of the appropriate British 
Standards or other recognised codes of good practice.  These works shall 
be carried out in the first planting season after practical completion or first 
occupation of the development, whichever is earlier, unless otherwise first 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years after planting, are 
removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size 
and number as originally approved unless a suitable alternative species 
are otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality, biodiversity 
and to enable proper consideration to be given to the impact of the 
proposed development on existing trees. 
 

8 No development shall commence on site until a scheme has been 

submitted to, and agreed in writing by, the Local Planning Authority to 

demonstrate that the built development hereby permitted incorporates 

measures that provides at least 10% of energy demand from 

decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy sources.  

Before any part of the development is first occupied a verification report 

and completion certificate shall be submitted in writing to the Local 

Planning Authority confirming that the built development hereby permitted 

has been constructed in accordance with the approved scheme.  

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 these requirements.   

The measures shall thereafter be retained and maintained to the agreed 

specification for the lifetime of the development.  

Reason - To ensure that the development incorporates necessary 
mitigation and adaptation measures with regard to climate change.   



It is considered necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition 
as these details relate to the construction of the development and thus go 
to the heart of the planning permission. 
 

9 Prior to the commencement of development activities, a Biodiversity 
Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement Strategy shall be submitted 
to an approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Plan shall 
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 Plan and be retained in perpetuity in a condition and location 
suited to their intended function.  
 
Reason - 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. 
 

10 The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until 
a detailed boundary treatment plan has been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The plan shall include details 
of the positions, design, materials/species of the boundary treatments to 
be erected/planted.  The approved details shall be fully implemented 
before the use of the development is commenced and/or any part of the 
development is occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
 
Reason - To ensure an appropriate standard of visual amenity in the area, 
in the interests of biodiversity and to safeguard the privacy and amenities 
of the residents of the locality. 
 

11 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict 
accordance with the approved Arboricultural Method Statement prepared 
by Mark Welby Arboricultural Consultant MW.20.0407.AIA Revision A, 
dated 15.07.21 and Tree Protection Plan (drawing number 
MW.20.0407.TPP.RevB) received by the Local Planning Authority on 
26.07.2021.  
 
Reason - To ensure that the trees on and around the site are adequately 
protected from damage to their health and /or amenity value. 
 
 
 
 
 



12 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order, 2015 (or any Order 
revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) no extensions and 
outbuildings otherwise permitted under Schedule 2, Part 1, Classes A and 
B of said Order shall be carried out on the dwellinghouse or within its 
curtilage without the prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason - It is considered that extension/alteration of the dwellings could 
result in an adverse effect upon the adjacent properties and/or the visual 
character of the area. 
 

13 The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 
areas shown on the approved plan for the parking of vehicles shall have 
been made available, surfaced and marked out. The parking areas shall 
then be permanently retained and reserved for that purpose at all times. 
 
Reason - To make provision for off street parking for the purpose of 
highway safety. 
 

14 No part of the development hereby approved shall be occupied until the 
submitted and approved bin and cycle storage has been constructed in 
accordance with the approved details and thereafter retained and kept 
available. 
 
Reason - To ensure the adequate provision of on site facilities. 
 

15 No external lighting/ floodlighting shall be installed on the site until such 
details have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The lighting shall be installed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason - In the interests of biodiversity and the amenity of the occupants 
of neighbouring properties. 
 
Note: When submitting details for approval, it is requested that a report 
from a competent Lighting Professional is provided, confirming that the 
external lighting installation meets the Obtrusive Light Limitations for 
Exterior Lighting Installations for Environmental Zone (to be specified for 
the circumstances) as set out in the "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of 
Obtrusive Light GN01:2011" issued by the Institute of Lighting 
Professionals. 
 

16 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars: 
 
 



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) 
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. A) 
Type B - Plot 1: Elevations (drawing number P1733.B.01) 
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) 
 
Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development. 
 

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

District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive approach and 
works with applicants/agents on development proposals in a manner 
focused on solutions by: 
 
offering a pre-application advice service, 
 
updating applicant/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing 
of their application and where possible suggesting solutions. 
 
 
 
 



In this instance, the applicant's agent was updated of issues during the 
consideration and assessment of the application, where issues where 
raised and potential solutions offered. Subsequently, amended plans and 
additional information was received to address the concerns raised by 
Officers and the County Ecologist. No further assistance was required. 
 

2 The proposed development referred to in this planning permission is a 
chargeable development liable to pay Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) under Part 11 of the Planning Act 2008 and the CIL Regulations (as 
amended) 
 
In accordance with CIL Regulation 65, East Hampshire District Council 
will issue a Liability Notice in respect of the chargeable development 
referred to in this planning permission as soon as practicable after the 
day on which planning permission first permits development.  Further 
details on the Council’s CIL process can be found on the East Hampshire 
District Council website: 
https://cdn.easthants.gov.uk/public/documents/Infrastructure%20Funding
%20Statement%20IFS%202021.pdf 
 

3 Bats and their roosts are protected under the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2019 and birds nests, when occupied or being 
built, receive legal protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended). All work must stop immediately if evidence of bat or 
nesting bird presence (e.g. droppings, bat carcasses or insect remains, 
recent nesting materials), are encountered at any point during building 
demolition. Should this occur, further advice should be sought from 
Natural England and/or a professional ecologist. 
 

4 Please note that this permission is subject to a Planning Obligation made 
under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 

5 You are advised that adequate control precautions must be taken in 
order to control dust on the site during demolition and construction, so as 
to prevent a nuisance to local residents and a decrease in local air 
quality. Any mobile concrete crushers used on site must be authorised 
under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 by the relevant Local 
Authority and must use water sprays (where water is available). 
Generally, there should be the use of dust screens and wetting of site 
areas to inhibit dust. 
 

6 In accordance with the Council’s Codes of Practice to Reduce the 
Likelihood of Nuisances Arising from Construction Sites, the applicant is 
made aware that the hours of construction and demolition should be 
limited to 08.00 - 18.00 Mondays to Fridays, 08.00 - 13.00 on Saturdays, 
and no working on Sundays or Bank Holidays.  



These hours shall also apply to site traffic and deliveries. 
 

7 The applicant is advised that each of the dwellings, hereby approved, 
have the necessary electricity infrastructure to enable electricity supply to 
be provided for electric vehicle charging and, where possible, this is 
provided for the visitor parking bays.  

 
 
CASE OFFICER: Matthew Harding 01730 234233 
——————————————————————————————————————— 
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Phase 3 Planning Layout  
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