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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
REPORT OF THE SERVICE MANAGER PLANNING DEVELOPMENT 

 

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

 
PS.435 /2014 

9 October 2014 
 

SECTION 1 – SCHEDULE OF APPLICATION RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

   
Item No.: 1 
 

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

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

REFERENCE : 55358 PARISH:Four Marks 

APPLICANT:  David Wilson Homes 

CONSULTATION EXPIRY : 08 July 2014 

APPLICATION EXPIRY : 19 June 2014 

COUNCILLORS: Cllr M C Johnson MBE, Cllr I Thomas 

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL 

 

This application has been included on the agenda as it is a departure from the adopted 
policies of the Local Plan and is being considered under the Interim Housing Policy 
Statement. 



Site and Development 
 
Application site 
The site comprises 8.22ha of open and undeveloped agricultural land that is relatively level, 
albeit gently undulating on part of the site.  The site lies outside, but borders the settlement 
policy boundary to the north-east.  
 
The site is at the western extent of Four Marks, approximately 1.3km south west of the shops 
and services in the local centre, and sits to the south of Winchester Road (A31) and to the 
east of Barn Lane.  Residential development exists to the north and east of the site together 
with some low density houses to the west along Barn lane. To the south is open equestrian 
land and to the south-east is Four Marks Recreation Ground, playground and bowls club. 
 
Vehicular access to the site is currently gained via Barn Lane, off Winchester Road. A local 
pedestrian route exists to/from the recreation ground to the southern portion of the site and is 
often used by residents and dog walkers. The site does not contain public rights of way but 
Barn Lane to the west links up with byway open to all traffic (BOAT) to the south of the site  
 
Proposed development 
The application seeks full planning permission for 136 dwellings with access, parking, 
landscaping, openspace and recreational facilities to be provided on site. Vehicular access 
would be new dedicated access off Winchester Road. The hedgerow fronting Winchester 
Road would be retained (except for the access point).    
 
The proposal includes a significant element of public open space, children's play space and a 
recreational playing field, all to the south of the site, with the residential built form being to the 
north and occupying approximately two thirds of the site. This equates to a residential density 
of 23 dwelling per hectare. 54 dwellings would be delivered as affordable housing which 
equates to just under 40% of the total. The applicant has agreed that the shortfall (0.4 units) 
will be secured as a commuted sum payment.  
 

Amended plans have been received which reduces the scale and number of dwellings near 
the boundary with 179 Winchester Road; affordable housing mix has been altered following 
discussions with Housing Officer; additional visitor parking provided and a change to the 
landscaping scheme following comments raised by the Council's Arboricultural Officer.  
 

The majority of the houses proposed would be two storey in height, with 15 of them being 2.5 
storeys and 7 being 1.5 storey dwellings. The main proposals are: 
 
• Application seeking full planning permission  

• Promoted under the Council's Interim Housing Policy Statement (IHPS) 

• 136 dwellings   

• Density of 23dph 

• Mainly 2 storey development 

• Access directly from Winchester Road (A31) 

• Open market housing: 13 x 2 bed: 39 x 3 bed; 27 x 4 bed, 3 x 5 bed (total 82) 



• Affordable housing: 12 x 1 bed; 26 x 2 bed; 14 x 3 bed; 2 x 4 bed (Total 54) 70% rented 
and 30% as shared ownership 

 

The application is also supported by detailed consultant’s reports, including; 
 

• Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage strategy 

• Transport Assessment 

• Travel plan 

• Noise Assessment 

• Landscape and Visual Appraisal 

• Landscape Design Statement 

• Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method Statement 

• Extended phase 1 Habitat Survey 

• Bat Activity Survey 

• Reptile Presence/Likely Absence Survey Report 

• Dormice Survey Report 

• Air Quality Assessment 

• Energy Statement 

• Ground Investigation and Contaminated Land Assessment 

• Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Assessment 

• Economic Benefits Assessment 

• Affordable Housing Statement 

• Site Waste Management Plan 

• Statement of Community Involvement 

•    Building for Life 12 Assessment 
 
Relevant Planning History 
No relevant history on the application site.  
 
Other current major housing applications in Four Marks/South Medstead settlement area 
 
25256/032 - Land at Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road, Medstead - Erection of 80 
dwellings, including 32 affordable homes, garages, car parking, associated access, 
infrastructure, open space and landscaping. At their meeting on 26 June this year, members 
of the Council's Planning Committee resolved to grant planning permission subject to the 
completion of a S106 Legal Agreement. 
 
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has subsequently written to 
the Council, dated 21 August 2014, instructing the Council not to grant planning permission 
until the Secretary of State has considered whether the application should be referred to him 
for determination.  
  
55258/001 - Land North of Boyneswood Lane, Medstead - Outline application for 51 
dwellings.  Refused at 17 July 2014 committee meeting. Appeal recently lodged. 
 



55302 - Land rear of 41-43A Blackberry Lane, Four Marks - Full application for 23 dwellings.  
Refused at 7 August 2014 committee meeting. 
 
39009/003 - Land to the north of the Telephone Exchange, Lymington Bottom Road, 
Medstead - Outline application for 22 dwellings and associated works. Refused at 28 August 
2014 committee meeting. 
 
55197/001/FUL - Land East of, 20 - 38 Lymington Bottom Road, South Medstead - 75 
dwellings with associated access, landscaping, public open space and provision of 
allotments. Refused at 18 September 2014 committee meeting.  
 
54976/001 - Noah's Ark, 32 Telegraph lane, Four Marks - Outline application for 17 two storey 
dwellings comprising 6 affordable homes and 11 market price homes with garages, parking 
provision, roads and access after demolition of the existing two dwellings.  Currently under 
consideration. 
 
30800/007 - Land rear of 131 Winchester Road, Four Marks - Outline application for up to 45 
dwellings, new vehicular and pedestrian access off Lapwing Way and new pedestrian/cycle 
path link to Winchester Road. Currently under consideration. 
 
Development Plan Policies and Proposals 
 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy 
 
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 

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 
 

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (2006) 
 

T3 -  Pedestrians and Cyclists 

T4 -  Protection of Public Footpaths 



H14 -  Other Housing Outside Settlement Policy Boundaries 

HE17 -  Archaeological & Ancient Monuments 

P7 -  Contaminated Land 

 
Planning Policy Constraints and Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
The NPPF was published in March 2012 and came into force with immediate effect. At the 
heart of it is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. It states that the 
development plan is the starting point for consideration of planning applications, and planning 
applications must be determined in accordance with it, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
The NPPF states that housing applications should be considered in the context of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing 
should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-
year supply of deliverable housing sites.” (paragraph 49). Housing supply is addressed later 
in this report. 
 
Village Design Statement - Four Marks Village Design Statement - non statutory planning 
guidance that has been the subject of public consultation and therefore is a material planning 
consideration. 
 
EHDC Interim Housing Policy Statement (IHPS) - non-statutory interim planning policy to 
guide housing development applications until the Council is able to demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply or until a Local Plan (Allocations) is in place.  
 
Four Marks and Medstead Local Interim Planning Statement (LIPS) - non-statutory local 
supplement to the IHPS referred to above. 
 
Consultations and Town/Parish Council comments 
 
Environment Agency - No objection, subject to a condition on groundwater protection  
 
Natural England - No objection 
 
Thames Water - No objection, but due to an inability of the existing waste water infrastructure 
to accommodate the needs of this application, a grampian style condition should be imposed 
requiring details of a drainage strategy to be provided. 
 
HCC Highways - The Transport Assessment has made a reasonable assessment of the likely 
impacts of the proposed development and has identified that the proposed development will 
not have a significant impact on the safety or operation of the local highway network.  
 
 



The site access proposals (and associated off-site works) have been closely considered and 
have been shown to operate well in future traffic conditions, and are shown to comply with the 
appropriate design standards. In order to mitigate the impact of the development and promote 
sustainable transport, a financial contribution and Travel Plan should be secured, to 
compliment the works provided as part of the access. No objection, subject to conditions and 
S106 legal agreement. 
 
HCC Rights Of Way Team - No objection 
 
HCC School Organisation Officer - No objection, but a contribution for an expansion towards 
primary places of £687,752 will be required in line with the County Council’s Developer 
Contribution Policy.   
 
HCC Ecologist - Initially commented that whilst the ecological information provided was 
generally very good, there were a couple of protected species issues which needed 
clarification. The applicant submitted additional information to address this concern and the 
County Ecologist has not raised an objection but recommend a condition. 
 
HCC Archaeologist - No objection, subject to conditions  
 
Hampshire Fire and Rescue Service - No objection but recommends informatives.  
 
Hampshire Constabulary, Crime Reduction Design Advisor - No objection suggests 
improvements to the scheme to reduce the potential for crime, including boundary treatments 
appropriate lighting and more overlooking of areas.  (Officer comment: Majority of these 
issues can be controlled by a condition)  
 
EHDC Housing Officer - No objection to amended details, subject to a commuted sum 
payment for the 0.4 shortfall in affordable housing provision on site  
 
EHDC Recycling and Refuse - No objection but recommends an informative 
 
EHDC Environment Health, Pollution Team - No objection, subject to conditions 
 
EHDC Environment Health, Contaminated Land Team - No objection, subject to conditions 
 
EHDC Landscape Officer - No objection, subject to a condition requiring detailed landscaping 
plans showing additional planting  
 
EHDC Arboricultural Officer - No objection subject to a condition being imposed ensuring 
development takes place in accordance with the submitted Tree Protection Plan and 
Arboricultural Method Statement 
 
EHDC Drainage Consultant - No objection, subject to conditions requiring details of drainage 
systems for both foul and surface water.  
 



Four Marks Parish Council - Objects, for the following reasons: 
 

• This site is outside the Settlement Policy Boundary and is over a mile away from the 
village centre shops and medical centres, therefore not sustainable 

• The development will have a detrimental effect on the visual impact of Four Marks 

• Loss of currently active farming land 

• The proposed new access onto the A31 is at the end/beginning of a dual carriageway 
where the speed limit changes with no provision for crossing of pedestrians, no safe 
access to the bus stop on the other side of the road. Whilst a right turn lane is proposed, 
this will not alleviate all the serious safety issues that this new access will create. 

• The accident statistics were out of date, taken from a recorded entry in 2012, and they 
were not obtained from the recognised recording authority (ie.HCC) 

• There are too many houses and all crammed at one end of the site. 

• They are not addressing the needs of the existing Four Marks residents ie. retirement 
homes, bungalows and smaller properties, for those wishing to downsize or start out. 

• 40% of these houses will be social housing, but there are no employment opportunities in 
this area 

• It appears that the location of the drainage pond is higher than the development itself 

• There is a proposal for a football pitch, in addition to the one Four Marks already has, 
which will have no access other than through the development, and no proposed changing 
facilities, and will require maintenance, by whom?  The houses could be more easily 
spread out using this open space, using suitable landscaping and keeping the effect of the 
countryside 

• There should be no houses higher than two storeys, the development is at one of the 
highest points of Four Marks 

• Secure by Design recommendations have not been addressed 

• Access to Four Marks Primary School would be via an unlit dirty lane with no footpath, or 
by vehicular access via the A31, ie. additional car movements not in keeping with the 
schools travel plan. 

• The area of the proposed development is not on mains drainage, properties in Barn Lane, 
Winchester Road, and Bishops View all have septic tanks.  Thames Water has confirmed 
that no development can take place until a plan is in place to handle the extra sewage 

• There is no gas supply in Barn Lane, so the gas main will need to be extended to supply 
this development 

• No provision for back-up generators at the pumping facilities to deal with the numerous 
local power cuts 

 
In summary, this development does not satisfy the criteria of the Interim Housing Policy 
Statement and the Joint Core Strategy: 
 
 - This development would fundamentally change the character of the village 

- Numbers. This development of 136 would be well in excess of the recommended               
amount, therefore outweighs the need 

 - This new development would require significant new infrastructure, at great cost 
 - This development does not meet the needs of the local population 
 



Four Marks Parish Council pleads that a site visit by the Planning Committee must be 
undertaken to ascertain the unsuitability of the site, and recommend that this site is looked at 
cumulatively with Phase I (Meadowbrook), the Brislands Lane site and the other four 
proposed SHLAA sites in this vicinity, development of all these sites would effectively create a 
new mini town. 
 
HOWEVER, in the event that the Planning Committee do decide to grant outline planning, 
then Four Marks Parish Council must be represented in the Reserved Matters and would 
propose a substantial contribution per house to be put back into the Four Marks infrastructure.   
 
Representations 
 
260 letters of objection have been received raising the following concerns: - 
 
a)  increase in traffic and road safety issues for all users; 
b)  increase in parking issues; 
c) lack of highways visibility to access; 
d)  would hamper emergency access; 
e)  traffic assessments not reflective of reality;  
f)  promotes use of cars and lack of public transport; 
g)  increased traffic would lead to a decrease in tourism; 
h)  mains drainage, surface water and sewage disposal issues; 
i)  deep borehole drilling risks contamination to groundwater; 
j)  surface water has been directed towards the proposed pond; 
k)  potential flood risk and flood risk at Farringdon not mentioned; 
l)  low water pressure in the area; 
m)  Thames Water not the sites provider; 
n)  inadequate utilities capacity; 
o)  sites crosses two high voltage power lines which need relocating; 
p)  lack of infrastructure and local facilities/services to support development; 
q)  proposed football pitch is unnecessary; 
r)  would result in the inability of the Alton and Four Marks Archery club to use of the cricket 

ground; 
s)  the responsibility of maintaining the proposed open greens paces; 
t)  disturbance to rare wildlife species, in particular dormice and bats, with the risk of 

mitigation measures being undermined; 
u)  discrepancies and mistakes in dormouse survey; 
v)  hedge on opposite side of road has been removed without permission; 
w)  damage to trees; 
x)  development has left an unsightly mud bank creating a safety hazard; 
y)  site is outside settlement policy boundary; would set a precedent 
z)  loss of countryside, open space and vistas;better sites elsewhere 
za)  greenbelts should be protected;promotes urban sprawl; 
zb)  contributes to global warming; 
zc)  Council should be obligated to protect the countryside boarding the South Downs 

National Park; 



zd)  impact on air quality leading to health problems and loss of wildlife; 
ze)  loss of a functioning agricultural field; 
zf)  does not provide a mix of housing sizes, types and tenures to reflect local housing 

requirements; 
zg)  size, scale, layout and density out of proportion and character; 
zh)  high density; 
zi)  poor design; 
zj)  over-development of the area; 
zk)  loss of privacy and overlooking; 
zl)  increase in noise and disturbance from construction, proposed sports facilities and traffic;  
zm) light pollution; 
zn)  loss of views; 
zo)  catchment pond too close to play area creating a safety hazard; 
zp)  increase in crime and vandalism; 
zq)  need for Neighbourhood local plan in place before development of this scale is 

considered. 
zr)  negative impact on the social well being of locals; 
zs)  does not promote a social community orientated environment; 
zt)  contravenes local planning policies and the interim housing policy statement;timeframe 

for development completion is unsustainable; 
zu)  contravenes village design statement; 
zv)  housing requirement numbers have been met; 
zw) the provision of affordable housing is not affordable and not given to locals and has not 

been dispersed; 
zx) no economic advantage to the village; 
zy) lack of local employment opportunities, and 
zz) unproven deliverability and viability. 
 
1 letter of support has been received. 
 
1 letter of comment has been received raising the following points:- 
 
a)  better SHLAA site than others; 
b)  a more suitable site than application 25256/032 (Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road) 
c)  Council’s Interim Housing Policy Statement is incomplete until a five year housing supply 

can be demonstrated; 
d)  Policy CP10 of the JCS carries more weight than the Interim Housing Policy Statement 

and any change of policy would leave EHDC open to legal action in terms of 
inconsistency. 

  
Determining Issues 
 
1. Development plan and material considerations 
2. Principle of development  
3. Deliverability 
4. Mix and type of housing 



5. Impact on the character of the area  
6. Access, movement and highway safety 
7. Impact on neighbouring amenity   
8. Drainage, flood risk and foul water 
9. Impact on trees and ecology 
10. Sustainable construction and energy efficiency  
11. Infrastructure and developer contributions 
12. Response to parish/town council comments 

 
The key consideration in the determination of this planning application relates firstly to the 
principle of housing on this site given its countryside position having regard to the 
development plan and the lack of sufficient housing land supply within the district which has 
led to the publication of the Interim Housing Policy Statement. As part of the consideration of 
the principle of development aspects including the amount of housing proposed, the location 
and sustainability of the site, and the credentials of the application as a deliverable prospect 
are also key.  
 
1. Development plan and material considerations 
 
As required by section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 
applications must be determined in line with the adopted development plan for the area, 
unless material considerations apply. The development plan for EHDC comprises the 'saved' 
policies of the 2006 Local Plan: Second Review and the policies set out in the newly adopted 
Joint Core Strategy.   
 
A significant material consideration is the NPPF, particularly paragraph 49 which confirms that 
whilst the local planning authority does not have a five year housing supply then relevant 
policies for the supply of housing  should not be considered up to date. East Hampshire 
District Council does not currently have a five year supply of housing.  
  
The effect of paragraph 49 of the NPPF is that saved Local Plan policies and JCS policies 
which restrict market housing development within the countryside beyond designated 
settlement policy boundaries (SPBs) are, therefore, not considered up to date. Whilst many 
objectors to the application point to restrictions on development outside settlement policy 
boundaries as sufficient grounds for resisting the application and oppose encroachment into 
greenfield sites, it is not. There are two reasons, firstly the impact of paragraph 49 and 
secondly the Council recognises that the District's housing requirements as now identified in 
the Joint Core Strategy is significantly larger than has previously been the case that 
development outside the SPBs identified in the Local Plan: Second Review, on greenfield 
sites, will be essential to meet the new target. The identification of the essential greenfield 
sites would be undertaken in the Local Plan Part 2 Allocations. However, the lack of a five 
year housing land supply brings added urgency to the need to release greenfield sites and 
effectively takes decisions of principle away from the plan led system and purely into the 
context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development as the NPPF sets out at 
paragraph 14.  
 



The Interim Housing Policy Statement 
In recognising the reliance on the NPPF presumption in favour of sustainable development 
the Council has adopted interim supplementary guidance ("Interim Policy Statement of 
Housing”) referred to as the IHPS. 
 
The IHPS establishes a list of criteria and considerations to be applied in determining 
applications for sites outside settlement policy boundaries relative to sustainability 
considerations in East Hampshire. A primary sustainable development  principle in East 
Hampshire is the settlement hierarchy. This categorises settlements as market towns; large 
local service centres; small local service centres and other settlements with a settlement 
policy boundary. These categories relate to the level of facilities and services that are readily 
accessible. The IHPS takes forward the sustainability principles of the settlement hierarchy 
and is only supportive of sites which are immediately adjacent or contiguous to existing local 
plan settlement policy boundaries. This would ensure that planning is based on sound 
sustainability principles whilst containing sprawl and maintaining compact urban envelopes. 
 
The IHPS is not intended to replace or frustrate any part of the plan-making process, but to 
guide development in its absence, and to speed up the delivery of housing within the district. 
IHPS criteria closely reflects the sustainable development aims and objectives in the NPPF 
and in the adopted JCS with some additional local criteria which reflect the interim status / 
purpose of the policy. The IHPS includes a distinction between the housing allocation 
numbers within key settlements in the JCS; the IHPS does not include the word ‘minimum’. 
This is because the IHPS is a short term interim position. The Council considers that it would 
be most sustainable to manage the amount of development in each of the target settlements 
over the 1-2 year period whilst the Council does not have a five year supply of housing and a 
Part 2 Local Plan: allocations. To permit all the JCS housing target for the period up to 2028 
in a short period is not a sustainable approach to development. 
 
Applications will need to comply with any remaining saved policies in the Local Plan: Second 
Review, where applicable, such as policies H9 and H10 etc (Criteria 1). The intention of the 
IHPS is to manage development outside settlement policy boundaries so that it is allowed in 
locations at an appropriate in scale or density relative to the size, role and character of the 
settlement in question (Criteria 2) ) that would result in sustainable development. Criteria also 
(3, 4) seek to conserve townscape and landscape character, and secure adequate 
assessment for sites near to European protected species designations (5, 6), and support 
developments with safe and accessible environments (7. The policy seeks to secure a 
housing mix that is targeted to the local housing needs and that includes upwards of 40% 
affordable housing (8, 9), again all issues that are essential in creating sustainable 
development. Concurrently, development is expected to make comprehensive and effective 
use of available land, with appropriate density, helping to control the amount of greenfield 
land likely to be development and contain the geographic size of settlements (10, 11). Criteria 
12, 13 are concerned with the deliverability of sites and developments coming forward under 
this policy.  
 
 
 



These require that development, individually or cumulatively should not be constrained by the 
need for significant unplanned/funded off-site infrastructure; that there is evidence of 
deliverability and viability, having regard to necessary contributions towards infrastructure and 
affordable housing, and that the intention to develop is demonstrated by the applicant. 
 
Criteria 13 sets out that any planning permission granted under the IHPS would need to 
commence within 2 years and this will be subject to a planning condition to maximise the 
likelihood of delivery of housing within the district in the short term. Here, it is important to 
reflect on the IHPS’ purpose, which is clarified in the supporting text at Paragraph 5.2: 
 
“The Council wants new homes delivered in the right places to meet the needs of the 
District... the emphasis will be on sites being put forward under this Interim Policy Statement 
approach being deliverable at the time that they are put forward. Therefore detailed 
applications would be preferred and be accompanied by evidence of deliverability. They 
should not, for example, be dependent upon delivery of significant off-site infrastructure; and 
should be fully in the applicant’s control. Those proposing development of a site are therefore 
encouraged to demonstrate a strong desire and willingness to develop it in the short term, 
with the necessary evidence to back up such statements.” 
 
Local Interim Planning Statement 
The Council is undertaking public consultation events in the main settlements to seek views 
on sustainability issues affecting that settlement and which housing development sites might 
best meet local housing needs and place shaping aspirations. The results of the consultations 
are being collated and combined with an overview of the sustainability profiles of each of the 
settlements in Local Interim Planning Statements (LIPS). The Four Marks and Medstead LIPS 
was adopted by Council at the meeting held on 19 June 2014 and is a material consideration 
in the determination of planning applications. 
 
The LIPS have two purposes. They are an initial options consultation under Regulation 18 of 
the Planning Regulations, the results of which will feed into the Part 2 Local Plan: Allocations.  
Additionally, the LIPS provide a local supplement to the District wide IHPS referred to above, 
by adding local detail on what sustainable development should look like in each settlement  
 
The LIPS for Four Marks and Medstead followed two consultation events. These events were 
held on Wednesday 14 May (5.30pm - 8pm) at the Four Marks Village Hall and on Thursday 
15 May (2pm - 4.30pm) at Medstead Village Hall. Approximately 360 people attended the 
events. The consultation events followed a consistent format which is being used in the 
preparation of all the LIPS, including the use of display boards containing a housing target 
map of the whole district, settlement profiles of economy, social facilities, demographics 
environmental assets, Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) maps and a 
large scale aerial map of the settlement area. Those attending the events were able to 
express a preference on the SHLAA sites and their preferred infrastructure needs as well as 
leaving comments and feedback. Planning and Community Officers were present to give 
advice and monitor the expressed preferences.  
 
 



As the events are an initial step in the Part 2 Local Plan Allocations work, for which there is no 
regulatory format to follow, then they are valuable snapshots of community input. The 
progress on the Part 2 Local Plan will build on this together with future community 
consultation events and use the up to date evidence that already exists for the JCS e.g. 
transport capacity, Sustainability Appraisal, Green Infrastructure Strategy, housing needs, 
environmental assets etc.  
 
In terms of the housing site choices, there are a large number of options in the Four Marks 
settlement area which is an indicator of the popularity of the area, with developers and the 
relatively unconstrained nature of the environment. The data collected shows that there are 
two clear preferences in Four Marks and South Medstead. The application site, known as site 
FM014 in the SHLAA, at the western edge of Four Marks with direct access onto the A31 
Winchester Road has the highest preference level with 141 ‘votes’ across the two events (75 
at the Four Marks event and 66 at the Medstead event). This site is the subject of this 
application. 
 
The second highest preference was for MED004 (Friars Oak Farm) with 71 ‘votes’ across the 
two events (49 at the Four Marks event and 22 at the Medstead event). The Council resolved 
to grant planning permission for this development at its Planning Committee on 26 June this 
year, subject to the completion of a S106 legal agreement. As mentioned earlier in this report, 
the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has subsequently written to 
the Council, dated 21 August 2014, instructing the Council not to grant planning permission 
until the Secretary of State has considered whether the application should be referred to him 
for determination. The Council is awaiting this decision. 
 
The only other sites with any significant preference are MED001 and MED002, which are in 
effect one large area around the rail station on the north side of the railway line. 
 
The community feedback on infrastructure and facilities showed an overwhelming preference 
for improved infrastructure to deal with flooding, telecoms and water/sewerage. Broadband 
speeds continue to be below national averages. There have been sewer improvements in 
Four Marks over the last 15 year, however, the continued growth means the pipes and the 
Alton Sewage works are reaching capacity and requiring upgrade. The high elevation of Four 
Marks also means water pressures are relatively poor. The water related issues are most 
pronounced north of the railway line. At the Four Marks event there was also a strong 
preference for community facilities. Some recent improvements have been made to the tennis 
and bowls facilities but the Village Hall is in need of updating and the recreation ground and 
associated buildings have been identified for improvement in the Community Plan. 
 
The access onto the A31 and the traffic using the narrow roads in the Basingstoke M3 
direction are a major issue for Four Marks and South Medstead, particularly at peak times. 
The A31 junctions at Lymington Bottom and Telegraph Lane are considered to be a safety 
issue, whilst the narrow rail line crossings at Lymington Bottom Road and Boyneswood Road 
are seen as bottlenecks for vehicles and a safety issue for pedestrians. 
 
 



The LIPS also cross references other community engagement that has taken place recently, 
including the Four Marks Community Plan. All the analysis is clear that Four Marks/South 
Medstead is an area characterised by commuting and people recently moving into the area 
resulting in a community that lacks some roots and community cohesion. The continued drive 
for relatively large scale development levels in the settlement is likely to continue that 
characteristic.     
 
Also of relevance is that Four Marks and Medstead parish areas were designated as a 
Neighbourhood Planning Area at full Council on 19 June 2014. A Neighbourhood Plan group 
is in place and will be an appropriate body to undertake the future planning of the area in 
accordance with the Localism Act. The Neighbourhood Plan group with the support of the 
Local Planning Authority are an appropriate body  to consider which are the most sustainable 
sites in the area and ensure that the social issues in the area are fully taken into account in 
the sustainable community of the future.  
 
Housing supply considerations 
In spite of recent consents there remains a shortfall in housing supply for the district.  The 
requirement for maintaining a 5 year supply (plus buffer) is a rolling target which is imposed 
on Councils through central government policy.  The spatial strategy set out by the JCS and 
reflected in the IHPS is to distribute new housing throughout the key settlements within the 
district outside of the SDNP in accordance with the settlement hierarchy as follows: 
 
Alton – 700 new homes 
Horndean - 700 new homes 
Clanfield – 200 new homes 
Liphook – 175 new homes 
Four Marks/South Medstead - 175 new homes  
Rowlands Castle - 150 new homes 
Other villages outside the South Downs National Park – 150 new homes 
 
This strategy focuses the majority of new housing to Alton, Horndean and Clanfield, which are 
classified as market town, large local service centre and small local service centre 
respectively. Smaller settlements such as Four Marks/South Medstead which is defined as a 
Small Local Service Centre are intended to accommodate a proportionate amount of housing. 
The JCS observes that this scale of settlement will;  
 
“have a more limited range of services but are suitable locations to accommodate some new 
development. These centres will have different roles depending on their size, but they will all 
play an important part in the life of their communities. They will be maintained to ensure that 
they provide basic food and grocery shopping, supported by a limited choice and range of 
other shops plus a range of non-retail services and community uses. Modest development to 
meet local needs for housing, employment, community services and infrastructure will secure 
their continuing vitality and ensure thriving communities.” 
 
So far planning permissions have been granted, or resolved to be granted, for a potential total 
of 191 dwellings under the IHPS in Four Marks / South Medstead.  



This includes: 
 

• 38 dwellings on land to the west of Lymington Bottom Road 

• 69 units on land to the west of Lymington Farm Industrial Estate, Lymington Bottom Road, 
Four Marks 

• 3 units on land to rear of Woodfield, Windsor Road in Medstead 

• 80 units on land at Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road, Medstead (resolved to be 
granted pending the outcome of whether this will be called in by the Secretary of State) 

• 1 unit on land west of High Mead, Boyneswood Lane, Medstead 
 
It is only right that the 80 units at Friars Oak Farm be included in the current total of 
committed new homes in Four Marks/South Medstead. The Planning Committee considered 
the planning merits of that case at their meeting on 26 June this year and resolved to grant 
planning permission subject to the completion of the S106 Legal agreement.  The Council has 
therefore declared its position with regards to that development, and whilst the DCLG has 
subsequently issued a holding direction preventing the Council from issuing the planning 
permission, the Council's position on the proposal has not altered. Furthermore, there 
currently is no decision from the Secretary of State to the contrary nor any guarantee that the 
application will in fact be called in.  In the interim, the Council's decision to resolve to grant 
permission has not changed and, as such, the 80 units should remain included in the total 
number of additional homes that have been granted or resolved to be granted.   
 
An added reason is that the pre-existing achievement of the 175 units was a significant 
material planning consideration in the Planning Committee's subsequent decisions to refuse 
permission for other residential developments proposed in Four Marks / South Medstead (see 
planning history earlier in report).  It would be unreasonable and unjust to allow the 80 units to 
now be discounted. 
 
The identified figure of 175 for the settlement is, therefore, already surpassed.  
 
However, there are notable benefits of securing further affordable housing provision to meet 
identified local needs. In this respect the Housing Officer is supportive in principle and points 
to present levels of need. However, as the scheme would do no more than comply with the 
policies in the JCS on the provision of affordable housing, the respective contribution does not 
add significant weight arguments relating to housing need generally. Simply put, any 
residential scheme should now be expected, unless otherwise justified, to meet the 40% 
threshold while the IHPS seeks this level as a minimum.   
 
Overall, the scheme would make a contribution to housing supply requirements and towards 
addressing the shortfall within the district.  Addressing this shortfall, and the contribution this 
site would make towards doing so, should be afforded weight in the decision as to whether 
this proposal is sustainable development. 
 
 
 
 



2. Principle of development 
 
As mentioned earlier, the development must have regard to the NPPF.  In the absence of a 
five year housing land supply, neither the  recently adopted Joint Core Strategy nor the saved 
policies of the local plan can be relied upon in determining the principle of development for 
applications for housing.  Instead, as with similar recent applications, it should be considered 
in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development as the NPPF sets out 
at paragraph 14. which confirms that where decisions are to be taken and the relevant 
policies of the development plan are out-of-date permission should be granted unless: 
 
 -  Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or  
 
 -  Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted  
 
As there are no specific policies in the NPPF to indicate that such development should 
necessarily be restricted, the first point is perhaps the most pertinent. The recognised benefits 
of the proposal include the provision of housing, both market and affordable, for which there is 
an identified need. These are clear economic and social benefits.  For permission to be 
refused, the adverse impacts of the development need to significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh these benefits. Quite apart from the consideration of any adverse impact being 
caused to local character, ecology, flood risk and transport, which will be considered later in 
the report, there are three preliminary issues to assess in determining the principle of 
development. 
 
i) The adopted housing figure for Four Marks/South Medstead 
ii) Is the proposal sustainable development e.g. Locational suitability, impact on economic, 
environmental and social factors.  
iii) Consideration of alternative sites 
 
The adopted housing figure for Four Marks/South Medstead 
It should not be ignored that in meeting the district wide housing need up to 2028, the 
identified housing distribution for this settlement is a minimum of 175 units.  This figure is set 
out in the spatial strategy of the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) and reflected in the IHPS.  This 
amount of housing is based on, and proportionate to, the identified settlement hierarchy set 
out in the JCS.  Four Marks/South Medstead is identified as constituting a Level 3 settlement - 
a small local service centre having a more limited range of services but can accommodate 
some new development. 
 
The adoption of the JCS in May this year followed a Local Plan Inspector's thorough testing of 
the housing figures for soundness. Consequently, the distribution of housing numbers for 
each settlement carries significant weight in the determination of a planning application for 
residential development under the IHPS.  
 
 
 



Whilst the JCS establishes the settlement distributions as minimums, the IHPS establishes 
them as maximums for the very reason that the IHPS purpose is to provide a five year land 
supply within a short period of time (approximately two years).  Having significantly more than 
175 units front loaded within the first couple of years of a plan period up to 2028 would not be 
a sustainable form of development, as it could have the potential to fundamentally change the 
established scale of settlement within a very short space of time. Four Marks/South Medstead 
has been characterised as a place of housing growth for commuters where facilities have not 
kept pace and the social cohesion of the village has primarily been around what many people 
feel to be fruitless attempts to control what seems like continual growth. On top of this, the 
necessary infrastructure to support additional development is unlikely to be operational to 
coincide with the arrival of the new occupants. Therefore, significant weight should be 
attached to the relevance of 175 as a guideline figure appropriate to the settlement of Four 
Marks/South Medstead. The current proposal would result in additional strain on local 
infrastructure and could have a negative social impact on the sustainability of the settlement. 
Remembering also that permissions to date, including the resolution to grant permission for 
80 dwellings at Friars Oak Farm off Boyneswood Road, amount to 191 units.  
 
Locational suitability 
In terms of the location, the application site is directly adjacent to the settlement policy 
boundary (SPB) to its north and east.  JCS Policy CP19 seeks to control development outside 
SPBs. Nonetheless, for the purposes of the IHPS, officers consider that this site is compliant 
in terms of its position relative to the SPB.  
 
The site is relatively distant to the limited facilities in Four Marks/South Medstead which are 
approximately 1.3km away. However, with the average human walking speed being 5km/hr, 
this would mean a 15 minute walk to the shops which, not withstanding the intervening 
changing topography, is not an unrealistic distance to walk. Acknowledging that some 
residents of the development may choose to drive such a distance, particularly with a hill 
involved, on balance the distance does not make the site unsustainable, especially as the site 
is close to regular bus services running along Winchester Road. It does, however, reduce the 
amount of weight that can be attributed to the site's relatively sustainable position.  
 
Consideration of alternative sites 
Objectors believe that alternatives, with preference to “more appropriate Brownfield sites 
inside the settlement area” or other SHLAA/current application proposals should be 
considered. The IHPS echoes the strategy pursued by the Joint Core Strategy which will in 
any event seek to allocate (predominantly greenfield) land to secure housing targets. In 
respect of alternative sites, there are two other applications offering development totalling 62 
units presently lodged with the authority (as set out in the Planning History section above).  
Each case must be assessed on its merits, and for the purposes of the NPPF and 
development plan there is no sequential assessment requirement for housing sites when 
determining planning applications.   
 
Notwithstanding that other sites in the area may be preferential in one or other respects, it 
falls to the Council to determine this application on its individual merits having regard to all 
material considerations.  



It is acknowledged, however, that the consultation event resulted in a strong preference for 
this site to be developed and also for a site that the planning committee has resolved to grant 
permission planning  (Friars Oak Farm).  The LIPS document is a useful indicator of public 
preferences for development sites and infrastructure needs. However, it does not form part of 
the statutory development plan and as such no more than modest weight can be attributed to 
it in the determination of any planning application.  This is perhaps evident from the weight of 
subsequent objection received for this planning application.  
 
However, there is a broader point to raise in relation to the suitability of alternative sites and 
the achievement of a district wide five year land supply.  Officers readily accept that a 
fundamental principle of Planning is that each case has to be considered on its own merits 
and that  there is no requirement for an applicant to demonstrate theirs is the most 
sustainable location or development. However, it is the case that the JCS and IHPS primarily 
focus development towards the market towns and large scale service centres for obvious 
reasons (existing infrastructure, potentially more public transport connectivity, less scope to 
detrimentally impact on an established scale of settlement by readily absorbing a 
proportionately higher number of units). The Council has received, and is currently 
considering, planning applications for large residential development in these much larger 
settlements, which it could be argued are best placed to accommodate such developments in 
pursuit of a five year housing land supply. The totality of unit numbers proposed in these 
proposals combine to significantly exceed the current deficit in the Council's five year housing 
land supply. Whilst there is no guarantee that they will all be approved, it is worthy of note that 
greater numbers within larger settlements are soon to be determined by the Council.  It is 
considered that this further reduces the need to significantly oversail the figure of 175 for Four 
Marks / South Medstead by what would be 152 units (136 from this application) which would 
equate to 87% over and above the identified figure for the settlement.  
 
Whilst this site and the development proposed would contribute towards a district wide five 
year housing land supply it would have a disproportionate impact in the short term on the 
sustainability of Four Marks/South Medstead. The principle of development, to the extent that 
it would far exceed the identified and proportionate housing number for Four Marks/South 
Medstead, is not therefore accepted. 
 
3. Deliverability 
 
While the NPPF requires LPAs to maintain a five year supply of housing sites (plus an 
additional buffer) it clarifies that;  
 

“To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for 
development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered 
on the site within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with 
planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is 
clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five years, for example they will 
not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of units or sites have long term 
phasing plans.” 
 



Nonetheless, paragraph 5.2 of the IHPS states that  
“The Council wants new homes delivered in the right places to meet the needs of the 
District' the emphasis will be on sites being put forward under this Interim Policy Statement 
approach being deliverable at the time that they are put forward. Therefore detailed 
applications would be preferred and be accompanied by evidence of deliverability.  
 
They should not, for example, be dependent upon delivery of significant off-site infrastructure; 
and should be fully in the applicant’s control. Those proposing development of a site are 
therefore encouraged to demonstrate a strong desire and willingness to develop it in the short 
term, with the necessary evidence to back up such statements.” 
 
There are known capacity issues with utilities provision on this part of the settlement. Thames 
Water has identified an inability of the existing waste water infrastructure to accommodate the 
needs of this development and has recommended that a 'Grampian style' condition be 
imposed requiring details of a drainage strategy to be provided for consideration, prior to any 
commencement of development. However, the applicant has stated that foul drainage will be 
pumped to the existing pumping station in the adjacent residential development to the east. In 
principle, no concerns have been raised to this method of foul water disposal. 
  
4. Mix and type of housing 
 
The scheme includes housing with a residential density of approximately 23 dwellings per 
hectare (excluding the open space on the southern part of the site). This is naturally higher 
than the loose knit properties to the north, south and west but comparable with the recently 
developed land to the east.  
 
In terms of the content of the amended scheme, the development includes just under 40% 
affordable housing which reflects local needs in terms of unit sizes, and tenures. To this end it 
meets the Council's Housing Development Officer’s preferences and he is, therefore, 
supportive of the scheme.  The affordable mix includes 6 x 1 bedroom flats, 6 x 1 bedroom 
maisonettes, 26 x 2 bedroom houses, 14 x 3 bedroom houses and 2 x 4 bedroom house. The 
tenure split would secure the affordable units as shared ownership and affordable rent. 
 
Market housing also provides a good range of unit sizes; 13 x 2 bedroom houses, 39 x 3 
bedroom houses, 27 x 4 bedroom houses and 3 x 5 bedroom houses.   The overall mix by 
size is; 
 
12 x 1 bed (9%)   
39 x 2 bed (29%) 
53 x 3 bedroom (39%) 
29 x 4 bedroom (21%) 
3 x 5 bedroom (2%) 
 
This mix provides a good range of housing, which is geared towards a high proportion of 
smaller and medium sized units. The proposals is for a mix of terraced, semi-detached and 
detached properties and meets the goals of JCS policy CP10. 



It also reflects the goals of the recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment, which identifies 
strong demographic pressures towards decreasing average household size, and an ageing 
population adding demand for downsizing. This is a material benefit that adds some weight in 
favour of the scheme. 
 
5. Impact on the character of the area  
 
One of the core planning principles listed in the NPPF says that planning should “take 
account of the different role and character of different areas, and this includes recognising the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities 
within it” (paragraph 17). 
 
Winchester Road (A31) in Four Marks contains a number of relatively recent residential 
developments, either fronting the main road or as backland forms of development. In terms of 
the local area, the site immediately to the east of the application site is one such recent 
development and could be argued to be the boundary between the edge of the built 
settlement and the open countryside beyond. Whilst there are sporadic low density houses to 
the west and south of the application site, Winchester Road becomes increasingly rural the 
further west you travel.  
 
Clearly, the proposal would represent a significant change in the nature and appearance of 
the land and the assessment to be made is whether the impact on the land, would be harmful 
to the local area. 
 
The IHPS (criterion 10) favours an approach whereby development maximises the potential of 
a site and schemes should make efficient use of the site. However, there is also a need for 
proposals to be balanced against criterion 11 of the IHPS, which requires proposals to 
demonstrate a density and design approach that is sensitive to the local character.  In this 
context, the number of dwellings proposed and the layout of the development would certainly 
result in a more suburban form on what is a rural piece of land. However, it would share 
similarities with the development to the east in terms of layout and density and actually 
contain significantly more open space than adjacent.  
 
The design and layout of the development would include landscaped buffer strips on its 
boundaries and a large central amenity space, helping to break up the expanse of built form. 
The southern portion of the site would be given over to public open space, a more formal 
recreational sports pitch and children's play space (LEAP). The majority of the dwellings 
would be set back from the estate roads and the associated parking would be incorporated 
into the development rather than being isolated on prominent positions. In general, the 
scheme represents a good design and its spacious approach would ensure it would not be an 
overdevelopment of the site, which could otherwise harm the local character.   The Council's 
Landscape Officer has considered the layout and has no objection subject to additional 
planting on the land. 
 
 
 



Whilst the scheme would have an impact on the open land and would be at odds with the 
loose knit dwellings to the west, for the reasons given above, the development would not lead 
to a harmful impact on the wider landscape.  
 
As such, the development accords with policy CP20 in this respect.  
 
6. Access, movement and highway safety 
 
Vehicular access to the site is proposed via a new access directly off the A31. Hampshire 
County Council, as the County Highway Authority (CHA), has assessed the access 
arrangements and likely net additional traffic generation resulting from this development.  
 
Whilst the site is on the edge of the village, there are a range of facilities within a 2km walking 
distance from the site which the CHA consider to be a reasonable walking and cycling 
distance. A bus service (Service 64) operates along the A31 frontage to the site providing a 
30minute frequency service between Winchester and Alton.  Facilities to connect the site to 
local facilities are not comprehensive and improvements to encourage sustainable access 
would be required to ensure the site offered a sustainable transport choice and alternative to 
the car.  
 
In terms of personal injury accidents, the CHA has updated the data submitted by the 
applicant in their Transport Assessment and confirms that between 2008 - 2014, there have 
been a total of 11 accidents over the latest period for which accident statistics are available. 
Further consideration of the pattern of accidents identifies that there are no overriding safety 
concerns in the vicinity of the site that are likely to be exacerbated by the proposals.   
 

For traffic generation, the proposed development is forecast to generate 75 vehicle 
movements in the AM peak hour (08.00 - 09.00am) and 85 trips in the PM peak hour (17:00 - 
18:00). This is based on the TRICS database, which is a nationally established database of 
traffic surveys from development sites.  In terms of the impact of this additional traffic, the 
majority of traffic (80%) that would enter and leave the site would do so to and from the north 
of the site, towards Alton and Guildford.  The remaining 20% of traffic routing to the A31 south 
(to and from Winchester). 
 
In addition to the level of traffic that the TA has estimated will be generated by the proposed 
development, the assessment has also has made an allowance for traffic growth on the local 
network from trends in increased car ownership and from additional traffic from other local 
developments, through the use of growth factors taken from the TEMPRO database. (industry 
standard approach).  The results of the modelling indicate that traffic generated by the 
proposed development, as well as local traffic growth by 2019 would be well within capacity of 
the site access, with no queuing occurring on any of the arms of the junction.  
 
In order to deliver the junction, the hatching at the end of the dual carriageway section of the 
A31 would be re-worked to provide a central turning pocket, which will enable right-turning 
traffic to wait for gaps in southbound traffic, therefore, enabling free-flow of northbound traffic.  
 



 
In addition to the assessment of the performance of the site access junction outlined above, 
the Transport Assessment considered the impact of the development traffic on the Lymington 
Bottom Road junction. An appraisal was made of the level of traffic that will be generated by 
the development through the junction and the impact that this level of traffic will have.  It is 
shown that the additional traffic generated by the development will have a relatively small 
impact on the operation of the junction, adding generally under 5% to traffic flows on each 
arm. The CHA considers this level of traffic is likely to be indiscernible from daily traffic flow 
fluctuations, and is not likely to create a ‘severe’ impact on the safety or operation of the 
junction.  
 
In terms of parking provision, the adopted parking standards will be met together with a 
number of visitor parking bays dispersed amongst the development. A Travel Plan has been 
submitted with the application which includes a number of suggested measures that seek to 
deliver a reduction in car usage at the site. The Travel Plan would be secured as part of any 
Section 106 Agreement.    
 
Finally, in order to facilitate movements by non-car modes and given the location of the 
development relative to local services and facilities, contributions will need to be made for 
improvements to local public transport connections and to the local pedestrian and cycle 
network. The East Hampshire District Transport Statement, adopted by the County Council in 
September 2012, identifies a number of transport improvement schemes in the vicinity of the 
site which could be funded by these contributions in order to directly mitigate the impacts of 
the additional travel demands likely to be generated by the proposed development. These 
identified improvements include:  
 

• Provision of crossing points on the A31 through Four Marks  

• Installation of a footway along Lymington Bottom Road  

• Junction improvements including a pedestrian crossing at A31/Lymington Bottom, Four 
Marks junction  

• Investigate pedestrian improvements for crossing the A31 and Telegraph Road including 
possible signalisation  

• Improved cycle storage at the village centre  

• Improvements on routes to local schools, including delivery of school travel plans  
 
The site access proposals (and associated off-site works) have been closely considered by 
the County Highway Authority have been shown to operate well in future traffic conditions, 
and are shown to comply with the appropriate design standards. The County Highway 
Authority concludes that from the information submitted no objection to the development is 
raised.  With conditions in place, the proposal accords with policy CP31 of the Joint Core 
Strategy.  
 
7. Impact on neighbouring amenity  
The main impacts on neighbouring amenity relate to the proximity of dwellings to existing 
dwellings on the north eastern boundary, the western boundary and part of the eastern 
boundary.  



 
Following concerns raised by the case officer relating to the impact the development would 
have on the living conditions of occupants of properties to the north-east, amended plans 
were received addressing the concerns.  Dwellings would, though, be introduced in relatively 
close proximity to the north-eastern boundary with properties that front Winchester Road.  
However, the back-to-back separation distance would be an acceptable minimum of 23 
metres. Screening does exist on this boundary although not comprehensively. Supplementary 
planting would be required by condition.  
 
Similarly, the boundary to the east is only partially screened by trees and whilst the closest 
separation distance would be 25 metres, additional planting would be required to make the 
scheme acceptable for occupants living to the east. The low number of detached houses that 
lie beyond Barn lane to the west would be a minimum distance of 30 metres away from 
dwellings on the western side of the site. Again, this distance is sufficient to avoid harmful 
overlooking or overbearance.  
 
There is one dwelling to the south west boundary of the site which lies to the east of Barn 
Lane and would have a close relationship to the development in locational terms. Whilst soft 
landscaping exists on the boundaries of this dwelling, this would need to be enhanced 
through additional planting to minimise the impact of the pumping station to the south (35 
metres away) and from the houses proposed to the north and east, the closest being 30 
metres away.   
   
In summary, whilst perhaps the most impact would be experienced by existing residents to 
the north of the site, with suitable conditions to control additional planting on the boundary 
and the removal of permitted development rights, the development could be accommodated 
on the site without resulting in a harmful impact on existing residential amenity. As such, the 
proposal accords with policy CP27 of the Joint Core Strategy. 
 
8. Drainage, flood risk and foul water 
 
All areas not designated as Flood Zones 2 or 3 are designated as Flood Zone 1. The 
application site is within Flood Zone 1 (Low Probability). This zone comprises land assessed 
as having a less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding in any year 
(<0.1per cent). However, for development proposals on sites of one hectare (or above) the 
vulnerability to flooding from other sources as well as from river and sea flooding, and the 
potential to increase flood risk elsewhere through the addition of hard surfaces and the 
effect of the new development on surface water run-off, should be incorporated in a Flood 
Risk Assessment (FRA). 
 
Some residents in the local area have raised concerns relating to flooding. Whilst the 
proposed development cannot be expected to solve drainage problems that already exist, it 
should certainly not exacerbate them. 
 
A Flood Risk Assessment, geotechnical site investigation and drainage strategy have been 
submitted.  



 
The Council's drainage consultant, who is not aware of any historic flooding problems on this 
site, has assessed the submitted information and considers it to be satisfactory. The 
proposed development will dramatically increase surface water run-off which will need to be 
controlled on-site using infiltration techniques. The geology was found to be a 10m deep 
superficial layer of relatively impermeable clay with flints overlaying chalk and therefore, will 
require the use of deep bore soakaways in order to provide satisfactory infiltration.  He 
concludes that the drainage strategy and layout are satisfactory in principle subject to further 
details being sought by condition. 
 
The Environment Agency has assessed the proposal with regards to the site's location within 
a groundwater source protection zone and also due to the proposed use of deep bore 
soakways. They raise no objection subject to the adherence to a condition protecting the 
sensitive chalk groundwater. 
 
Foul water  
Planning Practice Guidance replaced circular 03/99 in respect of wastewater treatment and 
hierarchy. It advises that “the first presumption is to provide a system of foul drainage 
discharging into a public sewerQ in consultation with the sewerage company of the area”. It 
notes that “the timescales for works to be carried out by the sewerage company do not 
always fit with development needs” and that in such cases LPAs will want to consider 
development phasing. In most cases provisions can be secured and controlled, as suggested 
in this case by Thames Water, by way of a ‘Grampian’ style condition. This can ensure either 
that development does not commence or that no units are occupied (depending on the 
applicable circumstances), until a scheme of foul drainage has been approved and 
implemented. This would be satisfactory to secure implementation and is suitable where the 
outcome expected of the condition has a reasonable likelihood of being achieved. 
 
In this case, the Council must also have regard to the implications of using such a planning 
condition. In seeking to speed up house building the IHPS stipulates that planning 
permissions will be granted for a condensed 2 year period.  Yet if a grampian condition were 
to significantly delay the implementation of the scheme then it could add uncertainty to 
delivery within such a time frame, and could undermine the contribution of the scheme to local 
and district housing supply in the near term. If this were the case, the Council would need to 
consider the necessary infrastructure as ‘significant’ for the purposes of the IHPS. It is 
important to consider the feasibility of such works and the prospective timetable for 
implementing them. 
 
The foul drainage strategy proposes the following:  
 

• Foul drainage to drain via gravity to new foul sewers located within the roadway 

• The foul sewers will gravitate to a new foul pumping station located in the south west 
corner of the site 

• The new foul pumping station will pump to the existing pump station located in the 
adjacent development to the east of the site 

• Telemetry between the two pumping stations will be linked to ensure the flows from the 



existing pumping station do not exceed present design flows into the foul drainage 
network along Winchester Road (A31) 

• Upon completion, foul sewers and pumping station will be offered to Thames Water for 
adoption 

 
Thames Water has not raised an objection but has requested a grampian condition to cover 
the connection to the public sewer. Such a condition will prevent the development from 
commencing until a drainage strategy detailing on-off site works has been submitted and 
agreed by the council and sewerage undertaker.  Should this not be agreed, then the 
proposed development cannot take place.  
 
9. Impact on trees and ecology 
 

Whilst there are no protected trees within the site, it needs to be assessed the extent to which 
the development would impact on the local trees that exist. 
 
With the exception of a large part of the western boundary of the site with Barn Lane, the site 
is bordered on its boundaries by a tree belt of varying height and density.  The development 
would retain the vast majority of the existing tree belts with only a small group of low category 
trees will need to be removed to facilitate the new access into the site off the A31. 
 
The applicant submitted an Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Tree Protection Plan which 
was assessed by the Council's Arboricultural Officer. Whilst suggesting some improvements 
to the type of species to be used and their location, he raised no objection to the proposal 
subject to adherence to the tree protection plan by condition. 
 
In terms of ecology, the presence of protected species is a material planning consideration 
which needs to be addressed prior to any permission being granted. The NPPF states the 
planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible. 
 
The County Ecologist assessed the proposal and considered the submitted ecological 
information (bats, reptiles, dormice and badgers) to be of a good standard. However, 
clarification in respect to some ecological mitigation measures was sought in relation to Hazel 
Dormice known to be present in the boundary hedges.  Whilst the proposed dormouse 
mitigation plan seeks to provide a considerable amount of compensatory hedgerow buffer 
vegetation, this will not be effective dormouse habitat for many years. Further clarification was 
sought on the 5 metre buffers strip in terms of where this would be measured from and also 
whether the western boundary (currently mainly open in parts) can provide an ecologically-
functional boundary. 
 
The applicant has provided further information and clarification which has satisfied the County 
Ecologist's queries. Consequently, detailed ecological mitigation measures can be controlled 
through a condition and, with this, the proposal accords with policy CP21 of the Joint Core 

Strategy. 

 



 
10. Sustainable construction and energy efficiency 
 
Under JCS policy CP24, the development will have to meet Code 4 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes, plus an additional 10% in the way of energy consumption / efficiency 
savings or equivalent, and a waste management area on site for refuse/recycling facilities. 
 
The application has been supported by an Energy Strategy which sets out the options for 
reducing the energy consumption from the scheme as a whole. The energy statement 
concludes that a combination of techniques to increase building efficiency and produce 
energy from renewable sources can be applied (including photovoltaic arrays). This could be 
appropriately secured by way of planning condition to ensure the development meets the 
requirements of Policy CP24. 
 
Policy CP11 of the JCS seeks the provision of Lifetime Homes Standards. An appropriate 
condition would be required if permission was granted. 
 
11. Infrastructure and developer contributions 
 
The three tests as set out in Regulation 122(2) require S106 agreements to be: 
 
(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
(b) directly related to the development; and 
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 
 
As the application proposes the provision of 136 additional residential units, in order for the 
development to be acceptable in planning terms, a S106 agreement is required to secure the 
following:  
 
− Integrated transport measures (£569,134) 
− Environmental improvements (£75,888) 
− Community worker (£34,000) 
− Affordable housing element shortfall (0.4 of a dwelling shortfall = £25,232) 
− Five per cent administration and monitoring fee  
 
The HCC Education officer has responded and advised contributions to be necessary towards 
supporting and expanding primary school facilities. A contribution per unit (excluding 1 
bedroom dwellings) is sought and would provide a substantial but commensurate contribution 
to local requirements, in line with County Council guidance on contributions - £687,752 
towards primary places. 
 
A S106 legal agreement covering any planning permission would also secure the following: 
 
- Provision and maintenance in perpetuity of landscape planting and ecology buffers  
- On-site provision of public open space and maintenance in perpetuity  

- Secure and monitor the travel plan  



- Matters of general management and maintenance in perpetuity of other common areas 
including of the access and estate roads, surface water drainage 
- Tenure split for affordable housing,  
- Occupancy criteria stipulating a cascade for occupancy of affordable rent units within the 
settlement, then the parishes of Medstead and Four Marks and then wider to the District. 
 
In addition to the above, the applicant has expressed a desire to contribute towards local 
community facilities. Whilst no formal submission has been made by the developer or indeed 
requested by the Council, it has been suggested by the applicant that the development could 
fund or construct a sports/scout hall. This suggestion refers to an unimplemented planning 
permission for a sports/scout hall submitted by the parish council and approved in December 
2012. The offer is broadly in recognition that other recent schemes have not made any 
contributions in this regard and would give something back to the community in response to 
an apparent shortfall in sports and community space in the settlement. There has been 
mention that the cost of providing the facility would be in the region of £2.2 million. 
 
The applicant has forwarded their legal opinion which makes it clear that under the CIL 
Regulations any provision must be necessary to make the proposal acceptable in planning 
terms but, also, that such provision be fairly and reasonably related to the development. 
However, they comment that it is not unlawful to offer (and deliver) more than is necessary, 
but it is unlawful for the decision maker to take such an offer into account in granting planning 
permission.  If it is accepted that there must be additional space/facilities provided, the 
applicant's legal opinion states that this will not occur if the current scheme only makes a 
contribution as the sports/scout hall would remain no more than an aspiration.  In this context, 
their legal opinion concludes that it would be lawful to take its actual provision into account 
and to accord it significant weight. 
 
In response to this, officers would comment that developer contributions should focus on the 
need generated by the resulting development and a proposed development should not be 
expected to address an existing local deficit in services or infrastructure. Consequently, the 
purpose of developer contributions is to make a development acceptable and therefore 
overcome any other planning objections.  This will be weighed up in the conclusion below.  
 
Notwithstanding this matter, no agreement on the required contributions has been entered 
into and so an objection on these grounds is raised. As such, the proposal does not accord 
with policy CP13, CP18, CP31 and CP32 of the Joint Core Strategy. 
 
12. Response to parish/town council comments 
 
The concerns raised by Four Marks Parish Council have been noted and carefully considered 
in this report. One procedural issue that needs clarification relates to the parish council's 
request for a committee site visit.  This has taken place and enabled members of the Planning 
Committee to assess the impact of the development. 
 
 
 



 
Conclusion 
 
The NPPF advocates a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Any adverse 
impacts of the proposal would need to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 
 
In terms of benefits, it is acknowledged that the proposal will provide a significant number of 
dwellings in the district to boost housing supply and contribute towards addressing the deficit 
in the Council's five year housing land supply.  Furthermore, 40 per cent of these units will be 
affordable, and these will be provided in a mix of unit sizes to help meet the need for family 
housing in the Four Marks/South Medstead area. The other contributions to be sought under 
a S106 legal agreement arising from the needs directly generated by this development would 
be towards, highway improvements, local environmental improvements, improving education 
provision and community workers. These are all positive benefits that will result from the 
development.  However, the S106 legal agreement has not been completed. 
 
In terms of harmful impacts of the development, regard is given to the effects of the proposal 
on top of the already committed housing numbers that have either been approved or resolved 
to be granted for this settlement and the impact this would have on the infrastructure of the 
small local service centre. The development would take new housing numbers on 'greenfield' 
sites in the settlement to 327. The local plan inspector identified 175 as a minimum figure for 
the settlement over the plan period (to 2028) and it is considered that such an over-supply (by 
87%) at an early stage in the plan period is not a sustainable approach to development, 
bearing in mind pressure on utilities as well as the social dimension of sustainability.  
Applications currently under consideration by the Council, focused on more sustainable 
settlements ie market towns and larger local service centres, have the potential to far exceed 
the deficit and buffer required to achieve a five-year housing land supply. 
 
Whilst this parcel of land has limited intrinsic character and beauty, it does have an important 
role in providing an open area of green buffer space set amongst a predominantly residential 
land use to the east. Developing this area of open land would have a considerable impact on 
the open and undeveloped character of the land. However, the degree to which the rural 
character will be harmed by the development would be reduced by the retention of the tree 
belt that borders the site and the limited views of the site in the wider area.  Therefore, only 
limited weight is attributed to the harm to landscape character.   
 
In terms of the applicant's offer of constructing or funding the provision of the permitted 
sports/scout hall and the weight to be given to this, it is worth reflecting upon the results of the 
community feedback from the LIPS exercise carried out in May this year.  At these two 
feedback sessions, whilst there was support for community facilities, it was overwhelmingly 
clear that the public's preference was for infrastructure to address flooding, telecoms, water 
pressure and sewerage problems.  
 
The offer to provide a sports/scout hall would not address the primary needs outlined by local 
residents or the main deficiencies in shops and services to support additional housing.  
 



 
Consequently, this offer of potentially providing significantly more than what would be 
expected from such a development in the form of a sports/scout hall does not overcome the 
main objections to the scheme and carries limited weight in support of the proposal.        
   
The benefits of housing provision (including affordable dwellings) in meeting the district wide 
shortfall are clearly outweighed by the adverse impacts identified in this report.  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
 REFUSAL for the following reasons: 
 
1 The proposed development, by virtue of the committed number of 

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

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

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

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

5 No provision has been made for a financial contribution to be made 
towards education facilities within Four Marks where there is a recognised 



shortage of primary school spaces, contrary to Policy CP32  of the Joint 
Core Strategy, the Interim Housing Policy Statement 2014 and the 
Council's 'Guide to Developers' Contributions and Other Planning 
Requirements'. 
 

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

• Securing at least 40% affordable housing provision on site 

• Contribution towards a community project worker  

• Five per cent contribution towards administration and monitoring fee 

• Monitoring of the travel plan  
 
 

Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
 

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by: 
 

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

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

 

• by adhering to the requirements of the Planning Charter. 

 

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

 

CASE OFFICER: Nick Upton 01730 234232 
——————————————————————————————————————— 

 



SECTION 1   Item 1    Land at Winchester Road (Adjoining 173), Winchester Road, Four 
Marks, Alton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Proposed site layout 


