
Annex A 
09 October 2014 
Planning Committee 
 
Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications. 
 

S1  Item  1 

55358/FUL 

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

 
UPDATED INFORMATION 
 
Friars Oak Farm, Boyneswood Road, South Medstead 
The Council has received the formal decision from DCLG confirming that the 
Secretary of State has decided not to call in this application. This allows the Council 
to determine the application in line with the resolution to grant planning permission 
earlier this year.  The decision was issued earlier today. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Letters from The Barn Lane Action Group  
 
Three further letters of representation have been submitted by The Barn Lane 
Action Group.  The first letter sets out the following additional comments: 
 

• We can say with certainty that Four Marks village centre to the site is 1.76km 
which is 25% more than the developer’s claim and a 3.5km (over 2 miles) round 
trip up two steep hills.  

 

• The developer also claims that Stagecoach provides a frequent service to 
Winchester and Alton providing “good opportunities for sustainable travel choices 
for commuting purposes”. It is true that there is a 30 minute service within the 
working day but most of us commute outside of working hours, and some work 
shifts, and then the service is irregular or absent making it impractical.  

 

• The site is at a considerable distance from the centre of the village compared 
with the other sites discussed in the report (for instance Friar’s Oak is 685 
metres from village centre). The distance will mean that in practice the residents 
will drive to local facilities.  

 

• The committee report does not consider the cumulative impact of previous, 
current and this proposed development on the local dormouse population. 
Cumulatively, the developments constitute a new small town of high density 
urban dwellings.  This is very different to what was there before.  Dormouse 
population is seriously depleted in and near the current developments. 
Furthermore, this dormouse population, and that in the surrounding hedgerows 
and SINC to the north of the A31 will become isolated and unsustainable with 
this further development.  



 
 

• The developer’s proposals are deceptive in that they paint a picture of a heavily 
screened development which will not have a large visual impact and change the 
character of the area. The current situation and one that will hold true for a 
number of years is that the screening, on both the eastern, western and to a 
lesser extent on the northern boundaries, is broken with large areas of open 
view.  

 

• The reality is shown by the current western border of the Meadowbank estate 
where 2 ½ storey houses border onto the field with no or little screening. Barn 
Lane will no longer be a rural lane but will abut an urban style estate.  

 

• The dwellings are being built on the highest part of the site which will be visible 
both from the road and surrounding lanes and recreational areas. Perhaps in the 
course of a number of years the screening will grow to shield the development 
but it will change the character of the area profoundly for the next 10 – 15 years.  

 
The second letter supports the officer's recommendation but requests that if 
permission were to be granted, the following conditions should be imposed to 
protect neighbouring amenity: 
 

• Any vehicles travelling to or from the site should not be allowed to reverse into, 
turn in or enter Barn Lane, reverse into or turn in any driveways, reverse into or 
turn in Bishops View  

 

• Any vehicles associated with the development site should not park in Barn Lane, 
park in Bishops View, on the A31, or on the verges of the A31, park or obstruct 
the layby next to Bishops View     

• All building materials and other items associated with the development should be 
kept within the confines of the site 

• The developer should provide signage to inform their contractors and use all 
reasonable means to enforce these conditions 

 
Officer comment: If the application was being supported by officers, it would be 
reasonable to impose a condition requiring such details to be agreed by the Council 
as part of a wider construction management plan. 
 
The third letter from The Barn Lane Action Group was circulated to members of the 
Planning Committee. To summarise: 
 

• The concerns raised to members centres on the methodologies employed for the 
LIPS events, and the extent to which these have predetermined the result of 
certain LIPS consultations. The use of an inappropriate methodology led to a 
preference for large sites (Friar’s Oak 25256 and 173 Winchester Road, the 
application site).  

 
 
 



 
 

• Such factors, combined with less than perfect supervision of the experimental 
consultation procedures in several locations, have allowed strong pressure 
groups to exert an undue influence. Committee members should reconsider the 
raw LIPS results in the light of this analysis.  

 
Letter from the applicant 
The applicant has submitted comments in response to the publication of the 
committee report and has expressed disappointment over the lack of up to date 
information regarding local infrastructure being reported to members, and points out 
the following: 
 

• A new water main will be laid in Winchester Road, Four Marks this month by 
South East Water to provide a top quality water supply to customers, and with 
planned future development in the area, to ensure that this can continue. The 
water infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the site will be suitable.  

 

• New superfast broadband is live in the immediate vicinity of the site. There are 
now 4 live superfast cabinets in the area and we have checked that this service 
is available. You are reporting that broadband speeds are below national 
average. That is now factually incorrect.  

 

• Surface water drainage – you report that “The proposed development will 
dramatically increase surface water run-off”. This is extremely mis-leading and 
somewhat alarmist. The site relies on SUDS infiltration techniques which have 
already been tested and proven for this site, in that regard the development 
represents no threat whatsoever to adjoining properties from surface water run-
off and will not cause any potential for flooding. 

 

• Foul drainage – recognising the LIPS feedback priorities, it has been made clear 
that before development can proceed any off-site improvement works will be 
requisitioned so that the local drainage infrastructure can accommodate the new 
development without detriment to the existing network. We have already paid 
Thames Water a substantial sum of money to commission the modelling that is 
necessary for the capacity study which will confirm the scope of improvement 
works. 

  

• The manner in which the community hall contribution is dismissed is interesting. 
There were 12 ‘needs’ arising from the LIPS event and yet only infrastructure is 
considered primary by officers? Item 20 of the LIPS report confirms the strong 
support for delivery of community facilities expressed at the Four Marks event 
and thus this was the second highest need. The fact that it received such strong 
from Four Marks is significant. The infrastructure concerns are the combined 
weight of the two community events, yet the community facility concerns 
emerged second highest having been strongly expressed only at the Four Marks 
events. In that regard, it has significant weight. 

  

• The report does not mention an extension of the Four Marks primary school in 
the Hampshire expansion programme 2013-2016 which will provide 21 additional 



places. The report also fails to mention that the doctor’s surgeries in Four Marks 
have capacity and are accepting new patients. 

Officer comment: The points raised by the developer in relation to infrastructure are 
noted.  In terms of the LIPS events, whilst it has been five months since these the 
two events took place, it should be remembered that the exercise allowed local 
residents to set out their own preferred infrastructure needs, at that time, and by 
those that attended.  Whilst improvements may have been made or are planned, as 
detailed above, it should not be assumed that the preferences expressed by 
residents at these events have now fallen away. 
 
In terms of the 'dismissal' by Officers of the developer's community hall contribution, 
the question to consider is whether providing more than is necessary would make 
the whole development acceptable in planning terms.  Furthermore, two other 
considerations are whether such a contribution is directly related to the development 
and fairly and reasonably related in scale to the development. 

 

S1  Item  2 

50313/FUL 

Land north of Towngate Farm House, Wield 
Road, Medstead, Alton, GU34 5LY 

 
CORRECTIONS 
 
P.56  7. Impact on amenity of adjoining property: 
The four dwellings would be set back from the road by 25-30m. The building to the 
south is separated by approximately 30m (not 60m as stated in the report). 
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
County Highways Officer - Visibility splays (2.4m by 43m) can be achieved but a 
drawing needs to be submitted to show this. 
The swept path analysis drawing shows an instance where two medium sized cars 
strike each other just past the entrance to plot 1. The access road may need to be 
widened at this point to mitigate this.  
 
Officer comment: Both these aspects can be addressed by condition and are added 
to the additional conditions set out below. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
One further letter of representation has been received raising concern that the 
proposal fails to provide a pedestrian footway link to the village and that any 
decision to approve the application without such provision would be unlawful. The 
author refers to the proposal in the village at Cedar Stables which is considered 
comparable to the Towngate application, where there was an expectation that a 
path would be provided to the village centre. The letter is available in full at 
Appendix 1. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Officer comment: There is no requirement for a footpath in this instance, which is a 
view confirmed by the Highways Officer for the reasons set out in the agenda report. 
There are differing circumstances between Cedar Stables and this site and each 
proposal is assessed on its own circumstances. There is no policy requirement for 
the provision of a footway, but due consideration has been given to the matter. 
Having regard to the impact of a footway on the character of the rural area, the 
reduction in width of the carriageway and both the scale of the proposed 
development and the absence of a footway serving existing dwellings on Wield 
Road, lead to the conclusion that it is not a necessary mitigation measure in this 
instance. 
 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION 
 
Change to Condition 1 to read: 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two years 
from the date of this planning permission. 
 
Additional Condition to remove permitted development rights: 
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. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of control over use and alterations to 
garages/car-barns: 
The garages hereby permitted shall be used for the parking of private motor vehicles 
and ancillary domestic storage only and for no other purpose. The car barns to Plots 
1 and 4 shall remain open fronted unless otherwise previously agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority. 
Reason  To maintain planning control in the interests of amenity and to ensure 
adequate provision is maintained for the parking of vehicles clear of the highway. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of access splays: 
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 43 metres 
provided in accordance plans which shall have been previously submitted to and 
agreed by the Local Planning Authority.  The lines of sight splays shown on the 
approved plans shall be kept free of any obstruction exceeding 1 metre 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. 
 
Additional Condition in respect of confirmation of tracking of vehicles within 
the site: 
Notwithstanding the details on the plans hereby approved, a plan showing the 



tracking of vehicles fronting plots 1 & 2 shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved plans. 
  
Reason - In order to ensure the safe and convenient manoeuvring of vehicles 
within the development. 

 

S1  Item  3 

55233/FUL 

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

 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RECEIVED 
 
A Landscape and Visual Assessment has been received from the applicant's agent.  
Public viewpoints investigated were: Recreation Ground; School Lane in front of 
Recreation Ground; Main Road footpath off School Lane; A31 Bridge off Rectory 
Lane; Hole Lane off Church Lane.  
 
The East Hampshire District Landscape Character Assessment identifies the site as 
lying within Type 4, Chalk Valley Systems.  The Local Character Area is 4B, 
Northern Wey Valley.  
 
The landscape sensitivity of the site is assessed as being 'medium'. 
 
The report recommends that the proposed development should follow the linear flow 
of the existing rooflines; materials should match the surrounding existing palette; the 
development should retain boundary vegetation and implement additional planting 
along Main Road to supplement the existing vegetation, where possible. 
 
In terms of impact on landscape character: 
 
For the site itself during the construction stage the change is assessed as being of 
small magnitude due to the very minor loss or alteration to key elements of features, 
and the introduction of elements that are not uncharacteristic when set within the 
attributes of the receiving landscape.  The significance of landscape effect for the 
construction of the proposal is assessed to be 'minor'. 
 
During the operational (occupied) stage it has been assessed that a minor loss of 
key landscape elements and the introduction of elements that may be prominent but 
not uncharacteristic  will occur and the subsequent landscape effects are considered 
not significant in planning terms. 
 
The visual effects are assessed from the stated viewpoints.  The introduction of 
construction features would not be unfamiliar features in the local landscape.  
Construction would be over a relatively short period and would result in a small 
magnitude of change. 
 
When completed, parts of the development would be visible but they would form a 
small element in a wider landscape and this would not be considered significant 



visual effects in planning terms. 
 
 
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
Bentley Parish Council has circulated a copy of the Bentley Plan which has been 
prepared as part of East Hampshire's LIPS process.  It aims to protect the village's 
identity through planning for change that is appropriate to the scale and character of 
the settlement; protect existing qualities that are important to the character of the 
settlement; minimise impact on infrastructure; improve community assets and 
infrastructure; avoid compromising how the long term growth of the settlement is 
planned.   
 
Open views towards the South Downs from Main Street and other vantage points 
are to be retained and safeguarded, as is the linear settlement pattern.  The view 
across from the Recreation Ground to the south is one which the plan aims to retain. 
 
A few small developments are proposed to one large development. 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The agent has written to clarify that the client does not have any particular tenure in 
mind for the affordable housing and would be happy to proceed on the basis of what 
the Council's affordable housing officer would prefer. 
 
A further letter of objection has been received stating that the report fails to give full 
consideration to the Habitats Directive in relation to Greater Crested Newts. The 
planning authority must assess: a) whether the project is for imperative reasons of 
overriding public interest or public health and safety; 
b) there must be no satisfactory alternative; 
c) favourable conservation status of the species must be maintained. 
 
Note: It is explicit in the report that the proposal is in the overriding public interest 
because the Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply. 
With regard to assessment of other sites, one other site in Bentley is under 
consideration at present, but the overall requirement of the villages outside the 
National Park is 150 homes and this requirement cannot be met from alternative 
proposals. 
The County Ecologist has assessed the information provided and has concluded 
that the favourable conservation status of the species would be maintained.  There 
is a low risk of Greater Crested Newts being present on the site and mitigation has 
been recommended to be required by condition should any be present. 

 

S1  Item  5 

32440/004/FUL 

New Palace Cinema, Normandy Street, Alton, 
GU34 1DE 

 
AMENDMENTS RECEIVED 



 
Two emails received 3rd October and 8th October from Agent attaching revised car 
park arrangements, ground floor layout with building stanchions set further back for 
improved visibility and vehicle tracking diagrams for each car space. 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
HCC Highways Officer - The tracking has been re-run and some further 
improvements have been made, although I note parking for apartment three is still 
extremely tight, especially when exiting the site. The difficulty in manoeuvring in and 
out of this space may discourage its use; however, it is difficult to show the 
displaced vehicle will cause demonstrable harm to other highway users if it is unable 
to park in its designated space. Therefore, the highway authority will be unable to 
uphold an objection based solely on this aspect of the application.  However, the 
Highway Officer still recommends refusal over inadequate visibility splays at the 
junction of the access with the private track. 

 
 

 


