
 

 

 
 



Item No.: 03 
 

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 Change of use of land and the erection of 5 new dwellings (additional 
information received 29 August 2014) 

LOCATION: Land West of Bay Tree Cottage, Main Road, Bentley, Farnham 

REFERENCE : 55233 PARISH:Bentley 

APPLICANT:  Linden Homes Ltd 

CONSULTATION EXPIRY : 13 August 2014 

APPLICATION EXPIRY : 27 August 2014 

COUNCILLORS: Cllr K Carter 

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: PERMISSION 

 

This application is included on the agenda as it is a departure from the adopted 
Local Plan and is being considered under the Interim Housing Policy Statement. 
 
Site and Development 
 
The site is adjacent to the Bentley Settlement Policy boundary (which ends just to the west 
of the site) and is a gap in a ribbon of development fronting onto Main Road, Bentley.  To 
the west lie a pair of fairly modern detached dwellings and to the east lies Bay Tree 
Cottage, an older dwelling, set closer to the highway.  Opposite lies the village recreation 
ground, which is on land that rises up gently from the highway, giving views across the 
application site. 
 
The proposal is a full application for five dwellings, two of which would be affordable, three 
bedroom dwellings and three of which would be market housing, with four bedrooms each. 
The dwellings would be two-storey, with pitched roofs, of similar design to the newer 
dwellings adjacent.  The existing field access would be closed off and two new vehicular 
accesses would be formed to the west of this. 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
No relevant history. 
 
Development Plan Policies and Proposals 
 
East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014) 
 
CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development  
CP2 - Spatial Strategy 



CP10 - Spatial strategy for housing 
CP11 - Housing tenure, type and mix 
CP14 - Affordable housing for rural communities 
CP18 - Provision of open space, sport and recreation and built facilities 
CP19 - Development in the countryside 
CP20 - Landscape 
CP27 - Pollution 
CP21 - Biodiversity 
CP24 - Sustainable construction 
CP25 - Flood Risk 
CP26 - Water resources/ water quality 
CP29 - Design 
CP31 - Transport 
CP32 - Infrastructure 
 

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (2006) 
 

T2 - Public Transport Provision and Improvement 
T3 - Pedestrians and Cyclists 
H14 - Other Housing Outside Settlement Policy Boundaries 
 
Planning Policy Constraints and Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
Consultations and Town/Parish Council comments 
 
Archaeology Section, HCC - The site of proposed development lies in an area of some 
archaeological interest. While there are no known archaeological finds or features from the 
site itself it lies close to the projected line of the Roman road that runs between Winchester 
and Neatham. To the south of the proposed site a Bronze Age hoard was found that 
included swords, spearheads, axes and palstaves, Neolithic finds from the south west also 
indicate prehistoric potential. It is possible that previously unidentified archaeological 
deposits relating to Roman activity are present within the site. While this would not present 
an overriding concern I would advise that the recording of any archaeological deposits that 
might be present be secured through the attachment of a suitable phased condition. 
 
In the first instance assessment could take the form or a trenched evaluation, the results of 
which would inform the nature and extent of any mitigation that might be required 

 
Drainage Consultant - No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Landscape Officer - The proposed layout is out of character with the edge of Bentley and 
its rural location, as it shows a continuous frontage along the road outside the settlement 
boundary, where there are currently intermittent houses in large plots.  The retention of the 
front boundary hedge is a positive feature, but a single house would be more appropriate 
in continuing to allow views southwards from the recreation ground to open countryside. 
 

EHDC Housing Officer - This application proposes the inclusion of 2 affordable dwellings, 
which meets the minimum 40% requirement under the Interim Policy Statement Housing.   



The housing need figures, for rented accommodation in Bentley are as follows (figures 
taken from Hampshire Homechoice Register): 
 
1 bed:  212 
2 bed:  100 
3 bed:  39 
4 bed:  9 
Total:  360 
 
Included within these figures are applicants who have a local connection with the parish 
(live, work or have family there).  The JCS policy CP.13 para. 6.38 requires housing 
applicants expressing a need to live in Bentley to show some form a local connection.  
However, a cascade to the wider EHDC District is also required to ensure that private 
funding can be secured to procure the affordable homes.  The numbers of applicants with 
a local connection are currently: 
 
1 bed: 20 
2 bed:  8 
3 bed:  2 
4 bed:  0 
Total:  30 
 
The affordable housing mix is proposed as 2 three bed houses.  These units would help 
address the need for larger family accommodation and would be in keeping with a modest 
development of larger homes.  Both affordable homes should be made available as 
affordable rent. 
 
The location of the affordable units is acceptable. The Design and Quality of the affordable 
homes should be to HCA standards to ensure eligibility for grant, if available.  The 
affordable homes and affordable land should be transferred to a Registered Provider with 
appropriate triggers for the delivery of the affordable homes secured in a suitable legal 
agreement. 
 
The affordable housing provisions within the application are acceptable and I support this 
application proceeding in its current form. 
 
Environment Agency - No comments. 
 
HIghways Comments - The site is adjacent to Main Road, Bentley, a C class road subject 
to a 30mph speed limit. During a site visit, the vehicles passing the locations of the 
proposed accesses appeared to be travelling faster than the posted speed limit. 
 
Drawing 13100-P101 revision C shows the proposed site layout. The carriageway area is 
a single colour indicating a potential shared space without separate footways. Whilst the 
Highway Authority does not have any objection in principle to shared spaces the drawing 
does not show, and the Design and Access statement does not explain how pedestrians, 
including people with pushchairs or wheelchair users, will access and exit the site safely. 
Pedestrians do not have a separate footway and therefore will stand on the access, 
potentially in conflict with vehicles, in order to wait to cross the road to the footway on the 
opposite side of Main Road. 



Wheelchair users are not able to access the footway on Main Road due to lack of dropped 
crossings. This layout is not supported by a Road Safety Audit which acknowledges these 
issues and addresses whether the auditor feels these require layout changes; and no 
proposal to provide continuous pedestrian desire lines to existing footways is shown. The 
drawing also shows the accesses as bell mouth junctions, this will require a S278 design 
check and associated fees; the applicant may wish to consider straight vehicle crossovers 
which is potentially a quicker and cheaper option. 
 
Drawing 13100-P101 revision C shows that the car parking spaces all have the minimum 6 
metre aisle width for turning and manoeuvring; and the spaces all measure as 2.4 metres 
by 4.8 metres which is acceptable. The garages are all larger than the minimum 
dimensions of 6 metres by 3 metres.  Bin storage areas area shown on drawing 13100-
P101 revision C; these are areas of hardstanding on private land which are close enough 
to the public highway to be used by the refuse collectors and therefore this provision is 
acceptable. Section 12 of the application form states that soakaways will be used to 
dispose of private surface water; the applicant should satisfy themselves that the site has 
appropriate infiltration rates for the size of soakaway proposed. Cut off drainage is 
required to prevent private surface water discharging onto the public highway; if 
permission is granted details of this will be required via condition. 
 
In line with East Hampshire District Council's adopted parking standards a three-bedroom 
dwelling requires two car parking spaces and a four-bedroom dwelling, or larger, requires 
three car parking spaces. For this proposal the requirement is calculated as 13 spaces and 
this proposal has 14 and therefore is acceptable. 
 
Drawing 13100-P101 revision C shows 2.4 metre by 59 metre visibility splays which 
correspond to an 85th percentile speed of 37mph in Manual for Streets. The speed limit 
around the site is 30mph; however as raised earlier in this response the speeds witnessed 
during the site visit were judged to be above this. In light of the speed limit and the speeds 
witnessed during the visit it is considered that using 37mph as the 85th percentile speed is 
an acceptable proposal. For the easterly access it can be shown that the visibility splays 
can be achieved in both directions. 
 
The splays from the westerly entrance, however, can be achieved to the east but to the 
west the splays are drawn through an existing parking layby. Realigning the splay to the 
west, without cutting through the layby, would result in a kerb offset of under 1 metre. 
Whilst the Highway Authority usually require splays to be drawn to the kerb, this would not 
be affecting the visibility of oncoming nearside motorbikes and cyclists, as these would be 
approaching from the east. Furthermore this layby is likely to be used as a school drop off 
point and public comments on the application have indicated that parents also use the 
opposite side of the road to the site as a drop off point, therefore it is likely that during 
times when the layby is in use the speeds of vehicles will be lower.   
 
If the objection can be overcome a transport contribution will be required in relation to the 
provision of five dwellings at the proposed site. 
 
 The level of transport contribution relates directly to the impact of the proposed 
development through the formulaic approach set out in the Transport Contribution Policy, 
which attributes a cost per additional multimodal trip, based upon the known cost of 
providing transport infrastructure to support development.  



The trip rates for residential uses have been derived from assumed household occupancy 
levels. In this instance, estimated multi-modal trip rates of 7.0 trips per three-bedroom 
dwelling and 10.2 trips per four-bedroom or larger dwelling have been calculated, at a cost 
per multi-modal trip rate of £535. A contribution will be sought for 2 three-bedroom 
dwellings and 3 four-bedroom or larger dwellings. The contribution is calculated as 
£23,861 for the overall proposed development. 
 
The additional vehicle trips will cause harm by worsening local congestion and this 
contribution is required to provide more sustainable travel choices and to manage growing 
travel demands in a sustainable way. In addition, the contribution will comply with the 
requirements of the East Hampshire District Council’s Local Plan Review policies. The 
contribution will be used to fund local access schemes including improvements to 
pedestrian and cycle facilities, as identified within the East Hampshire District Council’s 
Transport Statement. 
 
The proposed Transport Contribution is in line with the three tests as set out in the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 122 regulation. The contribution is necessary to make 
the development acceptable in planning terms because it will help fund local measures to 
accommodate the additional demands generated by the development. The contribution is 
directly related to the site because it is calculated on the basis of the number of trips 
generated by the site and will provide local improvements that link the site to the wider 
transport network. The contribution is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development site, as it is based on the number of multi-modal trips anticipated to be 
generated by the site, based on the size of the dwellings to be provided, and therefore the 
impact of the site on the local transport network. 
 

Refusal is recommended on the basis of the information originally submitted.  
 
Amended Highway comments received 19 September 2014 
 
This is a reconsultation due to additional information being received from the applicant; 
these comments are in addition to the previous response. 
The previous response raised the issue that no road safety audit was submitted; it was 
agreed that due to the size of the proposal it would be acceptable for the transport 
consultant to carry out a 'self audit' instead of a full independent road safety audit. This has 
been submitted in the form of a letter from Motion transport consultants dated 29th August. 
The Highway Authority is satisfied that the consultant has considered the safety and 
suitability of the site layout and access and therefore removes the earlier objection. 
 
Drawing 13100 - P101 revision D now reflects that the two accesses have been amended 
from bell mouths to straight vehicle crossovers. Whilst the Highway Authority do not object 
to bell mouths in this instance, straight crossovers are very likely to save the applicant both 
time and money.  
 
Permission for crossovers will be required from Hampshire County Council; details can be 
found at the website below:Drawing 13100 - P101 revision D also shows the addition of 
corresponding dropped kerbs opposite the site to allow wheelchairs and pushchairs to 
access the closest section of footway; this should be included in the application for the 
above crossovers. 
 



No objection subject to conditions. 
 
County Ecologist - It is requested that clarification is sought on the mitigation measures 
proposed for avoiding impacts to great crested newts (GCN).  
 
The application is accompanied by an Ecological Appraisal (ECS, June 2014) which 
provides a sound assessment of the site’s current ecological value. Essentially, the site 
comprises a short-grazed field of species-poor grassland with associated boundary 
hedging and planted trees. Overall, the site is considered to be of limited ecological value 
and I would concur with that assessment.  
 
The report correctly identifies that the application site is within close proximity to Bentley 
Pond Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), site designated for the presence 
of a sizeable breeding population of the European protected GCN. Given the proximity of 
the application site to this breeding nucleus, I agree that there is potential for terrestrial 
GCN to be present within the application site and thus impacted by the proposals. The risk 
will occur through the killing/injury of individual animals and/or the loss of terrestrial habitat 
and/or the severance of movement corridors. It is therefore incumbent upon the applicant 
to ensure that sufficient information is presented to enable the LPA to have regard to the 
provisions of the Conservation Regulations 2010, and specifically the LPA must have 
regard to the three ‘derogation tests’ (see below).  
 
This development will affect GCN, which receive strict legal protection under UK law by the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and under EU law by the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (commonly referred to as the Habitats 
Regulations). Where developments affect EPS, permission can be granted unless the 
development is likely to result in a breach of the EU Directive underpinning the Habitats 
Regulations and is unlikely to be granted an EPS licence from Natural England to allow the 
development to proceed under derogation from the law.   
 
Will the development result in a breach of the EU Directive? 
 
Yes, unmitigated, the development has potential to result in harm to individual GCN and 
result in impacts to the favourable conservation status of GCN locally. 
 
Is the development unlikely to be licensed? 
 
An EPS licence can only be granted if the development proposal is able to meet three 
tests: 
 

1. the consented operation must be for ‘preserving public health or public safety or 
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or 
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 
environment’; (Regulation 53(2)(e))  

2. there must be ‘no satisfactory alternative’ (Regulation 53(9)(a)); and  
 

3. the action authorised ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of 
the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range’ 
(Regulation 53(9)(b)). 

 



It is for you as the case officer to assess the proposals against the first two tests – you 
may wish to ask for further information from the applicant.  In order to assess the 
development against the third test, sufficient details must be available to show how 
killing/injury/disturbance of GCN will be avoided and how any loss or damage to habitat 
will be compensated.   
 
It is my opinion further detail is required in respect  to site-specific mitigation/compensation 
measures. For example, an outline mitigation strategy would include details of the location 
of GCN fencing, the timing of mitigation measures and the location, extent and 
management of compensatory habitat.  
 

Further information has been received regarding the impact on Greater Crested Newts and 
the further comments of the County Ecologist are below. 
 
Further comments received 30 September 2014 
 
In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for avoiding impacts to great crested newts 
(GCN) are suitable and no further work is needed.  
 
The application is accompanied by an Ecological Appraisal (ECS, June 2014) as well as a 
Mitigation Strategy for the Protection of Great Crested Newts (ECS, August 2014) which 
together provide a sound assessment of the site’s current ecological value and in 
particular the likelihood of great crested newts (GCN) occurring. Essentially, the site 
comprises a short-grazed field of species-poor grassland with associated boundary 
hedging and planted trees. Overall, the site is considered to be of limited ecological value 
and I would concur with that assessment.  
 
Due to the proximity of Bentley Pond Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), a 
site designated for the presence of a sizeable breeding population of the European 
protected GCN, it has been necessary to devise a suitable mitigation strategy to ensure 
that impacts are avoided/minimised/compensated. The proposed strategy entails the use 
of exclusion fencing at the construction area boundaries in order to prevent GCN from 
entering the area. This may be coupled with the use of pitfall trapping in order to capture 
and remove any animals from within the fenced area. Both these techniques are standard 
and accord with industry good practice. Post-development, grassland and hedgerow 
habitat will be provided to improve GCN terrestrial habitat in the longer term.  
 
This development will affect GCN, which receive strict legal protection under UK law by the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and under EU law by the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (commonly referred to as the Habitats 
Regulations). Where developments affect EPS, permission can be granted unless the 
development is likely to result in a breach of the EU Directive underpinning the Habitats 
Regulations and is unlikely to be granted an EPS licence from Natural England to allow the 
development to proceed under a derogation from the law.   
Will the development result in a breach of the EU Directive? 
 
Yes, unmitigated, the development has potential to result in harm to individual GCN and 
result in impacts to the favourable conservation status of GCN locally. 
 
 



Is the development unlikely to be licensed? 
 
An EPS licence can only be granted if the development proposal is able to meet three 
tests: 
 

1. the consented operation must be for ‘preserving public health or public safety or 
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or 
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 
environment’; (Regulation 53(2)(e))  

 
2. there must be ‘no satisfactory alternative’ (Regulation 53(9)(a)); and  

 
3. the action authorised ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of 

the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range’ 
(Regulation 53(9)(b)). 

 
It is for you as the case officer to assess the proposals against the first two tests – you 
may wish to ask for further information from the applicant.  In order to assess the 
development against the third test, sufficient details must be available to show how 
killing/injury/disturbance of GCN will be avoided and how any loss or damage to habitat 
will be compensated.   
 
It is my opinion that, given the low risk of GCN being found within the application site, the 
submitted details of mitigation measures are acceptable and should if implemented fully 
ensure that the GCN population locally is maintained at a favourable conservation status. 
 
Therefore, if you are minded to grant permission, could I suggest that the proposed 
mitigation measures are secured via a suitably worded condition. 
 
Environmental Services - Each property will need to purchase 1 x 240l green refuse and 1 
x 240l black recycling bin and a glass box, to be left for collection at the kerbside. 
 
Schools Organisation Officer - I have no adverse comments to make and, in this case, will 
not be seeking a contribution towards educational facilities as this development falls below 
the threshold for which such a contribution will be sought. 
 
South Downs National Park Link Officer - The application site is in a rural location and 
close to the National Park boundary, although it is separated from the Park by the A31 
classified road.  At present the openness of the site allows views from the village to Alice 
Holt Forest within the National Park. Development of the site would interfere with these 
views and to a limited extent would affect the setting of the National Park. 
 
Thames Water - No objection 
 

Bentley Parish Council – OBJECTS to this application for the following reasons: 
1. The site has significant landscape value and allows far reaching views from the village 
to Alice Holt Forest and the South Downs National Park beyond. These would be totally 
obscured by the proposed houses. 
2. The site is directly opposite the Recreation Ground (the principle public open space in 
Bentley), and serves to connect it to the countryside around.  



This greatly enhances the rural setting of the Recreation Ground and the charm of the 
village. This character is valuable and well worth protecting, and would be lost if the 
application was granted. 
3. The proposed development represents ribbon development along the south side of the 
Old Main Road, which neither preserves nor enhances the character or appearance of this 
part of the village, and therefore should be resisted. 
4. The height of the roof line dwarfs the older houses to the east and would lead to 
deterioration in the street scene in this part of the village. The substantial size of the 
houses in relatively small plots is very likely to lead to additional on street parking on a 
road already congested with parking at school pick up and drop off times. 
5. The design of the dwellings is not in keeping with the local vernacular. 
 
Representations 
 
Thirty five representations have been received, thirty four raise objections and one makes 
comments. 
 
Issues raised are: 
 
a)  Would add to congestion in the area; 
b)  village infrastructure cannot cope (e.g. drains and sewers, car park at railway station 

full by 7:20am each day, school full, electricity supply can be unreliable); 
c)  impact on the open outlook/views from the Village recreation ground towards Alice 

Holt Forest; 
d)  additional traffic in an area which is already heavily used by cars and pedestrians, 

including for school drop-offs an  pick ups; 
e)  writer lives only 2 houses away in a listed building - concern about the impact on that; 
f)  adverse impact on the character of the village and of the adjacent cottage; 
g)  when the by-pass was built there was understood to  be a document saying that the 

village would not built anything between the bypass and Bentley Main Road; 
h) pressure on village amenities such as doctors and schools; 
i)  inappropriate housing design and height - does not reflect historic development in the 

village; 
j)  site has historically been used for agriculture and by locals walking dogs etc. 
k)  need for executive housing in the village is not demonstrated and affordable housing 

would be poorly located; 
l)  concern about surface water flooding and need for a flood risk assessment to ensure 

there would not be an adverse impact off-site; 
m)  development in the existing 'gap' between developments along this frontage would 

damage the scenic entrance to Bentley; 
n)  concern about the impact on greater crested newts and other wildlife; 
o)  village area needs to be contained; 
p)  wrong to 'set-aside' policy CP19 of the Joint Core Strategy; 
q)  other sites are available for housing that would have less of an impact on the character 

of the area; 
r)  the national housing shortage is not for the type of housing proposed here; 
s)  adverse impact on occupants of neighbouring dwellings (loss of light, noise and 

pollution would increase); 
t)  character of the field has been allowed to deteriorate; 
u)  parking layout would not be useable; 



v)  concern that access is being left to the south to accommodate more development; 
w)  concern about who would take up residency in the affordable houses. 
 
Determining Issues 
 
1. Development plan and material considerations 
2. Principle of development 
3. Deliverability 
4. Affordable housing 
5. Access & highway issues 
6. Impact on neighbouring properties 
7. Impact on surrounding area 
8. Trees and ecology 
9. Drainage 
10. Energy conservation 
11.    Archaeology 
12.    Developers' contributions 
 
Planning Considerations  
 
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 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, relevant 
policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date.  East Hampshire 
District Council does not 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 for this: 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 had 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 5 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 Housing 
Policy Statement) 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 reflect 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 the 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 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 housing supply and a Part 2 Local Plan: allocation.  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 saves policies in the Local Plan: 
Second Review, where applicable.  The intention of the IHPS is to manage development 
outside settlement policy boundaries so that it is allowed in locations at an appropriate 
scale or density, relative to the size, role and character of the settlement in question 
(Criterion 2) that would result in sustainable development.  Criteria 3 and 4 seek to 
conserve townscape and landscape character and secure adequate assessment for sites 
near to European protected species designation (5.6) and support developments with safe 
and accessible environments (7).  The policy seeks to secure a housing mix targeted to 
the local housing needs and that includes upwards of 40% affordable housing (8 & 9).  
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 developed 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 no 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.   
 



Criterion 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 on the delivery of significant off-site 
infrastructure; and should be fully within the applicants 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.  Bentley was 
included in the Alton public consultation on July 2nd in the Alton Assembly Rooms.  The 
site that is now proposed for development forms part of a site put forward in the SHLAA.  
However, no-one voted for this site.  The most popular site in Bentley was land west of 
Rectory Lane with 14 votes out of 22. 
 
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. The amount of housing is based on the 
identified 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. 
Bentley, which falls under the 'Other villages outside the South Downs National Park', is 
identified in the JCS as a Level 4 settlement intended to accommodate a proportionate 
amount of housing. The JCS observes of this scale of settlement that they:  
 
‘have a limited range of local services and may be appropriate for some further small scale 
local development’ 
 



Thus far, planning permissions have been granted for a potential total of 22 dwellings 
under the IHPS in other villages outside the SDNP.   If granted planning permission, this 
proposal of 5 dwellings would result in a total of 27 dwellings approved and, therefore, 
would not satisfy the total housing requirement of 150 (combined) for other villages that 
have a settlement policy boundary. In addition to this application, there are other 
applications submitted for Medstead, Bentley and Holt Pound which are awaiting 
determination. 
 
Setting aside the other matters covered by this report, the site does not seem to have any 
overriding environmental constraints. If permission were to be granted, it would bring 
development forward faster than awaiting the allocation of sites through the next stage of 
the local plan. Some weight, therefore, arises in favour of the scheme in relation to the 
timing of the delivery of new housing locally.  Subject to off-site works and infrastructure, 
which this report considers, there are no other reasons to suspect the scheme could not 
be implemented within a 2 year timeframe. This would contribute towards goals in the 
IHPS and NPPF, raising the weight which can be attributed to this positive principle benefit 
of the scheme. 
 
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 to arguments relating to housing need 
generally. The scheme provides for 40% affordable units, which the IHPS seeks as a 
minimum level. 
 
Overall, the scheme would make a worthwhile 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 significant weight in 
this decision. 
 
Local housing needs 
 
The EHDC Housing Officer supports this application as helping to meet a recognised need 
for some larger (3 bedroom) dwellings in Bentley. 
 
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 Bentley; 
ii) is the proposal sustainable development e.g. locational suitability, impact on economic, 
environmental and social factors; and 
iii) consideration of alternative sites 
 
i) The adopted housing figure for Bentley 
 
It should not be ignored that in meeting the district wide housing need up to 2028, the 
identified housing distribution for other villages outside the South Downs National Park is 
150 new homes.  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.  Bentley is identified as 
constituting a Level 4 settlement - a rural village with a settlement policy boundary.  Level 
4 villages provide a limited range of local services and may be appropriate for limited local 
development.  These villages have been defined previously through Local Plans as 'built-
up' areas primarily because of the nature and extent of built development, which suggests 
potential for some further small scale development within them, provided it is consistent 
with maintaining and enhancing their character. 
 
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).   
 
In the case of Bentley, no other permissions have been granted, although there is a 
current application, yet to be determined for 37 dwellings in Hole Lane.  The total number 
of dwellings granted permission in the other villages outside the National Park is 22 out of 
the 150. 
 
 
 
 
 



ii)  Locational suitability 
 
The site is located adjoining a settlement policy boundary, which is in accordance with the 
requirements of the IHPS.  It continues an established form of development of ribbon 
development along this part of Main Road in Bentley.  It is well located for village facilities 
(recreation ground, shops, school, employment). Bentley offers a number of local facilities 
compared to many of the other rural Level 4 villages. 
 
iii) Consideration of alternative sites 
 
Objectors believe that alternative sites should be pursued rather than this one.  The IHPS 
echoes the strategy to be pursued by the Joint Core Strategy which will, in any event, seek 
to allocate (predominantly greenfield) land to secure housing targets. However, 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 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.  
 
In line with the NPPF, if a scheme is considered to represent sustainable development, it 
should be approved. There is no requirement for an applicant to demonstrate theirs is the 
most sustainable location for development.   
 
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 applicants 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.” 
 
The applicant has shown that the site is deliverable and that these are no likely constraints 
to it being developed with the two year timescale. 



4. Affordable housing 
 
The housing need figures, for rented accommodation in Bentley are as follows (figures 
taken from Hampshire Homechoice Register): 
 
1 bed:  212 
2 bed:  100 
3 bed:   39 
4 bed  :  9 
Total:  360 
 
Included within these figures are applicants who have a local connection with the parish 
(live, work or have family there).  The JCS policy CP13 para. 6.38 requires housing 
applicants expressing a need to live in Bentley to show some form a local connection.  
However, a cascade to the wider EHDC District is also required to ensure that private 
funding can be secured to procure the affordable homes.  The numbers of applicants with 
a local connection are currently: 
 
1 bed: 20 
2 bed:  8 
3 bed:  2 
4 bed:  0 
Total:  30 
 
The affordable housing would amount to 40% of the total number of dwellings proposed 
and would be made up of: two, three bedroomed houses.  These units would help address 
the need for larger family accommodation and would be in keeping with a modest 
development of larger homes. 
 
Whilst it is stated that these dwellings would be retained as affordable in perpetuity, the 
tenure is not stated in the application.  The EHDC Housing Officer is supportive of the 
application but states that both affordable homes should be made available as affordable 
rented. 
 
The affordable homes and affordable land should be transferred to a Registered Provider 
with appropriate triggers for the delivery of the affordable homes secured in a suitable 
legal agreement.  This would secure the number of units, the size of units, tenure types 
and the allocation of occupation.  The Council has a cascade approach to housing 
allocations, looking first at the local parish, then neighbouring parishes, then wider 
parishes and finally the district as a whole.  
 
5. Access & highway issues 
 
The access to the site would be closed and reinstated with planting and two new vehicular 
accesses would be provided.  A number of the representations of objection refer to 
highways safety issues and traffic.  Some refer to school drop-offs and pick-ups being 
carried out from this stretch of road. 
 
 
 



The site is within a 30mph speed limit area, although the Highways Officer noted passing 
traffic apparently exceeding this, which would necessitate increased visibility splays over 
the standard for a 30mph area.  The required visibility splays would encroach into a nearby 
layby to the west.  However, when the laybys are in use for school drop-offs and pick-ups 
(thereby restricting visibility), speeds would be reduced along the stretch of road at that 
time of day, so there is no objection to this. 
 
The Highway Authority originally raised objections to the proposal on highways safety 
grounds relating to the layout of the entrances and use of shared pedestrian and vehicle 
space, but following the receipt of further information and an amended plan, the objections 
have been withdrawn, subject to the imposition of planning conditions and payment of 
developers' contributions. 
 
Parking would be provided to adopted standards. 
 
6. Impact on neighbouring properties 
 
The site is a field with open views to the south and the village recreation ground lies to the 
north across the road.  Two neighbouring dwellings would be effected by the proposal to 
some extent.  2 Barley Fields is one of a pair of relatively modern dwellings to the west of 
the site and Bay Tree Cottage, an older dwelling, lies to the east.  The proposed dwellings 
would have a side to side relationship with the 2 Barley Fields.  Bay Tree Cottage is set 
forward on its site so the eastern most dwelling would be set adjacent to its garage rather 
than to the dwelling itself.  Bay Tree Cottage has an entrance door in the elevation facing 
the site, and windows at both ground and first floor levels. 
 
House 5 would be 12.5m away from the side wall with 2 Barley Fields with an access to 
the rear field to adjacent to the boundary. House 5 would have a first floor bathroom side 
window, which is recommended to be conditioned to be obscure glazed and non-opening 
below 1.7m. 
 
House 1 would be 15m from the closest part of Bay Tree Cottage but to its rear.  Whilst 
Bay Tree Cottage has both ground and first floor windows, the set back of dwelling 5 on its 
plot would mean that it would not block light or outlook from these windows.  There would 
be some reduction in privacy to the west elevation of Bay Tree Cottage.  
 
Vehicles or pedestrians accessing dwelling 5 would be at least 10m away from the west 
elevation of Bay Tree Cottage when accessing the front of the property.  There would not 
be any material overlooking between windows and garden areas. 
 
The impact on neighbours' amenities is not considered to be such that neighbours' 
amenities would be unacceptably effected. 
 
7. Impact on surrounding area 
 
The proposal would largely infill a gap in the residential frontage on the south of Main 
Road in Bentley.   The dwellings would have the immediate appearance of 4 dwellings, 
because the affordable housing would be a pair of semi-detached dwellings, which would 
appear similar in design to the three market houses. The dwellings would be of a 
traditional pitched roof style, of brick, tiles and tile hanging.   



The market dwellings would be about 8.1m high and the affordable about 7.6m high. 
 
The area is characterised by low-density residential ribbon development and the proposal 
would be in keeping with this character. 
 
The main issue of concern, with respect to the impact of the proposed housing on the 
character of the area, relates to views across the site towards Alice Holt Forest, which lies 
within the South Downs National Park, and views back towards the site from the south. 
The concern is particularly about the public views from the Bentley Recreation Ground to 
the south towards Alice Holt Forest. 
 
The comments of the Landscape Officer and the South Downs National Park Link Officer 
are set out above - the Landscape Officer expresses concern about the extent of infilling 
that would occur on the edge of the settlement and the loss of the views from the 
recreation ground.  These views are a feature referred to in the District Countryside Design 
Summary.  The Landscape Officer suggests that one house on the site would be more 
appropriate in terms of the character of the edge of settlement area and retention of views.  
However, it is the nature of the Interim Housing Policy that a number of houses would be 
provided in an edge of settlement location. The provision of one house would not lead to 
the benefit of the provision of affordable housing or make a significant contribution to the 
overall housing needs of the District.  The impact on the National Park, given the distances 
involved, would be very limited and would not harm the purposes of the National Park. 
 
The dwellings would be just over 8 m in height and the land slopes away to the south, so 
particularly from higher up on the recreation ground, views of the Alice Holt Forest would 
remain above and between the dwellings.  Whilst the impact on wider views is noted, it is 
considered that this does not override the positive aspects of the proposal in housing 
provision. 
 
8. Trees and ecology 
 
The site is an open field and no significant trees would be affected. The County Ecologist 
has requested clarification with regard to mitigation in relation to Greater Crested Newts.  
This has now been received and no objection has been raised, subject to a condition.  
Works that affect protected species have to be licenced (European Protected Species 
licence), which is separate from the planning process. 
 
9. Drainage 
 
The site is located in flood zone 1 (low probability of flooding) and the Drainage Consultant 
is not aware of any historic flooding or drainage issues affecting the site.   There is no 
objection, subject to satisfactory drainage systems for both foul and surface water. 
Conditions are recommended to cover this matter. 
 
10. Energy conservation 
 
Policy CP24 of the JCS requires new development to promote the conservation of energy 
by seeking the highest practicable degree of energy efficiency.  In this instance, on 
completion, the dwellings must reach Code for Sustainable Homes, level 4.    It is 
recommended that this is secured by condition. 



11.  Archaeology 
 
The County Archaeologist states that whilst there are no known archaeological finds or 
features from the site itself it lies close to the projected line of the Roman road that runs 
between Winchester and London. To the south, a Bronze Age hoard was found that 
included swords, spearheads, axes and palstaves, and Neolithic finds from the south-west 
also indicate prehistoric potential. It is possible that previously unidentified archaeological 
deposits relating to Roman activity are present within the site. 
 
It is recommended that the recording of any archaeological deposits that might be present 
be secured through the attachment of a suitable condition. 
 
12.   Developers' 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 5 additional residential units, in order for the 
development to be acceptable in planning terms, a S106 agreement is required to secure 
the following contributions:  
 

• Environmental improvements in accordance with Policy CP32 of the JCS  

• Recreational open space provision in accordance with policy CP18 of the JCS 

• Transportation improvements in accordance with policies CP31 of the JCS and T2 of 
the Local Plan 

 
These contributions would need to be secured by a legal obligation under S106 of the 
1990 Planning Act.  Whilst no such obligation has been made, the agent has indicated the 
developer is willing to enter into such an obligation.  Subject to receipt of a satisfactory 
obligation, the requirements of policies CP18, CP31, CP32 of the JCS and policy T2 of the 
Local Plan would be met. 
 
Response to Parish/Town Council Comments 
 
Bentley Parish Council has objected to the proposal.  They have particular concerns about 
the loss of views towards the Alice Holt Forest, the impact on the character of the area in 
terms of intensification of ribbon development along the highway, the height of the 
dwellings, traffic and parking congestion and the design of the dwellings.  These are all 
relevant and important issues in the consideration of the application and these matters 
have been addressed in the report above.  There would undeniably be some loss of 
openness and views and this has to be weighed up against the suitability of the site for 
infill housing in other ways, such as sustainability.  The infilling along the frontage is not 
considered to be out character or detrimental to the street scene. 
 
 
 
 



Conclusion 
 
The principle of new housing development in this location is difficult to resist, having 
regard to the presumption in favour of development set out in the NPPF and the council's 
current lack of a 5 year housing land supply. The JCS recognises that some further 
greenfield development is necessary in villages such as Bentley.  The site does not have 
any overriding environmental constraints that would prevent development and the proposal 
would bring social benefits through the provision of housing (market and affordable) and 
contributions towards recreational open space, transportation improvements and 
environmental enhancements.  Some concerns have been expressed on a range of 
subjects, including the impact on the landscape and on views, the impact on residential 
amenity and the impact on the local highway. These are legitimate concerns which have 
been given careful scrutiny.  However, on balance, whilst some harm would arise from 
these considerations, officers have concluded that they would not significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of housing provision. Consequently, in accordance 
with the NPPF, sufficient grounds do not exist to withhold planning permission for this 
proposal.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That: 
 
a) the Solicitor to the Council be authorised to draw up a legal obligation to secure the 
following: 
 
i) Affordable housing provision and its allocation in accordance with JCS Policy CP14 and 
supplementary planning guidance on the Implementation of the Policy for Affordable 
Housing. 
ii) Developer contributions towards - off-site recreational open space, environmental 
improvements and transportation improvements, in accordance with Policies CP18, CP31 
CP32 of the JCS and Policy T2 of the Local Plan, then 
 
b) provided that all parties enter into the legal agreement to secure points i) and ii) above 
by 30 November 2014, the Service Manager Planning Development be authorised to grant  
PERMISSION subject to the conditions set out below. 
 
However, in the event that  all parties do not enter into a legal agreement to secure points 
i)  and ii) above by 30 November, then the application will be refused under the adopted 
scheme of delegation.   
 

1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 
of two years from the date of this planning permission. 
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 
 

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



The development works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the 
approved development harmonise with the surroundings. 
 

3 No development shall start on site until plans of the site showing 
details of the existing and proposed ground levels, proposed finished floor 
levels, levels of any paths, drives, garages and parking areas and the 
proposed completed height of the development and any retaining walls 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  
The details shall clearly identify the relationship of the proposed ground 
levels and proposed completed height with adjacent buildings.  The 
development thereafter shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
Reason - To ensure that a satisfactory relationship results between the 
new development and adjacent buildings and public areas. 
 

4 No development shall start on site until a detailed boundary treatment 
plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 
Authority.  The plan shall include details of the positions, design, 
materials/species of the boundary treatments to be erected/planted, 
including full details of the replacement hedge on the site frontage.  The 
approved details shall be fully implemented before the use of the 
development is commenced and/or any part of the development is 
occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure an appropriate standard of visual amenity in the area 
and to safeguard the privacy and amenities of the residents of the locality. 
 

5 No work shall start on site until the developer has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation and recording which has first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  In the first 
instance assessment could take the form or a trenched evaluation, the 
results of which would inform the nature and extent of any mitigation that 
might be required. 
Reason - To ensure that the archaeological interest of the historic 
building/site is properly safeguarded and recorded. 
 

6 No development shall start on site until details of a scheme for foul 
and surface water drainage has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Planning Authority.  Such details should include provision 
for all surface water drainage from parking areas and areas of 
hardstanding and should be supported by site percolation tests and 
drainage calculations. The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details before any part of the 
development is occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. 
Note: The applicant is requested to contact the Council's Drainage 
Consultant as soon as possible regarding the above condition. 
 



7 No development shall start on site until details of a scheme to prevent 
surface water from the site discharging on to the adjacent highway have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The 
development works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details before any part of the development is occupied and shall be 
retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for surface water drainage and 
avoid discharge of water onto the public highway. 
 

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

9 No development shall start on site until the access, including the 
footway and/or verge crossing shall be constructed and lines of sight of 
2.4 metres by 59 metres provided in accordance with the approved plans.  
The lines of sight splays shown on the approved plans shall be kept free 
of any obstruction exceeding 1metre in height above the adjacent 
carriageway and shall be subsequently maintained so thereafter. 
Reason - To provide satisfactory access and in the interests of highway 
safety. 
 

10 Before use of the development is commenced provision for the 
turning, loading, unloading and the parking of vehicles shall have been 
made within the site in accordance with the approved details and shall be 
retained thereafter. 
Reason - In the interests of highway safety. 
 

11 Notwithstanding the provisions of The Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended) (or any 
Order revoking and re-enacting that Order) no development falling within 
Class/es A to E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 shall be carried out without the 
prior consent of the Planning Authority, through submission of a formal 
planning application  
Reason - In order that the Planning Authority can properly consider the 
effect of any future proposals on the character and amenity of the locality. 
 

12 Notwithstanding any indication shown on the approved plans, the first 
floor window in the west  elevation of the development hereby permitted 
on plot 5 shall at all times be;  
(i) glazed with obscure glass, and  
(ii) non-opening below 1.7 metres from the finished floor level of the room 
in which the window is installed. 
Reason - To protect the privacy of the occupants of the adjoining 
residential property/ies. 
 
 
 
 



13 Before any part of the development is first occupied a verification 
report and completion certificate shall be submitted in writing, to the 
Planning Authority, confirming that the built development hereby 
permitted meets Code Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes and 
incorporates measures that provide at least 10% of the predicted energy 
requirement from on-site renewable sources, or, provided that first agreed 
in writing by the Planning Authority before development starts on site, an 
alternative means of achieving an equivalent energy saving. 
The developer shall nominate a competent person for the purpose of 
assessing and providing the above required report and certificate to 
confirm that the completed works incorporate such measures as to 
provide the required energy savings. 
The energy saving works set out in the above report shall thereafter be 
maintained so that the required energy saving is sustained at the certified 
level for the lifetime of the development.  
 
(Note:- The carbon savings which result from these measures are 
required to be above and beyond any savings provided by measures 
incorporated into the development to comply with Part L Building 
Regulations).  
Reason - To ensure that the development incorporates necessary 
mitigation and adaptation measures with regard to climate change. 
 
 

14 All development shall be stopped immediately in the event that 
contamination not previously identified is found to be present on the 
development site and details of the contamination shall be reported 
immediately in writing to the Planning Authority.   
 
Development shall not re-start on site until the following details have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority:- 
(a)   a scheme outlining a site investigation and risk assessments 
designed to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the 
site.  
 (b)   a written report of the findings which includes, a description of the 
extent, scale and nature of contamination, an assessment of all potential 
risks to known receptors, an update of the conceptual site model (devised 
in the desktop study), identification of all pollutant linkages and unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority and identified as 
unnecessary in the written report, an appraisal of remediation options and 
proposal of the preferred option(s) identified as appropriate for the type of 
contamination found on site and (unless otherwise first agreed in writing 
by the Planning Authority) 
(c)   a detailed remediation scheme designed to bring the site to a 
condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical 
environment.  
 
 
 



The scheme should include all works to be undertaken, proposed 
remediation objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of works, site 
management procedures and a verification plan outlining details of the 
data to be collected in order to demonstrate the completion of the 
remediation works and any arrangements for the continued monitoring of 
identified pollutant linkages; 
 
and before any part of the development is occupied or used (unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Planning Authority) a verification 
report demonstrating the effectiveness of the remediation works carried 
out and a completion certificate confirming that the approved remediation 
scheme has been implemented in full shall both have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.  
 
The above site works, details and certification submitted shall be in 
accordance with the approved scheme and undertaken by a competent 
person in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’. 
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors in accordance with policy 
P7 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review. 
 

15 Development shall proceed in accordance with the ecological mitigation 
measures detailed within the Ecological Appraisal (ECS, June 2014) and 
Mitigation Strategy for the Protection of Great Crested Newts (ECS, 
August 2014) unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. All mitigation measures shall thereafter be permanently 
retained, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  
Reason - to provide ecological protection and enhancement in 
accordance with the Conservation Regulations 2010, Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981, NERC Act 2006, NPPF and Policy C21 of the East 
Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy. 
 

16 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars: 
 
Application Form 
Planning, Design & Access Statement 
Ecological Appraisal of East Field, Bentley, Hampshire 
Letter Motion to EHDC 2 June 2014 
Letter Motion to EHDC dated 29 August 2014 
Renewable Energy Technology Feasibility Study 
13100-E01 Site Location Plan 
13100-E101 Existing Site Plan 
13100-E115 Existing Street Scene 
13100-P101 Revision D Proposed Site Plan 



13100-P102 Proposed Site Plan - Dimensions 
13100-P105 Revision C Proposed Floor Plans - House 1 
13100-P106 Revision B Proposed Floor Plans - House 2 
13100-P107 Revision B Proposed Floor Plans - House 3 
13100-P108 Revision B Proposed Floor Plans - House 4 & 5 (Affordable 
Housing) 
13100-P110 Revision C Proposed Elevations - House 1 
13100-P111 Revision A Proposed Elevations - House 2 
13100-P112 Revision A Proposed Elevations - House 3 
13100-P114 Revision B Proposed Elevations - House 4 & 5 (Affordable 
Housing) 
13100-P115 Revision C Proposed Street Scene 
13100-P120 Proposed Roof Plans - House 1 and 2 
13100-P121 Proposed Roof Plans - House 3, 4 and 5 
CM/14155 Topographical Survey (1) 
CM/14162 Topographical Survey (2) 
Mitigation Strategy for the protection of great crested newts, Ecological 
Consultancy Services, dated August 2014. 
Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development 
 

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 agent 

• was provided with pre-application advice, 

• the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial site visit 

 

2 Surface Water Drainage - With regard to surface water drainage it is the 
responsibility of a developer to make proper provision for drainage to 
ground, water courses or a suitable sewer. In respect of surface water it 
is recommended that the applicant should ensure that storm flows are 
attenuated or regulated into the receiving public network through on or off 
site storage. When it is proposed to connect to a combined public sewer, 
the site drainage should be separate and combined at the final manhole 
nearest the boundary.  



Connections are not permitted for the removal of groundwater. Where the 
developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from 
Thames Water Developer Services will be required. They can be 
contacted on 0845 850 2777. Reason - to ensure that the surface water 
discharge from the site shall not be detrimental to the existing sewerage 
system.  
 
Where a developer proposes to discharge groundwater into a public 
sewer, a groundwater discharge permit will be required. Groundwater 
discharges typically result from construction site dewatering, deep 
excavations, basement infiltration, borehole installation, testing and site 
remediation. Groundwater permit enquiries should be directed to Thames 
Water’s Risk Management Team by telephoning 020 8507 4890 or by 
emailing wwqriskmanagement@thameswater.co.uk. Application forms 
should be completed on line via 
www.thameswater.co.uk/wastewaterquality. Any discharge made without 
a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the 
provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. 
 

3 Please note that there is a Section 106 Agreement that applies to this 
permission. 
 

4 Each property will need to purchase 1 x 240l green refuse and 1 x 240l 
black recycling bin and a glass box, to be left for collection at the 
kerbside. 
 

 

CASE OFFICER: Nicky Powis 01730 234226 
——————————————————————————————————————— 
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Proposed site plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Proposed street view 
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Front elevation House 1 

 
 

 
Front elevation House 2 
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Front elevation House 3 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Front elevation House 3 & 4 


