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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 

 
26 May 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 Proposed construction of 45 dwellings on land east of Boyneswood Road, 
Medstead, Alton, Hampshire 

LOCATION: Land to the rear of Brackenbury Gardens and, Boyneswood Close, Medstead, 
Alton 

REFERENCE 25256/048 PARISH: Medstead 

APPLICANT:  William Lacey Group 

CONSULTATION 
EXPIRY: 

22 November 2021 

APPLICATION EXPIRY: 13 January 2022 

COUNCILLORS: Councillor J May, Councillor D B Tennyson, Councillor I C 
Thomas 

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL 

 



The site area for this planning application exceeds two hectares which under the 
Council's Constitution requires it to be referred to the Planning Committee for its 
decision. 
 
Site and Development 
 
Site 
The site lies within the parish of Medstead, to the north of the built-up area of Four Marks and 
to the south of the main village of Medstead. It lies outside the settlement policy boundary as 
defined in the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan and is therefore within an area 
where the countryside policies of the development plan apply. The site does not lie within 5km 
of the Wealden Heaths SPA nor is it within a river catchment that drains to the Solent. The 
Habitats Regulations are therefore not engaged. 
   
The site is broadly square in shape with an area of 2.41ha of open pasture land with hedging 
and tree planting to the northern and eastern boundaries beyond which are extensive areas of 
woodland and a tree plantation.  The western and part of the southern boundaries of the site 
border the enclosed rear gardens of dwellings along Boyneswood Close, Brakenbury 
Gardens, Thornybush Gardens and Friars Oak. Residential development has recently been 
completed on land directly to the south (Holland Drive) which falls within the settlement 
boundary and from which access into the proposed site would be taken.   The site itself is 
relatively flat with a slight fall from west to east and again from north to south.  
 
A Public Right of Way runs along the northern boundary of the site and provides access from 
Boyneswood Road to Chawton Park Wood.  
 
Development 
The proposal seeks full permission for the residential development of the site for 45 dwellings 
together with the provision of a playground (LAP), landscaping and open space, with 
vehicular and pedestrian access off Holland Drive to the south. A new footpath connection 
would be provided to the north into Chawton Park Wood.    
 
The scheme proposes: 
 

 45 dwellings - 26 of which are open market homes and 19 affordable homes (40%) 

 Range of dwelling sizes from 1 bed through to 4 beds 

 2 bungalows with remainder being two storey built form 

 Footpath connection to the north 

 A LAP to be provided on the development to the south 

 Access from recently constructed development to the south (Holland Drive) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Relevant Planning History 
 

 25256/045 - Outline application for up to 58 Dwellings (including up to 23 Affordable 
Homes) with Access to be determined, including associated garages, car parking, 
infrastructure, open space, landscaping and potential dedication of land for community 
use.  Refused and subsequent appeal dismissed in 2019 for the following summarised 
reasons: 

 
 - Policy CP19 is not contrary to the NPPF and carries great weight 
 - The scheme has no support under CP10 spatial strategy 
 - The LPA has a 5 Year Housing Land Supply 

- The site would not be an appropriate location for the development due to a clear 
conflict with CP10 and CP19 given the development would be on an unallocated site in 
the countryside 

 

 25256/047 - Development of 45 dwellings, provision of adventure playground and 
associated landscaping and open space, with access from Holland Drive. The LPA 
declined to determine this application on 24/03/2021, for the following reason:  

 
 "It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority that this proposal is similar to the scheme 
dismissed at appeal within the last two years and there has been no  
 significant change in the development plan (so far as relevant to the application) nor any   
other material considerations since the appeal decision on 05/09/2019.  

As such, the Local Planning Authority declines to determine the application under section 
70A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990." 

  

 On land to the south: 
      25256/032 - Development of 80 dwellings including 32 affordable homes, garages, car 

parking, access, infrastructure, open space and landscaping. Approved in 2014 and      
constructed.   

 
Development Plan Policies and Proposals 
 
The Development Plan consists of: 
 

 East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy 2014 

 East Hampshire District Local Plan: Housing and Employment Land Allocations April 
2016 

 East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (Saved Policies) March 2006 

 Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan May 2016 
 
 
 
 
 

 



East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014) 
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 

CP14 -  Affordable housing for rural communities 

CP16 -  Protection and provision of social infrastructure 

CP18 -  Provision of open space, sport and recreation and built facilities 

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 
 

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 2018 
Climate Change & Sustainable Construction SPD 2022 
 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Housing and Employment Allocations April 2016 
 
The document shows three allocations within the settlements, all of which have been granted 
planning permission and have been built out. These provide for 237 dwellings.  
 
Other Relevant Documents 
 
Five Year Housing Land Supply Report September 2021 - This shows that the District Council 
(outside of the SDNP area) can demonstrate 5.74 years of deliverable housing land supply for 
the period 1st April 2021 to 31st March 2026, to meet the identified residual Local Housing 
Need derived by the standard method. This is an equivalent surplus of 357 dwellings.   
 
Emerging Local Plan 
 
The proposed development site features as an ‘included’ site in the Council’s Land Availability 
Assessment (LAA), referenced as MED-012. As a result of that status, the site has been 
considered as part of the emerging Local Plan.  



The site did not feature as a proposed housing allocation in the Draft Local Plan (Regulation 
18), consulted on in early 2019. The site also does not feature in any of the options approved 
by the Council on 23 September 2021, regarding the spatial strategy and sites being further 
considered as part of the emerging plan-making process.  
 
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.  
 
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 
in the consideration of the development; 
 
 2. Achieving sustainable development  
 4. Decision-making  
 5. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  
 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 
 
EHDC Drainage Consultant - No objection, subject to conditions 
 
EHDC Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) - No objection, subject to an informative 
 
EHDC Traffic Team - No objection 
 
EHDC Arboricultural Officer - No objection, subject to a condition requiring the submission 
and approval of an Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan. 
 



EHDC Landscape Officer - No objection, subject to a condition securing a planting scheme  
 
EHDC Housing Officer - An affordable housing need does exist locally, but raises an objection 
due to the conflict with policy CP14 (as a rural exception site) 
 
EHDC CIL Team - The development of the proposed 45 dwellings would be CIL liable if 
permitted, in accordance with our CIL Charging Schedule  
 
EHDC Refuse & Recycling Team - No objection 
 
HCC Archaeology - No objection 
 
HCC Highways - Objection. The proposed junction improvement works on the 
A31/Boyneswood Road would not sufficiently mitigate the impact of the proposed 
development on the local highway network    
 

HCC Drainage (SUDS) - Request further information 
 
HCC Ecologist - No objection, but requests additional detail on the proposed dark buffer zone  
 
Hants and Isle of Wight Fire and Rescue Service - No objection, subject to informative 
 
HCC Education - No objection and no contribution sought 
  
Royal Surrey County Hospital NHS Foundation Trust - Seeks a financial contribution of 
£92,492.55 towards the provision of healthcare services needed by the occupants of the new 
development. 
 
Thames Water - No objection 
 
Four Marks Parish Council - Objects, for the following reasons:  
 

 The proposed development site is outside the Settlement Policy boundary and contrary to 
policy CP19 of the EHDC Local Plan Joint Core Strategy and Policy 1 of the Medstead 
and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

 The applicant has challenged the LPA's (EHDC) declared Five Year Land Supply, yet 
EHDC's published position statement, dated September 2021, confirm the HLS is currently 
5.74. However irrespective of this, the site is outside the Settlement Policy Boundary and 
following the supreme court decision brought about by Cornerstone Barristers challenge, 
where it was decided that SPB's are not policies for the supply of housing but there to 
protect the countryside, and therefore remain in date and valid until replaced or revised in 
the next adopted revision of the Local Plan. 

 
 
 



 There will be an environmental impact on the local vicinity, which is even more important 
with the climate emergency. The proposed site is the last remaining piece of open green 
space in this location undeveloped and is a vital green lung and connectivity for wildlife to 
Chawton Park Woods. 

 

 The single lane railway bridge on Boyneswood Road, and the Boyneswood Road junction 
with the A31 are already over capacity, as confirmed by HCC, with all recent junction 
easing and pedestrian safety proposals currently deemed undeliverable. Although each 
planning application should be determined on its own merit, the cumulative effect of the 
increase in traffic with both this application, and Planning Application 59143, currently 
awaiting decision, must be taken into consideration as they share the same access/egress 
points. 

 

 Access to the proposed development site is through Holland Drive, a narrow and 
meandering residential road, with only one proposed vehicular access/egress point in and 
out of the existing and proposed developments. Consideration must be given to the health 
and safety implications with initially, construction traffic, and subsequently an additional 
50+ vehicle movements per day, using the one access, and potential restrictions for fire 
and rescue services. 

 

 Information provided in the Planning Statement is out of date, and the Transport 
Statement is littered with inaccuracies. 

 

 Development of this site has already been rejected at both local and national levels 
(planning application number 25256/045) and refer to the Inspector's Appeal statement on 
the previous application in this location, which are still relevant. 

 

 Given the recent rate of housing delivery in Four Marks/South Medstead, I consider it 
unsurprising that MPC, FMPC and residents are concerned about the amount of new 
housing that has been built and any implications that has for the role and functioning of 
this area. Those concerns being voiced most particularly in terms of Four Marks/South 
Medstead becoming a dormitory housing area, with mitigating infrastructure not keeping 
pace with the rate of new housing delivery. I consider the provision of further housing 
alone, on what would in effect be an unplanned basis, would not be conducive to the 
reinforcement of Four Marks/South Medstead's role and function as a small local service 
centre providing a limited range of services. 

 

 A consequence of the area's recent rapid growth appears to be mitigating infrastructure 
provision lagging behind the realisation of the effects it is intended to address. In that 
regard Parish Councillor Thomas (FMPC) referred to the LEA being "tardy" in providing 
additional school accommodation, while Councillor Kemp-Gee (HCC) commented that 
while infrastructure contributions have been secured "the spend of that money has been 
slow". This is something that the appellant appears to acknowledge, given the planning 
obligation that would secure the junction improvement before any part of the appeal 
development could be occupied. The development's effects upon local infrastructure is 
something that I comment further on in my reasoning for the second main issue. 



 Against the backdrop of rapid housing growth in the area, from everything I have heard 
and read, I consider that the appeal development does not find any particular support 
under Policy CP10, given the minimum identified housing requirement of 175 dwellings for 
Four Marks/South Medstead has already been greatly exceeded. That minimum 
requirement I consider to be commensurate with a settlement area, categorised by EHDC 
as being a small local service centre suitable for some new development when the JCS 
was adopted. The appellant has not sought to justify the development on the basis of 
there being a specific local need and in cross examination Mr Stallan, the appellant's 
planning witness, accepted that the vitality of the area would not be undermined if this 
development did not proceed. I consider the absence of a need to maintain the area's 
vitality is unsurprising, given the quantum of house building that has recently arisen in this 
area." 

 

 Four Marks Parish Council respectfully request the Planning Officer to refuse this 
application.  

 

Medstead Parish Council - Objects, for the following reasons:  
 

 The proposed development site is outside the Settlement Policy Boundary and is therefore 
contrary to Policy CP19 of the EHDC Local Plan Core Strategy and also Policy 1 of the 
Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan. In September 2021 the EHDC's 
published statement confirmed the Housing Land Supply (as set under the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)) is 5.74. Notwithstanding this and as stated above, 
this site is outside of the Settlement Policy Boundary (SPB) and the recent Supreme Court 
decision following the Cornerstone Barristers challenge, decided that SPBs are not 
policies for the supply of housing but are there to protect the countryside and they remain 
in date and valid until replaced or revised. 

 

 The sole access to this site is via Holland Drive. This is a narrow winding road, unsuitable 
for heavy traffic and serves the existing estate which incorporates a children's play area. In 
view of the rural location, it can be expected that a number of the proposed properties will 
house 2 car families, which in itself will produce substantial vehicle movements every day. 
This application is in an area of nominal public transport and would result in frequent 
vehicle journeys to all but a small number of local shops. This will of course result in a rise 
in air pollution and other Health and Safety issues. 

 

 The entrance/exit from Holland Drive is onto Boyneswood Road, a residential "C" class 
road and a short distance to the south, this road crosses a single lane bridge over the 
Watercress Heritage Railway line. This bridge also incorporates a narrow footpath marked 
by a painted white line and independent kerbstones glued to the road surface. To access 
this footpath, residents would be obliged to cross Boyneswood Road. With the already 
increasing traffic this could prove a difficult and hazardous crossing with poor sight lines, 
particularly as oncoming traffic from the A31 has right of way. There has in the past been 
a plan to build a separate footbridge alongside the road bridge, allowing that bridge to 
handle two way traffic. Improvements to the junction of Boyneswood Road and the very 
busy A31 have been shelved by the HCC as also undeliverable. 



 We consider the design and style of the proposed housing to be more suited to an urban 
rather than a rural setting. The resultant loss of the last piece of green open space, 
providing a vital "green lung" and access for wildlife to the adjacent Chawton Park Woods 
would be irreversible. 

 

 The development of this site has been the subject of previous applications, which have all 
been rejected at both local and National levels and we see no relevant information in this 
latest, some would say cynical application, which would change those decisions in respect 
of this application. 

 

 In closing, we would like to refer to the Prime Minister's statement at the recent 
Conservative Party Conference on the 6th October 2021 when he said " You can see how 
much room there is to build homes that young families need in this country, not of green 
fields......but beautiful homes on brownfield sites in places where homes make sense.....". 
This comes along with discussions within Cabinet about whether the Government should 
alter their manifesto target to build 300,000 homes a year. 

 

 Medstead Parish Council therefore respectfully request that the Planning Officer refuse 
this application. 

 
Representations 
 
70 objections have been received raising the following summarised concerns: 
 
Principle of development: 

 Contrary to Government advice to build on brown field land, not green field land 

 Outside the Settlement Boundary 

 EHDC has a 5 year land supply 

 Nothing has changed since the appeal decision 

 Housing quote already met and exceeded 

 Not allocated in the neighbourhood plan 

 Slight reduction in number of homes does nothing to make this application any more 
acceptable than last time 

 Application challenges the Govt's aspirations for local democracy. It cannot be right that 
an application that was recently rejected at appeal can be re-styled and re-presented in 
such a short time period. It undermines the whole concept of a Plan-led system 

 If granted permission, it would make a mockery of the entire planning process and set a 
bad precedent 

 Consideration of the planning application is a waste of public money at a time when the 
public purse is already at full stretch 

 Application is a cynical repeat of previous ones in an attempt to wear down EHDC and 
residents 

 Development is not wanted or needed by the local population who have had numerous 
urban style estates thrust upon them 

 



Infrastructure: 
 

 The site is away from local infrastructure and would lead to many additional vehicle 
journeys 

 The local area is already overloaded in respect of schools, medical facilities and amenities 

 The infrastructure is unable to cope as it is, and there is no need or demand for 
developing these sites. Woodland and greenfields should be left to help with climate 
change and nature/trees is in the Prime Minister's ten point green plan 

 The village of Four Marks has accommodated far in excess of the previously stipulated 
limits of the Neighbourhood Plan. We have already had over 300 new homes in the last 3 
years 

 Precise provision of 5 year land supply should not be allowed to be a deciding issue in this 
case - provision of adequate, healthy, open space for existing residents is even more 
important 

 Cannot see anything useful in this application to help with infrastructure improvements 
which are badly needed 

 Concerns regarding the capacity for sewage & treatment capacity and the supply of mains 
water which has continued to be an issue for developers 

 The ‘community space’ identified by the developer is on land of questionable quality; the 
land was previously the site of a treatment plant 

 
Traffic/highways/pedestrians: 
 

 Scheme would lead to total reliance on the private car 

 Too far for some to walk to bus stops 

 Traffic congestion made far worse and currently dangerously busy 

 Area is already fraught with difficulties for drivers and pedestrians due to the volume of 
traffic (much of it speeding) along Boyneswood Road, plus the restrictive single lane traffic 
across the railway bridge where the sight lines are terrible 

 Unclear how the increase in traffic emerging from Holland Drive would manage to safely 
join Boyneswood Road  

 A31/Boyneswood Road junction; developer's capacity claims at this junction in order to 
accommodate this proposed development is to be challenged. The Atkins report says that 
the Boyneswood/A31 junction is over-capacity and could have huge queues; additionally it 
could also be a source of accidents 

 Access to public transport is difficult due to the narrow pathways and narrow bridge. 
Pedestrian access particularly for families, the elderly and disabled is inadequate 

 More pollution  

 There will be severe traffic problems accessing the site with only one exit to the A31 and a 
very narrow bridge immediately before the junction. This already becomes congested 
during peak periods 

 The virtual bridge footpath is poorly lit and provides a safety hazard for all residents. 

 We were given categorical assurances that Holland Drive could not be used as a "road for 
construction" for any further development 
 



 Long waits already occur when joining the A31 in the morning. The developers proposal 
that new residents will use public transport or car share is unrealistic 

 The problems with access onto Boyneswood Road, over the single file railway bridge and 
out onto the A31 have not been resolved 

 
Impact on local character: 
 

 Development of another urban estate is not in keeping with the nature of Four Marks 

 It is a proposed greenfield development. It would turn a much valued 'green lung' buffer 
into a housing estate. There would be loss of amenity for many and loss of privacy by 
overlooking for some 

 The development is in no way sensitive to the local context of Medstead 

 Amendments required to layout and design 

 The scheme groups most of the affordable houses into a single, unsightly enclave of 
extremely plain and ugly houses 

 Only 2 bungalows proposed within the site 

 It may have reduced the number of houses slightly from the dismissed appeal but a 
separate application for four houses next door has been submitted by same developer 

 
Impact on wildlife: 

 Ecological mitigation measures have not been undertaken on the previous development 
next door 

 The area is a much need wildlife oasis in what is already an over-developed part of 
Medstead 

 Adverse impact on wildlife; fauna, butterflies, birds, deer, badgers. Deer and badgers walk 
through the natural areas and nesting owls in trees  

 Swift bricks have to be included in the development by condition  
 
Other matters raised: 
 

 No community engagement from developer 

 A leaflet drop took place just a few days before the deadline date 

 The village does not want these houses, especially not on this field as evidenced by the 
93% objecting to the plan when the developer sent out their previous survey. Most 
residents surveyed did not reply to the developer's survey seeing it as another cynical 
attempt to ride roughshod over the wishes of the residents in the local area. 

 Climate emergency it's laughable and sad to see their token offering for energy efficiency 
is to supply 2 home charging points 

 Noise pollution and air pollution, will increase, green space will destroyed 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 letter of support has been received raising the following summarised comments:  
 

 Would help the Government's need for more housing  

 This whole site offers a small development of redundant land, involving minimal tree 
cutting, and is well tucked away in an urban area of similar developments, therefore not 
encroaching on surrounding countryside 

 It is ideally located within a short walking distance along a pavemented road where there 
are comprehensive amenities including bus stops for both Alton and Winchester (ideal for 
onward journeys by rail), and for local shops, services, surgeries, pharmacy etc. Chawton 
Park Woods on the doorsteps for wildlife /leisure etc. 

Determining Issues 
 
1.  Principle of development 
   - 5 Year Housing Land Supply 
2.   Sustainability  
3.   Impact on the character of area 
4.   Impact on neighbouring amenity 

5.   Impact on highway/parking 
6.   Affordable housing and mix 
7.   Impact on trees/Green infrastructure 
8.   Impact on ecology 
9.   Flooding and drainage 
10. Sustainable Construction 
11. Developer Contributions and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
12. The Planning Balance 
13. Conclusion 
 
Principle of development 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 requires that where a development 
plan is in force decision makers should determine in accordance with the plan unless other 
material consideration indicate otherwise.  The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 
(NPPF) applies a presumption in favour of sustainable development whereby Local Planning 
Authorities (LPA) should approve development that accords with the development plan, or 
where the applicable policies are out of date, granting permission unless any adverse impacts 
of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  The Development 
Plan, as listed earlier in this report, is up to date and relevant in the determination of this 
application.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The proposed development is for new residential development on a site located outside the 
settlement boundary for Four Marks/South Medstead. In policy terms, policies CP2, (Spatial 
Strategy), CP10 (Spatial Strategy for Housing) and CP19 (Development in the Countryside) of 
the East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy (June 2014; hereafter: the JCS) are especially 
relevant in determining the acceptability in principle of this proposal, alongside Policy 1 of the 
Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2028, which was made in January 
2016. 
   
The spatial strategy for the district set out in Policy CP2 directs new development growth in 
the period up to 2028 to the most sustainable and accessible locations in the district in 
accordance with the hierarchy of settlements. Four Marks/South Medstead is identified as a 
Level 3 small local service centre having a more limited range of services and are suitable 
locations to accommodate some new but modest development to meet local needs for 
housing … to secure their continuing vitality and ensure thriving communities.  
 
Policy CP10 sets out a housing specific spatial strategy which for Four Marks/South 
Medstead explains that allocations will be made for a minimum of 175 dwellings over the plan 
period. The policy makes clear that sites for housing will be identified through the Allocations 
Plan, the SDLP or neighbourhood plans, with settlement policy boundaries being adjusted in 
response to newly made allocations. Policy CP10 further advises that, in addition to site 
allocations and development that accords with Policies CP14 (affordable housing for rural 
communities) and CP19 (development in the countryside), development outside settlement 
boundaries will only be permitted where it: meets a community need or realises local 
community aspirations; reinforces a settlement’s role and function; cannot be accommodated 
within a built up area; and has been identified in a made neighbourhood plan or has clear 
community support.  
 
The site, lying outside the settlement boundary for Four Marks/South Medstead, is therefore 
within the countryside for the purposes of the development plan, having not been allocated for 
housing or other purposes under the provisions of the Allocations Plan or the neighbourhood 
plan.  The proposal therefore falls to be considered against the provisions of Policy CP19 of 
the JCS, which restricts development to that ‘… with a genuine and proven need for a 
countryside location, such as that necessary for farming, forestry, or other rural enterprises 
(see Policy CP6) …’. Policy CP6 identifies various permissible developments in the 
countryside, none of which are relevant in this instance. In the absence of any support being 
provided by Policy CP6 nor the development having a genuine and proven need for a 
countryside location, it is therefore contrary to Policy CP19. 
  
Policy CP19 is consistent with the NPPF and has found to be so at appeals in the district not 
least by the appeal inspector when dismissing the previous appeal for residential 
development on this same site in 2019.  In response to the appellant contending that Policy 
CP19 imposes a blanket ban on development and therefore inconsistent with the NPPF, the 
Inspector found this not to be the case particularly in view of the large number of dwellings 
that have been granted permission outside the settlement boundary in the local area.  Policy 
CP10 identifies a need to provide a minimum of 175 dwellings between 2011 and 2028 for 
Four Marks/South Medstead.  
 



However, the appeal inspector noted that since 2011 close to 400 dwellings had been granted 
planning permission in the Four Marks/South Medstead area which is a number more than 
double the minimum target of 175 dwellings identified in the policy.  Consequently, the 
inspector stated that the policy had not been operating as a bar to development within the 
countryside but instead there had been a sustained period of housing delivery locally far 
exceeding the minimum housing target.  Then, and now, the policy cannot be viewed as being 
inconsistent with the NPPF but instead great weight should be attached to it.     
 
The principle of development is not supported and the proposal conflicts with policies CP2, 
CP10 and CP19 of the East Hampshire District Council Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and 
the thrust of Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
5 Year Housing Land Supply 
 
The NPPF at para 74 requires local planning authorities to identify and update each year a 
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of 
housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against 
their local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old.  Para 75 
explains that the five year supply can be set out in a recently adopted plan or in a subsequent 
annual position statement. 
 

The Council's annual position statement is published each September and so the most recent 
figures are those in the annual position statement of September 2021. The information on 
housing completions and outstanding commitments is compiled by Hampshire County Council 
on behalf of all Hampshire local planning authorities and all data is derived from Building 
Control and NHBC reports, and then verified by site visits. The calculations within the report 
reflect the five-year housing land supply period from 1st April 2021 to 31st March 2026. 
Based on the housing delivery test, East Hampshire is required to apply a 5% buffer to the 
housing requirement. 
 
The East Hampshire Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement published in 
September 2021 demonstrates that the local planning authority can identify 5.74 years of 
housing land supply, equivalent to a surplus of 357 dwellings.   
 
The current planning application was accompanied by a report dated December 2020 which 
sets out the applicant's assessment of housing land supply in the district based on the 
Council's position statement of 2020. This was then corrected with a revised report submitted 
by the applicant dated October 2021.  Their assessment disputes the Council's published 
position statement and concludes that in their assessment the housing land supply position is 
at around 4.25 years, a shortfall of 393 dwellings. 
 
A similar argument was put forward by the applicants during the previously dismissed scheme 
whereby the appellant claimed that the Council could only demonstrate a 4 year HLS. In 
dismissing the appeal the Inspector dealt with the issue of housing land supply at paragraphs 
71 to 87 of his decision.  
 



His conclusion did not provide a definitive view on the actual supply purely because, in his 
calculations, once he had reached a clear 5.3 year supply he stopped counting and didn't feel 
it necessary to continue to focus on two other key sites as the 5 year HLS position had been 
demonstrated (para 86).  The subsequent conclusion was that EHDC could demonstrate a 
5yr HLS and therefore its housing supply policies were not out-of-date for the purposes of the 
determination of that appeal and that it should be determined in accordance with the 
development plan as a whole, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
Clearly, that was the position then and consideration needs to be given to the situation now. 
Significantly, the release of the updated affordability ratio in late March this year will have an 
impact on HLS positions.  In accordance with the NPPF, the Council undertakes and 
publishes its HLS position statement annually in September and this involves significant time 
and resources on behalf of the county council and district council officers to put this together. 
It is not something that can be undertaken in response to each and every planning application 
submitted.  However, there is a need to assess the implications of the affordability ratio uplift.   
 
The affordability ratio was 12.58 for East Hampshire meaning a housing requirement of 
598dpa. The change has increased the affordability ratio to 14.51 for the district which would 
equate to an increased housing requirement of 632dpa.   
 
The applicant has recently submitted their own assessment of the likely impact this change to 
the affordability ratio might have on the Council's HLS (updated report dated April 2022).  As 
their report states they have not sought to update their 5 Yr HLS position but they have set 
out three scenarios (one core scenario and two alternative test scenarios).  Based on the 
Council's supply position their three scenarios range from a HLS of 4.77 years to 5.34 years. 
Based on their own consideration of supply, their three scenarios range from 3.81 years to 
4.27 years.   
 
In line with the Council’s supply position (September 2021), it is considered that there remains 

in excess of 5 years housing supply when taking into account the effect increased affordability 

ratios will have on the local housing need.  

Mention has also been made in the applicant's recently updated HLS report of the knock-on 
effect on housing supply arising from Natural England's updated position on applicable 
developments achieving nutrient neutrality. However, whilst the application site is not affected 
by this (it is not within the catchment area for the Solent or the Itchen), the matter is being 
addressed for parts of the district that fall within the Solent catchment area and a way forward 
has been found. As a result, the matter is not anticipated to materially affect housing supply.   
 
The Council can demonstrate a sufficient five-year housing land supply, therefore, the 
appropriate Joint Core Strategy (JCS) policies for housing are considered up to date and the 
'tilted balance' is not engaged.  
 
 
 
 
 



Sustainability 
 
As mentioned earlier, Policy CP2 identifies Four Marks/South Medstead as a Level 3 'small 
local service centre' having a more limited range of services and are suitable locations to 
accommodate some new but modest development to meet local needs for housing … to 
secure their continuing vitality and ensure thriving communities. 
 
Policy CP10 explains that, in addition to the specific housing numbers allocated in the policy, 
housing developments outside settlement boundaries can be permitted but only where it 
meets a community need or realises local community aspirations; reinforces a settlement’s 
role and function; cannot be accommodated within a built-up area; and has been identified in 
a made neighbourhood plan or has clear community support.  
This is a fundamental principal of sustainable development.  
 
The NPPF at paragraph 9 requires decision making to "play an active role in guiding 
development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances 
into account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area." 
 
In terms of how sustainable a development this would be, the planning balance at the end of 
this report will conclude on this matter. However, in terms assessing the spatial strategy 
requirements of Policy CP10, it is worth touching upon the comments made by the Appeal 
Inspector in 2019 which remain a material consideration and still applicable to the proposed 
development of this site.   
 
The Inspector noted that the site adjoins established and new housing and in that regard 
future occupiers would have a similar level of accessibility to everyday services and facilities 
and some bus services.  The degree of reliance on car usage compared with other modes of 
transport for the occupiers of the development would be likely to be comparable with that of 
the occupiers of other nearby dwellings, including those in the adjacent and recent 
development to the south.  The Inspector considered that while in accessibility terms this site 
would not be the best for additional housing, it is unobjectionable in those terms given the 
proximity of other established and recent housing in the area.   
 

Given the recent rate of housing delivery in Four Marks/South Medstead, the Inspector 
considered it unsurprising that the two parish councils and local residents were concerned 
about the amount of new housing that has been built and any implications that has for the role 
and functioning of the area. The Inspector considered the provision of further housing alone, 
on what would in effect be an unplanned basis, would not be conducive to the reinforcement 
of Four Marks/South Medstead’s role and function as a small local service centre providing a 
limited range of services. On top of this was the concern over infrastructure lagging behind 
housing provision. These concerns have again been raised by third parties for the current 
proposal.   
 

The Appeal Inspector found that the development of the site did not find any particular 
support under Policy CP10, given the minimum identified housing requirement of 175 
dwellings for Four Marks/South Medstead had already been greatly exceeded.   
 



Furthermore, he concluded that there would be a clear conflict with Policies CP10 and CP19 
of the JCS given that the development would concern housing on an unallocated site in the 
countryside and as the development was not required in order to maintain the vitality and 
viability of the existing community, he considered there to be some conflict with Policy CP2 of 
the JCS. 
 
Nothing has changed in the interim to allow the Council to deviate from these observations.  
The fact that the scheme now proposed is slightly fewer in housing numbers wouldn't alter the 
conclusions drawn by the Appeal Inspector.  The locational sustainability in terms of proximity 
and access to local facilities and the likely reliance on the use of the private car would not be 
reasons to withhold planning permission. However, the ability of the small local service centre 
to absorb more housing weighs against the sustainability of the proposal. 
  
On this key point of sustainable development, the previous Appeal Inspector is not alone in 
dismissing housing schemes in the local area due to concerns over the impact more housing 
would have on the role and function of the small local service area. Three other housing 
proposals have been dismissed in recent years due to Inspectors having found harm in terms 
of the additional pressures upon the settlement, noting the limited provision of services and 
facilities. 
 

For Land West of Boyneswood Rd (Appeal ref APP/M1710/W/16/3154870) the Inspector 
dismissed an appeal for a much smaller housing scheme (17 units), in close proximity to the 
current application site, partly due to concerns over the ability of the settlement to 
accommodate the proposed housing numbers. He stated:   
 
"The population of the settlement is already large for its designation and whilst there are local 
services available as identified by the appellant, the overall level of services is fairly limited. 
The development plan strategy seeks to provide for sustainable development, seeking to 
ensure that land is brought forward for development to meet housing need in a sustainable 
manner so that it is supported by the necessary infrastructure and provides for protection of 
the countryside. Given that there are already permissions in place to take new housing well 
beyond the identified figure, the resulting implications for local infrastructure weighs against 
the sustainability credentials of the proposal."  
 
He concluded: 
 
"The proposed development would not amount to sustainable development having regard to 
the housing need, the location of the majority of the site outside of the settlement boundary 
and the ability of the settlement to accommodate the proposed housing numbers."   
 
In addition, another Appeal Inspector when considering a 17 house scheme on land at 5 
Blackberry Lane and 32 Telegraph Lane, Four Marks, Alton, (APP/M1710/W/15/3012061) 
dismissed the appeal for similar reasons, citing:  
 
 
 



"The recent approvals and significant level of growth that will be experienced by this small 
settlement...would significantly exceed the expectations of the JCS over the whole 
of the plan period.  
 
This is likely to put significant pressure on the limited infrastructure that is available at such a 
small centre and reduce its ability to absorb additional development in a measured and 
planned manner. The definition of the size of settlements in part relates to the amenities and 
facilities that are available. I note in this regard that this settlement no longer has all of the 
facilities it previously had and which were required to justify its identification as a small local 
service centre, including a pub. I also note that the population is significantly higher than is 
suggested in those criteria and that school places are under pressure." 
 
A further appeal decision of relevance is Land to the North of The Telephone Exchange, 
Lymington Bottom Road, Medstead (APP/M1710/W/15/3134150) where a 10 house scheme 
was dismissed on a similar theme:  
 
"The additional 175 dwellings to be provided across the plan period was the subject of a 
sustainability appraisal. The fact that this target has been met and substantially exceeded 
early in the plan period demonstrates the pressure that the settlement is under, and which is 
likely to continue. The small level of services that are within the village are under significant 
pressure given the size of the settlement and the pace of increase at this point in time. This 
adds to the pressure on services and facilities"      
 
The conclusion reached was: 
 
"The proposal would not be sustainably located and the development would add to additional 
burdens on the settlement which would not be fully mitigated by the proposals and 
compromise the settlements ability to absorb new development."  
 
Therefore, the impact of further housing on its own, without evidence of community support or 
need, would have a greater impact on the limited range of services found locally and, as the 
previous Appeal Inspector found, would not be conducive to the reinforcement of Four 
Marks/South Medstead’s role and function as a small local service centre.  The proposal 
therefore would conflict with the allowance under policies CP2 and CP10, for only modest 
development to be allowed to meet housing, employment, community services and 
infrastructure.  
 
Impact on the character of area 
 
Policy CP20 of the JCS seeks to conserve and enhance the special characteristics of the 
districts natural environment. It sets out a list of criteria that new development will be required 
to meet. 
 
Policy CP29 of the JCS requires all new development to respect the character, identity and 
context of the district’s towns, villages and countryside.  It also sets out a list of criteria that 
new development will be required to meet. 



The proposal would see the erection of 45 dwellings, internal access roads and parking areas 
on a site which is currently undeveloped paddock land, bordered by Chawton Park Wood to 
the north, plantation woodland to the east and residential development to the south and west. 
Clearly such development of the land would have a significant impact on the established open 
character of the site by urbanising the appearance of the land. However, the degree to which 
this change would harm the character of the area needs closer inspection.   
 
The Council's Landscape Character Assessment places the site in the Four Marks Clay 
Plateau landscape character area and forms a pocket of tranquil rural landscape despite the 
density of the surrounding development. The landscape strategy for this character area is to 
'conserve the current density of settlement, quiet roads and consequent peaceful and in 
places rural character of the landscape.' 
 
The woodlands which exist to the north and east, together with residential development to the 
south and west, results in the site having an enclosed nature with very limited views of it from 
further afield.  A public footpath runs along the northern boundary of the site (Chawton Wood) 
but is screened from it by mature trees and woodland.  In addition, the existing planting in the 
north east of the application site would be retained, albeit with a footpath snaking through 
linking the woods to the proposed dwellings. Views of the development from the public 
footpath to the north will be possible but limited only to filtered views. Therefore, whilst the 
development wouldn't conserve the rural character of the landscape, as the Landscape 
Character Assessment requires, its effects on the wider landscape would be minimal.    
 
Despite this, occupants of properties to the south and west of the site would undoubtedly be 
impacted by the visual change in the appearance of the site, most notably from Boyneswood 
Close, Brackenbury Gardens, Thornybush Gardens, Friars Oak and Holland Drive.  
 
The proposed layout portrays a suburban form with small and uniformly sized plots laid out in 
a fairly regimented fashion with dwellings fronting the internal access roads and parking 
generally contained to the side of each property.  Relatively unappetising 1.8m tall brick walls 
would feature as urban hard landscaped boundaries "in the most visible locations adjacent to 
the public realm" (Design and Access Statement), albeit with some softened through low level 
shrub planting in front. The western part of the site would suffer with instances of structured 
lines of housing lending a rather dominant unrelieved frontage of built form. The affordable 
housing units are shown to be concentrated together as opposed to blended across the 
development.  Street frontages would see precious few 'green gaps' between dwellings, 
instead buildings would be separated from each other only by their areas of 
hardstanding/parking. The layout, form and certain characteristics would reinforce the more 
suburban design traits as opposed to a softer and more responsive semi- rural character.          
 
Nevertheless, the scheme is broadly comparable in layout, scale and massing to the 
illustrative drawings submitted as part of the outline scheme seen at appeal previously for 58 
units. It also doesn't significantly depart from the characteristics of the adjacent development 
to the south with which it would have a close association.   
 



Since the determination of both schemes, it could be argued that the extra impetus given to 
raising design standards as promoted in last year's revised NPPF might be a material change 
in policy (as opposed to a theoretical desire).  However, the fewer number of units now 
proposed on this site together with a corresponding perception of each plot being marginally 
more generous, indicates that withholding permission on design grounds is not warranted.   
This is further reinforced by the two storey nature of the dwellings, together with two x single 
storey units at the site entrance, which would reflect the scale and mass of neighbouring 
development.  The proposed palette of external materials would comprise concrete roof tiles, 
brick, tile and white boarding elevations, which again would mimic the development 
immediately to the south.         
 
The previous appeal was not dismissed due to the impact the development would have on the 
character of the area.  The Inspector considered the outline proposal and stated: 
 
"There would be an obvious change in the character and appearance of the area, with a piece 
of undeveloped land becoming urbanised. So, while there would be some harm to the 
character and appearance of the area, that would be of a highly localised and modest nature, 
which would be capable of being mitigated through the imposition of planning conditions........  
there would be no conflict with Policy CP20 and CP29 of the JCS because there would be no 
loss of any natural features contributing to the distinctive character of the district’s landscape 
and the development would not be unsympathetic of its setting, given its scale and likely 
density." 
   
With clear similarities in approach to design and layout as portrayed in the appeal then the 
same assessment would apply to this proposal in this regard.  
 
There would be harm to the immediate character and appearance of the area by urbanising 
the land and this impact would be felt most readily by those residing immediately to the west 
of the site and to a lesser degree to the south. However, that harm would almost entirely be 
contained in the local area.  Subject to conditions seeking more appropriate and less harsh 
boundary treatments and additional native planting on boundaries to better cushion the 
development, the proposal would accord with policies CP20 and CP29.           
  
Impact on neighbouring amenity 
 
The ability of a development to be absorbed into its local setting without detriment to existing 
and future occupants of land and buildings is a key consideration for any development, 
particularly where a new housing scheme is proposed to abut the boundaries of existing and 
established residential properties. This is naturally a requirement to achieve environmental 
and social sustainability and highlighted in the NPPF with reference to ensuring development 
provides a high standard of amenity for existing and future users (para 170f).        
 

The density of built development proposed is broadly comparable with the recent 
development to the south and also the more established properties to the west These are the 
two most sensitive boundaries to consider.   
 

 



On the western boundary the development would approach the properties at the eastern 
extent of four cul-de-sacs accessed off Boyneswood Road (Boyneswood Close, Brackenbury 
Gardens, Thornybush Gardens and Friars Oak).  The back-to-back separation distances 
between the closest existing dwellings here and the new dwellings would be between 22m to 
25m. Where topography is generally level, as in this case, such a separation distance is 
commonly accepted as being appropriate. However, the one area of concern is the impact 
that first floor windows in the rear of plots 10 & 11 might have on the residential amenity 
currently enjoyed by occupants of 9a Boyneswood Close. The boundary here is relatively 
open and there is scope for harmful overlooking to occur into this neighbouring garden.  The 
landscaping treatment proposed for this boundary comprises the retention of existing shrub 
planting which is insufficient to address the concern highlighted. To remedy this, a condition 
should be imposed to provide a more effective planting screen along this western boundary of 
the site.  
 
The other sensitive boundary of the site would be where the access into the site is gained, to 
the south. Two single storey dwellings on the site to the south occupy a position where the 
road would continue to the north to serve the 45 dwellings proposed. The impact of comings 
and goings of additional vehicles serving the new dwellings would clearly have an impact on 
the occupants of these two bungalows.  However, the bungalows would not front this road but 
would be side-on with it.  There would nonetheless be some harm for these occupants 
through increased noise and disturbance emanating from vehicles travelling past where 
currently only limited numbers of vehicle movements frequent this existing termination point at 
the site to the south. There would be a need to provide suitable boundary planting at this point 
to mitigate the impact of additional vehicles on these two existing bungalows and the 
applicant may well have sufficient control over this land to warrant the imposition of a planting 
scheme via a condition to address this concern.   
 
In terms of the relationship between the proposed dwellings on the southern boundary and 
the existing dwellings beyond, either sufficient distances exist or the perpendicular 
arrangement would avoid an adverse impact in this regard.       
 

Finally, the separation distances and layout of dwellings within the proposed site would be 
appropriate to maintain adequate amenity levels for future occupants. Furthermore, the 
internal space standards of rooms within the proposed dwellings would adhere to the 
nationally described space standards for housing.   
 
As such, notwithstanding the landscaping details submitted, with an appropriately enhanced 
and targeted planting scheme secured by condition, the proposed development would not 
unduly harm the residential amenity for existing and future occupants locally. As such, the 
proposal would accord with the NPPF and policies CP27 and CP29 of the JCS.      
 

Impact on highway/parking 
 
Policy CP31 of the Joint Core Strategy requires, amongst other objectives, that new 

development should be located and designed to reduce the need to travel. Development that 

is likely to generate a significant number of additional vehicular movements will normally be 

expected to be located near existing centres and supportive infrastructure.   



The Council’s SPD: Vehicle Parking Standards is also relevant and this sets out the parking 

standards for residential development.  

 
The development would see the creation of 45 additional dwellings.  

A footpath link is proposed at the northern end of the site exiting into Chawton Park Wood 

and future residents could also make use of an existing cycle/footpath through Friars Oak on 

the land to the south. Vehicular access into the site would be through the recent development 

to the south utilising its access point onto Boyneswood Road. A short distance to the south of 

that access, Boyneswood Road crosses a railway line by means of a narrow bridge with no 

pedestrian footpath.  At a short distance this then leads to the junction with the A31 

Winchester Road. 

 

The impact of additional dwellings and the consequential increase in vehicles on the local 

roads, in particular Boyneswood Road, its narrow single lane bridge and the junction with the 

A31 Winchester Road, has been and remains a highly significant issue for local residents.  

This is evident through the third party objections received for this proposal.  Hampshire 

County Council, in their capacity as County Highway Authority (CHA), has reviewed the 

proposed development. 

 

Parking Provision  

 

In terms of parking provision, the adopted vehicle parking standards SPD requires the 

development provide 89 long term spaces (for occupants) and a further 9 visitor spaces, 

totalling 95 spaces.  The development would provide 115 space which is a modest oversupply 

but which would accord with the thrust of the adopted parking standards, being as they are 

minimum standards.   

 

Travel Plan 

 

A residential travel plan framework has been submitted by the applicant setting out proposed 

measures to reduce the number of unnecessary vehicular trips by car through initiatives 

aimed at reducing the need to travel, promoting alternative means of transport and linked 

trips.  The CHA is generally supportive but recommends amendments/additions to the 

document.  This could be secured through a condition. 

 

Site Accessibility 

 

In terms of the site's accessibility, the CHA is satisfied that the facilities available locally would 
be within a walkable and cyclable distance although insufficient information has been 
provided on the existing walking and cycling infrastructure beyond Boyneswood Road to 
understand whether they are conducive for encouraging sustainable transport. The CHA 
notes that trips to schools would be heavily reliant on the use of the private car.  In terms of 
public transport, the nearest bus stops to the site are located on the A31, approximately a 
walk of 880m to the northbound service and 940m walk to the southbound service.   



Two buses every hour travel to Alton and Winchester.      
 
Trip Generation and Distribution 
 
The CHA had previously agreed with the applicant to the use of the trip rates accepted as part 
of the recent development to the south for use in the assessment for the current application. 
In this context, the proposed development is forecast to generate 26 two-way trips in the AM 
peak hour and 22 trips in the PM peak hour. These trips have subsequently been distributed 
onto the network based on the surveyed traffic flows undertaken at the site access following 
occupation of the first phase of development in 2019. The CHA considers this approach to be 
acceptable. 
 
Junction Modelling 
 
The applicant has modelled the Site Access junction and A31/Boyneswood Road junction 
with development traffic to understand the capacity implications on the local highway network.  
The applicant has modelled the junction to a 2021 base year and 2026 future year scenario.  
To derive the traffic flows under these scenarios, the applicant has uplifted the 2019 traffic 
surveys by utilising the TEMPRO database. The CHA considers the future year modelling 
scenarios and uplift methodology as acceptable. 
 
Site Access onto Boyneswood Road 
 
Under the 2026 future year scenario, the site access onto Boyneswood Road is forecast to 
operate within design capacity in the future year scenario with the addition of traffic from this 
development.  
 
The A31/Boyneswood Rd Junction at the previous appeal  
 
As part of the unilateral undertaking offered by the applicant during the previous appeal, 
£200,000 would have been provided as a highway contribution towards either undertaking 
junction improvement works where Boyneswood Road meets the A31 Winchester Road, or 
towards the funding of a footpath towards the primary school in the village of Medstead. 
 
The Inspector concluded, however, that there was information to indicate that the necessary 
funding might already be available to the CHA to undertake a junction improvement scheme.  
Therefore, the obligation in the applicant's UU relating to this contribution carried little weight 
as a claimed benefit of the scheme.  
 
That assessment by the Inspector was in relation to whether the financial contributions set out 
in the applicant's UU were necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms. 
Since the dismissed appeal, the applicant has engaged with the CHA prior to the submission 
of this application with both parties agreeing that a mitigation scheme is required at the 
junction to address the needs of this development.   
 
 



A31/Boyneswood Road Junction 
 
Previous modelling work for the A31/Boyneswood Road junction was informed by traffic 
surveys undertaken in 2013. It has been established and accepted by the CHA that these 
surveys incorrectly recorded the eastbound vehicle flow along the A31 and therefore the 
results are not appropriate for use within junction modelling assessments. Instead, updated 
traffic surveys were undertaken at the junction in 2019 which have been used as the basis for 
the junction modelling in the applicant's Transport Statement.  
 
The modelling indicates that in the 2021 base year, the junction will be operating at a ratio of 
flow to capacity (RFC) of 0.93 in the AM peak hour on the Boyneswood Road approach, with 
corresponding queue lengths of 6.7 vehicles and a 138 second delay.  
 
In the PM peak hour the Boyneswood Road arm operates at a 0.82 RFC with a queue of 3.5 
vehicles and delay of 105.86 seconds. Based on the modelling, the CHA confirms the 
Boyneswood Road arm of the junction is approaching design capacity in both the AM and PM 
peak hours in the baseline scenario.  
 
With the addition of traffic from this development, the operation of the Boyneswood Road 
approach worsens to a RFC of 1.01 in the AM peak hour, with a 10.1 vehicle queue and 
187.63 second delay, meaning the junction would be operating over capacity. In the PM peak 
hour the approach would operate at a RFC of 0.86 and would therefore be over theoretical 
design capacity.  
 
In the 2026 future year scenario, the RFCs increase to 1.24 in the AM peak hour and 1.14 in 
the PM peak hour on the Boyneswood Road approach. The RFCs therefore increase by 0.08 
and 0.06 in the respective peak hours with the addition of traffic from the proposed 
development, corresponding to queues of 25.2 and 13.8 vehicles and delays of 414.79 and 
331.93 seconds. The addition of traffic from the development therefore worsens the operation 
of the junction and results in an unacceptable impact on the local highway network. 
 
Both the applicant and CHA therefore agree the A31/Boyneswood Road junction is over 
capacity in 2021 with no development and the junction would be well over its theoretical 
design capacity in 2026 without any traffic associated with this development added.  When 
traffic from this proposal is added the delays would be increased.  
 
A31/Boyneswood Road Mitigation Measures  
 
To mitigate the impact of the proposed development the applicant has presented an 
improvement scheme at the A31/Boyneswood Road junction consisting of the provision of a 
pedestrian island along with a revised tactile crossing location achieved via the realignment of 
the existing footway on the western side of the road.  These measures would be funded and 
constructed by the applicant and secured through a S.278 agreement with the CHA and 
would attempt to bring forward improvements in capacity terms but also safety for pedestrians 
crossing the bellmouth.     
                               



The CHA has assessed the submission and is unclear how a capacity benefit would be 
achieved at the junction from the improvement scheme presented.  Whilst the scheme would 
improve the crossing facilities for pedestrians, it does not provide the necessary width for two 
vehicles to wait side by side on the junction approach.  
 
Without provision of additional road width for cars to wait side by side, or an alternative 
mitigation proposal, little capacity benefit would be gained in actuality to mitigate the impact of 
the development. As such, the CHA does not consider that the improvement scheme would 
achieve the stated capacity benefits and without a suitable mitigation scheme, the proposed 
development would exacerbate the severe level of queuing and delay highlighted at the 
A31/Boyneswood Road junction under the future year modelling.  
 
The LPA has been made aware that the applicant subsequently engaged directly with the 
CHA to address their concerns raised. The LPA was not party to these discussions nor was 
any submission made to formally amend the planning submission in this regard.  The 
applicant provided the CHA with more information on walking and cycling facilities in the local 
area and also an explanation that the performance of the junction with their proposed junction 
improvement measures undertaken would be comparable to the performance of the existing 
junction without the development in 2026.        
 
The CHA is not satisfied that this would be the case, nor that the measures put forward would 
sufficiently mitigate the impact of the proposed development itself and has confirmed their 
continued objection to the proposed scheme.  
 
As such, the proposed development would not comply with Policy CP31 (K) in that the 
development would not include measures that address the impact of the new development so 
as to ensure the continued safe and efficient operation of the strategic and local road 
networks. It would also conflict with Paragraph 111 of the NPPF in that the development 
would result in a severe cumulative harm on the network. Securing the necessary off-site 
highways works would be through a planning obligation.   
 
Affordable housing  
 
Policy CP13 of the JCS requires applicable development proposals to provide a range of 
affordable housing types and sizes according to the local community need. The expected 
target is 40% of the total number of units proposed.      
 
When considering the weight to be given to the provision of affordable housing during the last 
appeal, the Inspector found that due to significant levels of provision having already made 
locally, the additional affordable units would not be in response to a local need.  
Consequently, it was found that the policy compliant affordable housing provision, rather than 
carrying great weight, instead amounted to modest weight. 
 
It is certainly true that the local area has seen significant levels of housing provision recently, 
including affordable housing provision.   



However, the most recent assessment shows that there is an affordable housing need in the 
local area. This information is obtained from the number of applicants with a local connection 
who have registered on Hampshire Home Choice (HHC) and Help to Buy South (HTBS).  The 
provision is warranted and the mix proposed (from one bed maisonettes to four bedroom 
houses) reflects the need and provides a good range of dwelling size as envisaged by CP13 
of the JCS.  However, what is absent from the application is the proposed tenure mix of 
affordable units, although such a matter could be addressed as part of the planning 
obligation. 
 

Impact on Trees/Green Infrastructure 
 
Policy CP20 (Landscape) of the JCS 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. This is also reflected in Policy 10 of the Medstead and Four Marks 
Neighbourhood Plan which deals with Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity.   
 
The application proposes a local area of play (LAP) to be sited on the former sewage 
treatment plant on the development to the south. This would provide some level of additional 
public open space to support the increase in population in this part of South Medstead. 
 
A community building or an area of open space on the same land was offered by the 
applicant in a unilateral undertaking to support their previous appeal.  The Inspector 
commented that there was very little local support for the community land being transferred to 
the Council and that given its location and size it would in practice be of limited utility to the 
wider communities of Medstead and Four Marks. The main reason being the extensive 
Forestry Commission owned Chawton Park Wood so close at hand and which would likely be 
a much bigger draw for residents of the wider local area. 
 
Nevertheless, the proposed LAP would be provided as part of this scheme and no objection is 
raised in this regard.  
 
The site has a number of boundary trees and neighbouring trees close by. The application is 
supported by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Arboricultural Report. The applicant 
has confirmed that 15 trees/shrubs would need to be removed to facilitate the development of 
these and that of these, 8 constitute very small specimens. None of the trees/shrubs are 
worthy of retention and all of them have low bat roost potential.     
 
The Council's Tree Officer and the County Ecologist have assessed the details and raise no 
objection, providing a condition is imposed to require the submission and approval of an 
Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree Protection Plan prior to commencement. As such, the 
proposal would accord with Policies CP20 and CP28 of the JCS and Policy 10 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  



Impact on 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. 
 
The site comprises a single field of semi-improved grassland containing an area of scrub 
habitat in the south-west, an area of wooded habitat in the north and is situated immediately 
adjacent to Chawton Park Wood Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and 
another area of plantation woodland to the east.  
 
The application was originally accompanied by an Ecological Appraisal (The Ecology Co-op, 
September 2021) which highlighted that the site supports a variety of foraging and commuting 
bat species, including the scarce Western Barbastelle. Mitigation measures needed include: 
 

 Populations of common reptiles (slow worm, grass snake and adder) have been identified 
within the site. A suitable receptor site will need to be identified and a trapping 

      and translocation programme implemented. 
 

 Foraging/commuting by at least seven species of bat have been recorded within the site. 
Of particular note is the presence of barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus which is a rare 
species and is also listed on Annex II of the Habitat Regulations 2019. A sensitive lighting 
scheme, incorporating ‘no light zones’/dark corridors around the peripheries of the 
development will also be necessary to prevent disturbance to bats and dormice  

 
In terms of the proposed biodiversity enhancements, the development would undertake: 
 

 Provision and annual maintenance of a landscape buffer strip to the east 

 Planting of at least 85 native trees 

 Incorporation of integrated bird nesting features on the new dwellings 

 Installation of bird boxes for woodland species such as tawny owls and great spotted 
     woodpecker as well as common garden birds within the site’s boundaries 

 Incorporation of integrated bat roosting features within new buildings, as well as tree-
mounted within the woodland boundaries 

 Installation of at least ten hedgehog homes/nest boxes within gardens of the new 
development 

 Installation of insect towers upon trees 
 
The Council's Ecologist assessed the ecology report and requested that further information be 
submitted relating to additional bat survey information, clarification on the exact number of 
trees to be removed, the actual tree removal works themselves, the extent of external lighting 
proposed and the management of the proposed landscape/ecological buffer strip to the east.    
An amended Ecological Appraisal (The Ecology Co-op, December 2021) was submitted and 
provided additional information on several issues.   



However, it was still unclear how many trees were to be removed/affected and whether those 
corresponded to the trees assessed as offering bat roosting potential.  The number of trees to 
be removed conflicted with the applicant's arboricultural report. 
  
A further amended Ecological Appraisal (February 2022) was submitted together with a letter 
of response to the Council's Ecologist (dated 14 Feb 2022).  This established that 15 trees 
would be removed from the land in total all having negligible bat roosting potential.   
 
Following concerns raised, the applicant agreed that the buffer zone along the eastern site 
boundary will be given over to natural regeneration as opposed to the grassland creation with 
associated sowing and management as recommended within the ecology report.  
 
The Council's Ecologist is now content with these measures. He is also content with the 
significant increase in the number of biodiversity enhancement features comprising 60 nest 
boxes for Common Swift and House Sparrow, 45 bat roosting units and a number of other 
nest boxes for woodland bird species. However, two areas of concern remain. The first 
relates to the uncertainty on the external lighting proposed for the site and the impact this 
might have on flying bat species and the likely presence of roosting bats and Hazel Dormice 
within adjacent wooded areas. The second issue relates to the concern that the ecological 
mitigation and enhancement measures relating to the adjacent Friars Oak development 
immediately to the south, have not been implemented.   
 
The latter point cannot be addressed as part of this application but will be investigated under 
other regulatory powers. The concern over external lighting and the effectiveness of the 
proposed dark buffer is noted.  Clearly, more information is required to ensure that any 
external lighting plan/layout is appropriate in this regard, and is a matter than could be 
secured through a condition.            
 

Subject to the implementation of the recommendations set out in the ecological reports and 
confirmation of the lighting strategy, the scheme would therefore accord with Policy CP21 of 
the JCS. 
 
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 applicant submitted a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy report, dated 
December 2020 which has been considered by the Council's Drainage Consultant and the 
County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority.  
 
Surface Water Disposal  
 
The site is in Flood Zone 1 (low risk of flooding) and is not affected by potential surface water 
flooding.  
 



Run-off calculations for the 1:100 year + 40% climate change event have been provided 
within the report together with site investigation and percolation test results for the recent 
development to the south. Due to the underlying ground conditions shallow soakaways would 
prove ineffective for discharging of surface water.  Therefore, the drainage strategy proposes 
the use of deep bore soakaways, subject to approval by the Environment Agency.  
 

Foul Water Disposal 
 
The nearest public foul sewer is located 300m away along Winchester Road (A31).   
 
The proposed strategy is for foul drainage to be gravity fed into the system on the 
development to the south. Once there, the foul drainage will be contained in a pumping 
station where it will be pumped to Boyneswood Road and then gravity fed to the existing 
Thames Water sewer in Winchester Road (A31).      
 
The pumping station has been designed to accept these additional flows and Thames Water 
has stated that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional flow from this new 
development. 
 
The Council's Drainage consultant has no objection in principle to both the surface water and 
foul water disposal strategies, subject to satisfactory detailed drainage systems to be sought 
through a condition.  Copies of the EA permits will also be required. A further plan is required 
showing the flood flow routes for an exceedance event, together with any potential areas of 
ponding/flooding. A detailed maintenance management plan will be required for all drainage 
features remaining private, together with confirmation of responsibility post development. 
 
The Lead Local Flood Authority (Hants CC) has provided comments in their capacity as 
consultee for surface water drainage for major development. They have reviewed the FRA 
and have requested that further information/calculations are required on groundwater 
assessment.  
 
With the principle of the drainage proposals accepted and in view of the site being within 
Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding) and not known to have historic drainage or flooding 
issues, it seems pragmatic to secure this through a condition, which would tally with the 
advice from the Council's Drainage Consultant. As such, the development would accord with 
policy CP25 of the Joint Core Strategy.  
 
Sustainable Construction 
 
Policy CP24 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy seeks to secure 
that development provides at least 10% of energy demand from decentralised and renewable 
or low carbon energy sources. This is further elaborated through the LPA's Climate Change & 
Sustainable Construction SPD 2022. 
 
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.  
 
Developer Contributions and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
   
Policy CP32 of the JCS states that where the provision or improvement of infrastructure is 
necessary to meet community or environmental needs associated with new development or to 
mitigate the impact of development on the environment, the payment of financial contributions 
will be required through planning obligations and/or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
to ensure that all such development makes an appropriate and reasonable contribution to the 
costs of provision. 
 
CIL was implemented by the Council on the 8th April 2016 and the proposed land use in this 
application would be CIL liable. The current charging schedule for this part of the district 
requires a CIL payment of £220.52 per sqm.  
 
In terms of site specific infrastructure that might be secured under a S.106 legal agreement, 
despite the concerns raised by third parties and aside from the off-site highway works 
required by the CHA, only The Royal Surrey County Hospital NHS Foundation Trust has 
requested a contribution be secured. They seek a financial contribution of £92,492.55 towards 
the provision of healthcare services needed by the occupants of the new development as 
their services are likely to be called upon by new occupants of this development. This may 
well be true in part, but also other NHS facilities closer to the site would also be used by 
future occupants such as The Royal Hampshire County Hospital in Winchester, The 
Basingstoke and North Hampshire Hospital in Basingstoke and the Queen Alexandra Hospital 
in Portsmouth.  In addition, a contribution towards an NHS Trust does not have the policy 
backing of the JCS and would not make the development acceptable in planning terms. For 
these reasons, securing a specific contribution towards this one NHS trust would not meet the 
tests for a planning obligation.   
 
CIL receipts can now be used to fund the provision, improvement, replacement, operation or 
maintenance of infrastructure needed to support the development of the area. Much of these 
measures were historically sought and secured through a S.106 legal agreement.  In terms of 
educational demand from this development, the site falls within the Chawton Primary and 
Amery Hill Secondary School catchment areas. However, Hampshire County Council’s 
Children’s Services Department states that although Chawton Primary is almost full (and 
forecast to remain so for the foreseeable future) this is down to out-catchment recruitment. 
The anticipated yield of pupils from the development (about two per year group) can be 
accommodated at the school with the out-catchment pupils being returned to their catchment 
schools.  Similarly, Amery Hill Secondary School, although almost full, also relies on out-
catchment recruitment. It is anticipated that the yield of pupils from the development can be 
accommodated in the school.  
 



However, if this scheme was being supported, a S.106 agreement would however be required 
to secure the number and tenure of affordable housing units on the site and the off-site 
highway works required by the CHA.  
 
The Planning Balance 
 
The development would involve the provision of housing on an unallocated site in the 

countryside, which in principle is contrary to the policies of the development plan.  Some 

harm, though not unacceptable harm, would be caused to the character of the immediate 

area through the urbanising of rural land.   

The ability of this small local service centre to absorb more housing weighs significantly 

against the sustainability of the proposal.  This is especially so in view of the rapid rate of 

housing delivery Four Marks/South Medstead has seen which has substantially exceeded the 

minimum identified housing requirement early into the plan period.  The provision of further 

housing alone would not be conducive to the reinforcement of Four Marks/South Medstead’s 

role and function as a small local service centre providing a limited range of local services. 

This weighs against the social benefits arising from this development. 

There would be some harm to occupants of the two existing bungalows that sit at the 

entrance to the development arising from their proximity to the road and the comings and 

goings of vehicles accessing the new development. The harm is reduced as these properties 

do not front the new access road and could be further mitigated with appropriate new 

boundary treatments.  There is potential for harm to occupants living in existing dwellings to 

the west of the site but with a more robust and sensitive landscaping planting plan, by 

condition, this harm would be reduced.   

Outstanding concerns relating to ecology and drainage could be addressed through 

conditions.   

The CHA’s objection to the applicant’s proposed junction improvement scheme as a method 

of mitigating the impact of the development weights against the scheme and its environmental 

and social benefits. That aside there is some benefit socially from providing a pedestrian 

refuge at this junction.    

The applicant, in their Planning Statement (para 6.6), has briefly highlighted three benefits 

this scheme would deliver. It is stated that it would provide a sustainable development and 

significantly boost the supply of housing and affordable housing which cumulatively would far 

outweigh any adverse impacts.   

The provision of open market housing is given moderate weight.  Whilst it is acknowledged 

that there is a continuous need to boost the supply of housing, the authority has a five year 

housing land supply and the minimum allocation in Four Marks and South Medstead has 

been substantially exceeded.  Provision of more housing alone in this context, and in a 

location which has limited local facilities, would not adhere to the principles of sustainable 

development.     



The benefits of affordable housing provision are accepted. However, this is a general need 

rather than an acute need and the affordable housing provision is merely a policy complaint 

requirement. 

In terms of the economic benefits arising from the scheme, the development might well 

contribute towards economic development in the short term through the construction of 

houses but there is no guarantee that any construction jobs would necessarily be occupied by 

local tradespeople. In addition, out-commuting and spending in larger nearby towns (Alton, 

Winchester, Basingstoke) would minimise the benefits to the local economy. 

Conclusion 

The scheme proposes 45 residential units on land that falls outside the settlement boundary 
for South Medstead and so, for the purposes of the development plan, is located within the 
countryside.  As such, the proposal would be contrary to the spatial strategy as set out in 
Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan and policies CP2, CP10 and CP19 of the East Hampshire 
District Council Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. Therefore, there would be a presumption 
against the grant of planning permission under S.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004.  
 
The NPPF outlines the circumstances when this presumption against development is tilted in 

favour of granting planning permission for sustainable development.  Relevant to this 

proposal is the housing land supply in the district. However, the Council’s most up to date 

housing supply position was published in September 2021 and shows a supply of 5.74 years.  

In line with the Council’s supply position, there remains in excess of 5 years housing supply 

when taking into account the effect increased affordability ratios will have on the local housing 

need. Consequently, the housing supply policies are not out of date and the ‘titled balance’ 

would not be engaged. 

In terms of material considerations, the modest weight given to the claimed benefits of the 

proposal would clearly not outweigh the significant harm identified in this report. The 

proposed development would not constitute sustainable development and is contrary to the 

policies of the development plan and Government advice contained within the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

Response to Parish/Town Council Comments 
 
The comments received from both Medstead Parish Council and Four Marks Parish Council 
have been considered and assessed in this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATION  REFUSAL for the following reasons: 
 
1 The site is located outside the Settlement Boundary for South 

Medstead/Four Marks and therefore within an area where the countryside 
policies of the development plan apply.  
In the absence of material considerations or justification sufficient to 
outweigh the clear conflict with the development plan, the proposal is 
contrary to policies CP2, CP10 and CP19 of the East Hampshire District 
Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (June 2014) and the thrust of Policy 1 of 
the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan (May 2016).  
 

2 The provision of further housing, given the recent backdrop of very 
considerable local housing growth, would not be conducive to the 
reinforcement of Four Marks/South Medstead’s role and function as a 
small local service centre providing a limited range of services.  The 
proposal would not represent sustainable development in this regard. As 
such, the proposal would conflict with the requirements of the spatial 
strategy set out under policies CP2 and CP10 of the East Hampshire 
District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and paragraph 9 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3 The applicant has failed to provide a mitigation scheme for this 
development which would not result in an unacceptable impact on the 
operation of the local highway network. The proposed development would 
therefore be contrary to the Policy CP31 (K) and paragraph 111 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

4 The application is not supported by a Planning Obligation to secure the 
provision of affordable housing in perpetuity nor the off-site highway 
works required in connection with this development.  In the absence of 
this Planning Obligation, the development is contrary to Policies CP13 
and CP32 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy  

 

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 was provided with pre-application advice 
and has been updated during the course of the planning application.  
 



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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