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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 27 July 2022 
 
Present  
 
Councillor: S Pond (Chairman) 
 
Councillors: A Williams (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, A Glass, M Johnson, 
P Langley, C Louisson, S Schillemore, E Woodard, K Budden, K Carter (Reserve) 
and J May (Reserve) 
 
 
8. Apologies for Absence  

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Evans, Hunt, Maroney, 
Taylor, and Thomas.  
 

9. Confirmation of Minutes  
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
26 May 2022 be approved as a true record and signed by the Chairman of the 
Committee. 
 

10. Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no declarations from any of the members present. 
 

11. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters  
 
The Committee accepted the supplementary papers report, which had been 
circulated to members prior to the meeting and published on the website.  
 
The report included the following information: 
 
Minute Item 14   58788/FUL/JonH - Land to the west of Longbourn Way, 

Medstead, Alton 
 
1.  Details of additional comments received from the Hampshire County 

Council Lead Local Flood Authority relating to the proposed use of 
deep bore soakaways; and 

 
2.  an additional reason for refusal recommended in the light of the 

comments of Hampshire County Council Lead Local Flood Authority 
(see 1 above). 
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12. Future Items  
 
The committee agreed to inspect the following sites, should the applications be 
referred to the Planning Committee for determination: 
 

 55587/160 – Bordon and Oakhanger Social Club, Bolley Avenue, 
Whitehill, Bordon 

 

 23460 – Ajax House and Plowden House, 27 Haslemere Road, 
Liphook 

  
 

13. 58788/FUL/JonH - Land to the west of Longbourn Way, Medstead, Alton  
 
(The site was the subject of a members’ site inspection on 22 May 2022) 
 
Proposal:  Development comprising 112 new homes with associated access 

and landscaping (additional information received 16 March 2022) 
 
The Committee considered the written report and recommendation to refuse  
permission. 
 
The Committee also considered: 
 
(A)  the additional information set out in the supplementary matters report 

(see Minute ); and 
 
(B)  written deputations submitted by: Ms King; Parish Councillor Clark and 

the applicant’s agent, which were circulated prior to the meeting and 
published on the Council’s website. 

 
The Committee received a presentation by the case officer which outlined the 
application and the main issues for consideration. The Case officer drew the 
Committees attention to the reasons for refusal. 
 
The Committee was addressed by the following deputees: 
 
(a)  Ms King who read out a revised deputation (attached as an appendix to 

these minutes); 
 
(b)  Parish Councillor Charles Clark who, on behalf of Medstead Parish 

Council, read out a revised deputation (set out as an appendix to these 
minutes); and  

 
(c)  Mr Read who, on behalf of the applicant, read out a revised deputation 

(set out as an appendix to these minutes). 
 
In response to questions from the Committee, officers: 
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• Advised that the railway bridge on Lymington Bottom Road operated 
with a Give Way priority to traffic coming from the south to north 

• Indicated the location of the proposed attenuation ponds 
• Advised that the ponds were designed with sloping sides so not 

available for recreational use 
 
Councillor Louisson clarified that since the transport assessment was 
undertaken in 2019, the Give Way priority at the railway bridge on Lymington 
Bottom Road had changed to give priority to traffic from the south and therefore 
the transport assessment was out of date in assessing impacts on the bridge 
and the A31 junction. 
 
The Committee discussed the application in detail together with the issues  
raised by the deputees. 
 
Members of the Committee expressed concerns that: 
 
1.  The proposal was outside the settlement policy boundary and that no 

overwhelming reasons had been submitted to justify building houses in 
the countryside; 

 
2.  The traffic likely to be generated by this proposal would have a 

detrimental impact on the local highway network; 
 
3  The proposal did not provide sufficient open play space for children; 
 
4  the design of the proposed development was uninspired and an 

overdevelopment of the site resulting in a cramped form of 
development which would have a detrimental impact on neighbouring 
properties and the local area; 

 
5  The proposal was an unsustainable form of development;  
 
6  the proposed drainage arrangements for this development would have 

a detrimental impact on the local area; and 
 
7 The access and road leading to and from the site appeared to be of an 

inadequate width and alignment to accommodate safely emergency 
vehicles and refuse vehicles and the additional traffic which the 
proposed development would generate. 

 
During the debate the members were advised that all written deputations had 
been published and the deputees had been given an opportunity to view these 
deputations prior to the meeting. There were no objections to a deputee altering 
his or her deputation when addressing the Committee provided that he or she 
did not raise new issues. 
 
A motion proposed by the Chairman of the Committee and seconded by 
Councillor Ashcroft to agree the recommendations set out in the submitted 
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report, as amended by the supplementary matters document, was agreed by 
the Committee. 
 
It was therefore: 
 
RESOLVED that application 58788/FUL/JonH be refused for the following  
reasons: 
 
1 The site is located outside the Settlement Boundary of 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 CP1, CP2, CP10 
and CP19 of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and the 
thrust of Policy 1 of the Medstead and Four Marks Neighbourhood Plan 
and paragraphs 8, 12, 14 and 79 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

 
2 It has not been demonstrated that the traffic generated by the 

development would not result in unacceptable adverse impacts on the 
operation and safety of the local highway network. Additionally, the site 
is unsustainably located such that it would be unduly reliant on the use 
of private transport to access facilities and services and in view of the 
limited range of public transport options. The proposal is contrary to 
policy CP31 of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and 
paragraphs 110, 111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

 
3 Access to the site via Longbourn Way/Meryton Drive from Lymington 

Bottom Road comprises a convoluted route that has inadequate width 
and alignment to accommodate additional traffic. It has not been 
demonstrated that the route and interaction with junctions along its 
route and with Lymington Bottom Road itself are suitable with adequate 
visibility splays and design to accommodate the development without 
unacceptable harm to the safety and convenience of users of the 
highway and unadopted roads. Furthermore, the internal road layout 
has a convoluted and archaic layout that fails to provide safe or 
convenient access and movement through the site. The proposal is 
contrary to policies CP29 and CP31 of the East Hampshire District 
Joint Core Strategy and paragraphs 110 and 112 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  

 
4 The site is located at the edge of the settlement, adjoining countryside. 

The proposed layout, by reason of its scale, density and design, fails to 
respect the rural edge character of the area or incorporate green 
infrastructure and areas of open space and instead results in a 
cramped form of development that fails to respect the character of the 
area.  The proposal is contrary to policies CP18, CP20, CP28, CP29 of 
the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and paragraphs 124, 
126, 130, 131 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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5 Part of the site lies within the River Itchen catchment Special Area of 

Conservation, which is vulnerable to pollution from nitrate and 
phosphate enrichment. In the absence of a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment and any evidence, it has not been demonstrated that the 
proposal would not result in an increase in nitrate and phosphate levels 
of the River Itchen and Solent, leading to adverse impacts on the 
biodiversity interests of the water environment, contrary to policies 
CP21 and CP26 of the East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy and 
paragraphs 180, 181, 182 and 185 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

 
6 It has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not 

result in harmful impacts on protected species, specifically hazel 
dormice. In the absence of evidence, the proposal is contrary to policy 
CP21 of the East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy and paragraph 
180 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
7 The application is not supported by a Planning Obligation to secure the 

provision of affordable housing in perpetuity.  In the absence of this 
Planning Obligation, the development is contrary to policy CP13 of the 
East Hampshire District Joint Core Strategy. 

 
8 It has not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Local Planning 

Authority that the use of deep bore soakaways is an acceptable option 
for the disposal of surface water from the development, having regard 
to alternatives, such as standard infiltration, which would reduce the 
risk of harm to the quality of groundwater in this area. In the absence of 
this information, the proposal is contrary to policies CP25 and CP26 of 
the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and the 
advice contained in paragraph 169 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1 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.   

2 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. 
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 In this instance the applicant was provided with pre-application advice 
and was updated following the consultation period. 

 
(Voting on the motion was recorded as follows: 
For: 12 
Against:0 
Abstentions:0) 
 

 
 

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 6.52 pm 
 



 

Verbal Address Given byi by Ms J King 
 
 

Planning Application – 112 houses on land to the south of Medstead village. 
 
 
My name is Janet king and I am a resident of Medstead. 
 
I am here to voice some very real concerns that the local residents have . 
This planning application received 230 objections. 54% of those objectors 
cited “loss of ruralness and wildlife” as a major concern. 
 
This application is for yet another high-density, urban style development in 
Medstead. The application builds over valuable farmland and will ,without 
doubt cause unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of our rural 
village. 
 
We know that there is real anger amongst residents that further green fields 
could be at risk, adversely affecting our wildlife. We have seen no real 
evidence that there is a local need for these houses  and this site will 
therefore become just another commuter estate. 
 
Another real concern of 49% of objectors, is the access down LONGBOURN 
WAY. This road is narrow and  steep and often has cars and vans parked on 
the road. It has two sharp right hand bends at the entrance. It is also 
unadopted and is icy in winter. There have been two significant accidents 
already and numerous near misses. Adding potentially 280 extra cars to this 
narrow road will make it even more dangerous for both drivers and 
pedestrians. 
 
Access onto the A31 at peak times is a real issue for Medstead residents and 
44% of objectors cited this. Hampshire Highways have also highlighted 
significant omissions in the applicant's Transport Assessment document. 
 
The only bus, the 64 , has a stop 750m away from the site and costs a family 
of four £20.80 for return tickets to Alton. This is a significant cost. People 
going to Alton for weekly shops, for the swimming pool, station, cinema , 
sports hall etc will GO BY CAR. 
 
In addition, for our little people, the 2 local primary schools are not readily 
accessible on foot being 2 and 2.7kms away. Therefore, it has to be strongly 
arguable that this location is simply not sustainable – it will be very car 
dependent. 
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The housing scheme itself is more suited to an urban area rather than the 
rural location of Medstead. The building density proposed is high and not at 
all commensurate with the surrounding village. 
 
  
Elevations show tiny front gardens to accommodate the hundreds of extra 
cars […………………………………….]. 
 
The Open Space shown looks risible and barely to be at 15% as parts of the 
allocation will be unusable as it is  next to hedges, around trees and the wet 
grassland at the SUDs area. 
 
Taking all of this into account, Medstead residents ask the committee to 
REFUSE this application. 
 
[………………………………………………………………………………………] 
 
Thank you. 
 

 

i Amendments to the written submission are shown in italics 
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Verbal Address Given by Parish Councillor Charles Clark on behalf 

of Medstead Parish Councili 

 

Good evening, 

 

Thank you Chair 

 

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

Planning Committee. I should add that I have been a Medstead resident for over 30 

years and have lived all my adult life in the immediate area. I would mention It was 

good to see so many of you at the site meeting last Friday. 

 

The original objection to this application by Medstead Parish Council is detailed in 

the minutes of the Planning Committee of 9 March 2022 and was subsequently 

downloaded to the EHDC Planning Portal. I hope that you have all had the 

opportunity to review our comments and those of others who are roundly opposed to 

this development and requested the EHDC to refuse planning permission. 

 

Medstead Parish Council repeat that the proposed site is on land outside of the 

Settlement Policy Boundary and is therefore contrary to the EHDC Local Plan and 

the Joint Core Strategy CP19 and is also contrary to Policy 1 of the 

“made” Four Marks and Medstead Neighbourhood Plan, both of which carry full 

weight in regard to planning applications. In effect, the proposed site is countryside. 

That is a fact. Now developers and landowners might argue that the need for 

evermore housing in this small Hampshire village should outweigh this vital fact. We 

feel that this is inherently wrong. Countryside is countryside. 

 

Much has been made lately in the national press of the need for housing numbers to 

be reduced and that developments should concentrate on brownfield sites with 

appropriate infrastructure, not [..] greenfield sites. Once countryside or agricultural 

land is built on, its lost, gone forever. Whichever way you look at this proposed 

development of 112 houses, added to the existing 115 houses in Austin Fields, you 

have an urban style estate which in no way reflects the rural nature of a Hampshire 
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village. It can be expected that the house prices on this site will be well outside local 

affordability. 

 

The increase in vehicle movements will be considerable, with the only access onto 

Lymington Bottom Road shared with a doctors surgery car park and the adjacent 

retail area. The busy A31 can be only [..] accessed via a single lane road under the 

eritage railway bridge and the junction onto the A31 itself is according to Hampshire 

Highways at 95% capacity. All this additional traffic adding to local pollution, which is 

contrary to the EHDC Environmental Statement. 

 

According to the EHDC website, there are a substantial number of objections from 

local residents, to what is seen as an unwarranted and unwanted development. In 

adding our voice to these objections, Medstead Parish Council are strongly opposed 

to this application and therefore respectfully request that this Committee and the 

Planning Officer to refuse this application. 

i Amendments to the written submission are shown in italics 
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Verbal Address Given by The Applicant’s Agenti 

 

Thank you Chair, good evening. 

The site before you is unconstrained, in technical terms, and inconspicuous within 

the landscape. 

The issues raised in the Officer’s Report are largely resolvable at this stage by 

reserving matters or planning condition. It is disappointing that it has been hastily 

called to Planning Committee. NPPF Paragraph 38 makes clear that the planning 

authority should work to find solutions where possible. 

The NPPF also directs where policies, most important for determining 

applications, are out of date planning permission should be granted unless any 

adverse impact of doing so significantly outweigh the benefits. Housing land 

supply often dominates discussion […..]. There is now a shortfall here, even when 

using the Council's its own data and in light of the increased requirement resulting 

from the affordability crisis in the area. 

Also relevant in applying the tilted balance the Local Plan spatial strategy, which 

is also out of date. This is recognised by the Local Plan Review and also the 

publication of a draft SPD to aid interpretation of CPIO — 8 years after its 

adoption. In planning litigation terms that is about as clear an admission as it gets 

in recognising the policy is out of date. 

But notwithstanding the housing, and I speak to you not only as a planner but as 

someone with close affinity with Medstead and Four Marks having grown up there 

and who's family has an association nearing 100 years. I passionately believe that 

these proposals are in the best interests of the local community. 

This scheme is much more than just about housing. It was submitted alongside 

two other applications: for an employment hub and the regeneration of Lymington 

Barns, which collectively sought to deliver [……..] economic and social 

infrastructure for the villages: 

 New jobs; 

 Space for local businesses to grow; 

 Opportunities for leisure and recreation; 

 Space for a, high achieving, local community sports group; and 

 Opportunities to maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the 

Centre and wider settlement — for both new and existing residents. 
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These objectives that sit squarely in line with planning policy and good practice. 

[……………….] 

It is too late for these applications. However, if members hear one thing in these 

three minutes, please hear this: the biggest challenge to delivering sustainable 

development is objective engagement. Development is controversial, but there 

are many people, business owners and a significant community group who have 

engaged positively, as part of their work to tirelessly serve their local community. 

The need for these proposals and the benefits of their delivery are riddled through 

the local and district wide evidence base and I invite members and the LPA to 

engage to enable productive discussion in the interests of sustainable 

development. This is a local proposal for the local area. 

Thank you. 

i Amendments to the written submission are shown in italics 
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