Matter 4 Housing: the special distribution of new housing.
Written Statement on behalf of Winchfield Court Residents Limited (WCRL)
This statement supplements the representations submitted by Mr Robert Le Clerc on behalf of WCRL
dated 26th March 2018 (Response 175). It relates specifically to Matter 4.5 “Are the identified
settlement boundaries in each case justified? It addresses the settlement boundary at Winchfield
Court as identified on Figure 3 Key Diagram, the retention of which is a matter of key concern to the
residents
WCRL has 32 shareholders, one for each member household. Winchfield Court arose from the
conversion of the former Victorian workhouse/hospital to residential use in 1985.
Matter 4.5
WCRL is concerned that representations (Response 178) have been made by Woolf Bond Planning
on behalf of Belgrave Homes with the sole purpose of promoting a site of approximately 1.06ha. for
housing development which lies immediately to the north of Winchfield Court. The site was the
subject of two parallel planning applications (one for 17 units and one for 10 units) by Belgrave
Home which were both refused on 18th June 2018 for identical reasons (see Appendix 1). They
incorrectly claim that the site comprises previously developed land and consequently may argue that
the Winchfield Court development boundary should be extended to include their site. We strongly
support the maintenance of the existing development boundary.
Evidence, prepared by planning consultants, Bell Cornwell, (Appendix 2) submitted by WCRL to the
Council in support of their objection to the planning application concluded that:
Whilst the presence of buildings on the site is reasonably conclusive that part of the site is
PDL, the land closest to Winchfield Court shows no evidence of any permanent structures and
has been maintained as an open land. Accordingly, any historic link, in terms of usage, to
those buildings has been severed and therefore it is my opinion that this land neither forms
part of the curtilage of the moratorium or the sewage works and falls outside the definition
of PDL.
The land beyond the former sewage works but forming part of the development site, also
shows no signs of previous development and historic mapping suggests that this land has
never been developed, at least in the last 100 years or so. Indeed, the boundary of the site
appears to extend beyond the traditional boundary of the site where the land is more clearly
countryside. Therefore, in my opinion, this land falls outside the definition of PDL.
The Council state in their refusal notice (Appendix 1) that:
The Development proposal will result in an inappropriate and visually discordant form of
development which will be viewed in isolation from the nearby built form of Winchfield
Court. The proposed layout, density and form of development will not assimilate into the
existing landscape without loss of a largely greenfield [site].
The Winchfield Court settlement boundary was defined in the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement)
1996 – 2006 following the recommendation in the Planning Inspector’s report dated 1st October
1999. He stated:

6.8.520. Issue (3). The settlement boundaries denoted policy areas rather than any de facto
recognition that an area was built-up or not. Essentially, the settlement boundary accorded
modest development opportunities, such as infilling, which it did not appear would be of any
great significance in regard to the comprehensive redevelopment that had been undertaken
at the Hospital. Nevertheless, I could appreciate that the residents might find the less
constrained planning regime of the settlements an advantage. In the self-contained context
of the hospital site itself I saw this as likely to give few disadvantages and recommended that
the former Hospital site itself, not the field to the north, be given a settlement boundary.
It should be noted from the above that the inspector recommended that the settlement boundary
should specifically not include the land to which Belgrave Homes refer.
In conclusion therefore, we would submit that the settlement boundary around Winchfield Court
has stood the test of time and should be retained in its current form. There are no justified grounds
for the alteration of the settlement boundary and in particular it should not be extended to include
the land to the north referred to above. Therefore Policy NBE1 Development in the Countryside
should apply to this land. We would submit that in retaining the current settlement boundary, the
Plan meets the tests of soundness namely that it is:






positively prepared (based on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving
sustainable development);
justified (the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence);
effective (the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working
on cross-boundary strategic priorities);
consistent with national policy (the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework

Appendix 1

NOTICE OF DECISION
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

Decision :

Refuse Permission

Application no :

17/02621/FUL

Site address :
Description of
development :

Land North Of Winchfield Court,Pale Lane,Elvetham,
Hook, Hampshire
Erection of 17 no. dwellings together with associated
access, parking, landscaping and amenity space.

Date of Notice :

18 June 2018

The Planning Authority REFUSES Planning Permission for the following reason(s):
1

The proposed development, in a countryside location outside of any defined
settlement boundary in the Local Plan, would represent inappropriate development
which would have a detrimental effect on the character and setting of the countryside
and particularly the settlement of Winchfield Court by virtue of its siting, size and
prominence in the landscape and due to the loss of an important area of
undeveloped land. The benefits of the scheme do not outweigh the harm caused. As
such the proposal would be contrary to the requirements of saved policies CON22
and RUR2 of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First
Alterations to the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006, the Winchfield
Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2032) and the advice contained within paragraph 55 of
the National Planning Policy Framework.

2

The Development proposal will result in an inappropriate and visually discordant form
of development which will be viewed in isolation from the nearby built form of
Winchfield Court. The proposed layout, density and form of development will not
assimilate into the existing landscape without loss of a largely greenfield. The
benefits of the scheme do not outweigh the harm caused by the proposal. As such
the development is contrary to Saved Local Plan Policies GEN1, CON8 and CON22
of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to the
Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006.

3

The level of car parking proposed is insufficient and does not comply with the
requirements of Policy A2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2032) and is

as such inadequate to meet the high levels of car ownership experienced within the
Parish due to rural remoteness of the locality. Insufficient levels of on-plot car
parking, which is well designed and incorporated into the scheme, will lead to a poor
form of development with overspill car parking dominating the development.
4

Insufficient information has been provided with the application to allow the Local
Planning Authority to determine that the proposed development would not result in an
increased risk of flooding on other land. It has not been confirmed that any proposed
method for the disposal of surface water would be designed such that there would be
no additional water, additional volume or increased rate of flow off-site following the
development for all storms up to the 1 in 100 years, plus climate change.
As such, the proposal would be contrary to the requirements of saved policy GEN11
of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to the
Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and the advice contained in
paragraphs 100 and 103 of the Government's National Planning Policy Framework
(2012).

5

The site is located within 5 kilometres of the Castle Bottom to Yateley and Hawley
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which forms part of the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). In the absence of any evidence that the test
of no alternatives under Regulation 62 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 can be satisfied, or evidence that there are grounds of overriding
public interest, the proposed development, either alone or in combination with other
plans or projects, would be likely to have a significant adverse effect on the SPA. As
such the proposal is contrary to saved policies CON1 and CON2 in the Hart District
Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to the Hart District Local
Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006, and policy NRM6 in the South East Plan.

6

The proposed development does not make adequate provision for the provision of
affordable housing. As such the proposal is contrary 'saved' policy ALTGEN13 in the
Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to the Hart
District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006.

INFORMATIVE NOTES
These are advice notes to the applicant:
1

The Council works positively and proactively on development proposals to deliver
sustainable development in accordance with the NPPF. In this instance:
Unfortunately the culmulative issues were too significant to be amended through the
planning application process with some matters being fundamental matters relating
to the principle of development.

Rights of Appeal
Appeals can be made on the Planning Inspectorate’s website www.gov.uk/appeal-planningdecision. For further information or to obtain a paper copy of the form, please contact them
on either 0303 444 5000 or the Planning Inspectorate at Temple Quay House, 2 The
Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, BS1 6PN.
For householder and minor commercial applications you are allowed 12 weeks from the
date of this permission in which to lodge an appeal. For all other types of application you
have 6 months in which to appeal.
There is no third party right of appeal for neighbours or objectors.
Negotiations
Before making an appeal, you may wish to contact the case officer who dealt with your
application, Emma Whittaker on Tel: 01252 774115 or Email: emma.whittaker@hart.gov.uk
who may be able to advise you, how the council’s objections to your proposal might be
overcome if you amend your scheme. Please note that if negotiations are successful, you
will need to submit a new planning application, which may, of course, be refused by
committee.
Lodging an appeal will not prejudice your negotiations but you may need to agree with the
council to postpone the appeal, to allow negotiations to take place.
Purchase Notices
If either the Local Authority or the Secretary of State refuses permission to develop land or
grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that the owner can neither put the land
to a reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor render the land capable of a
reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would
be permitted.
In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the Council. This notice
will require the Council to purchase the owner’s interest in the land.

Appendix 2

Planning Advice Note
Bell Cornwell has been instructed by Winchfield Court Residents Limited to assess the planning status of
the land known as ‘Land North of Winchfield Court’, specifically whether it is ‘previously developed land’.
The Site
The site lies on land to the North of Winchfield Court in rural Hampshire, as defined by pre-app submission
documents to Hart District Council, by Belgrave Homes (reference 17/00544/PREAPP) (Appendix 1). The
extent of the site is shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: The Site (Source: Google)
A search of available records identifies that this land, along with the adjacent Winchfield Court
development, had originally formed part of a local workhouse. This was subsequently made a hospital and
more recently redeveloped as housing, including the land retained as ‘open space’, protected under a
Section 52 Agreement (Appendix 2), for use by the residents of Winchfield Court.

Today, the site retains an area that continues to serve as open space, but is otherwise overgrown with
trees and shrubbery. The remains of an old sewage works building and the old moratorium can also be
found within the site.
A search of the Council’s planning records shows that the site has been the subject of a number a planning
applications, the most notably of which includes:
•

Application 14/00707/MAJOR for the erection of 18 dwellings. This application was refused by the
Local Planning Authority.

•

Application 96/00865/OUT for a residential development of 21 dwellings. This application was
refused by the Local Planning Authority and subsequently dismissed at Appeal.

There are no known extant planning permissions for the site and therefore, other than the recent pre-app
submission there is no immediate prospect for development that might otherwise change its planning
status.
What is ‘Previously Developed Land’?
There is no statutory definition of ‘Previously Developed Land’ for planning purposes, however it is defined
in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as follows:
“Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land
(although it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any
associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes: land that is or has been occupied by agricultural
or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill
purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control procedures; land
in built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land
that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface
structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time.”
Although not a statutory definition, the NPPF is given significant weight in planning decisions, plan making
and is relied upon in Appeals and Court decisions. It is therefore a material planning consideration and is
widely accepted as the formal definition of PDL.

Date: September 2017

Our Ref: 8538/JJ

Closer scrutiny of the definition reveals that it is separated into two separate parts which identify what
qualifies as PDL and what it excludes. To determine whether land is PDL both parts must be met. The first
part is defined by applying the following test:
Previously Developed Land is:
•

Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the
developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should
be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure.

Accordingly, land is normally deemed to be PDL where it is occupied by a permanent structure. In most
cases, this will be easily determined, however the above also implies that land can equally be PDL if there
‘was’ once a permanent structure on the land. In practice, some evidence of that building will need to be
present or it will otherwise conflict with defined exclusions (see below). In addition, the structure must be
permanent and therefore one might expect some degree of fixing to the ground.
In addition to there being a permanent structure, the extent of the PDL is then defined by the curtilage
around the structure, including any associated fixed surface infrastructure (e.g. driveways, patios, etc.).
Even so, it is also made clear that this does not mean that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
Such cases would need to be considered on an individual basis and be the subject of the appropriate
planning judgement, taking account of relevant Development Plan policies and any material planning
considerations.
The second part of the definition goes on to exclude some types of land, including:
•

land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings;

•

land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill purposes
where provision for restoration has been made through development control procedures;

•

land in built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and
allotments;

•

and land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure
or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time.
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The first exclusion relates to land which is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings,
regardless of time or degree of permanency. Restored land following waste disposal or mineral extraction
is also excluded, as is land in built-up areas, including private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds
and allotments. However, as determined by the High Court in Dartford Borough Council v Secretary of
State for Communities & Local Government (March 2017), Charles George QC sitting as a Deputy High
Court Judge) found that only residential gardens within the "built-up area" were exempt from the
definition of previously developed land whereas, residential gardens outside "built up areas" were
"brownfield". It stands to reason that the same would apply to parks and recreational grounds outside
built-up areas. Even so, the same judgement requires PDL to be determined objectively.
Furthermore, land is also excluded that was previously-developed, if the remains of the permanent
structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time. Buildings and
other permanent structures that are no longer evident within the land, even though they might have once
qualified as PDL, would therefore fall outside its definition. In order to avoid conflict with the first part, it
is normally necessary for practically no physical evidence of the permanent structure to have survived.
Is land North of Winchfield Court PDL?
From visiting the site is was observed that the site is largely overgrown with trees and vegetation, with
around a quarter of the site maintained as open space. Also present is a dilapidated brick and concrete
structure that are believed to be the old moratorium for the Winchfield Hospital and a second structure,
which is the remains of the old sewage works.

Photo 1.
Shows area of open space adjacent to
Winchfield Court (maintained by the
residents).
No evidence of any permanent
structures on this part of the site.
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Photo 2.
Shows the former moratorium
building, which is in a state of
dilapidation but is a permanent
structure.
The curtilage is difficult to define due
to encroachment of trees and other
vegetation.

Photo 3.
Shows the former sewage works
building and evidence of pipework can
also be found nearby.
The curtilage is difficult to define due
to encroachment of trees and other
vegetation, although old railing may
define original extent.

Photo 4.
Shows area beyond the sewage works
to the North.
No evidence of any permanent
structures on this part of the site and
is overgrown with vegetation.

The visual inspection of the site confirmed the presence of the old moratorium and former sewage works
building, although, these buildings only represent one part of the total coverage of the overall site. Historic
mapping (see below) also reveals that a further building had been present in the first half of the 20th
century on the land that now appears to be occupied by garages. However, there is no physical remains
of that building, which was probably demolished as part of the Winchfield Court development.
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Former building, no
longer present

Historic Map 1.
Year 1911

Sewage works

Historic Map 2.
Year 1938
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Remaining structures

Historic Map 3.
Year 1981-1989

To the north boundary of the site, beyond the former sewage works, there is no physical evidence of any
existing buildings. Historic mapping of this area also provides no evidence of buildings or other structures
within this part of the site.

No evidence of
permanent structures
Moratorium and sewage
works structures
Open space maintained
by residents

Figure 2: Sub-division of site
Given the presence of the moratorium and sewage work buildings, it is evident that at least part of the
site could be determined as PDL. Likewise, due to their state of dereliction and the substantial vegetation
and trees which have grown around these buildings and any other remains, they are almost
indistinguishable from the landscape. It is therefore arguable that a new chapter has therefore occurred
in their planning status and whilst this does not necessarily mean that the buildings do not qualify the land
Date: September 2017
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as previously developed, it is the case, due to the passage of time, that the extent of their curtilages is
more difficult to define. Indeed, in my opinion, it does not extend much beyond their footprints because
as a matter of fact, much of the site has now blended into the landscape.
In any event, the assessment of whether land is PDL largely depends on fact and degree, to be interpreted
by the decision maker. In 2014, when considering the issue under the planning application
14/00707/MAJOR for 18 dwellings, the Council refused the application, but the Council’s Delegated Report
(Appendix 3) did otherwise suggest that land termed ‘previously developed’ shouldn’t necessarily be
devoid of vegetation. Although that is true, the presence of vegetation is a different test to what the NPPF
imposes, as its definition requires land to not have ‘blended into the landscape in the process of time’.
As concluded by an Inspector in 1997 [Ref T/APP/N1730/A/97/278561/P5], in considering the appeal of
application 96/00865/OUT (Appendix 4), he determined that:
“the majority of the site appears to be overgrown, undeveloped grassland and woodland. Moreover, the
southern section of the site, adjacent to Winchfield Court, consists of a pleasant grassed area which
contributes to the attractive setting of that development”.
Although he does not make any firm commitments to whether the whole site could be identified as PDL,
the decision does observe that the site is mostly overgrown. In my opinion, it is evident that the site has
for the most part become part of the natural landscape.
Conclusions
Whilst the presence of buildings on the site is reasonably conclusive that part of the site is PDL, the land
closest to Winchfield Court shows no evidence of any permanent structures and has been maintained as
an open land. Accordingly, any historic link, in terms of usage, to those buildings has been severed and
therefore it is my opinion that this land neither forms part of the curtilage of the moratorium or the
sewage works and falls outside the definition of PDL.
The land beyond the former sewage works but forming part of the development site, also shows no signs
of previous development and historic mapping suggests that this land has never been developed, at least
in the last 100 years or so. Indeed, the boundary of the site appears to extend beyond the traditional
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boundary of the site where the land is more clearly countryside. Therefore, in my opinion, this land falls
outside the definition of PDL.
Although in the planning context, this does not necessarily prevent planning permission being given for
development of the site, it does point to the site being less sustainable than it might otherwise be. Given
that the Council’s policies will normally seek to protect areas outside defined settlements, the status of
the land is a clear material consideration in the planning balance. In this case, I would not be entirely
confident that the land is well defined as PDL.
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COMMITTEE REPORT
ITEM NUMBER:
APPLICATION NO.

14/00707/MAJOR

LOCATION

Land North Of Winchfield Court Pale Lane Elvetham
Hook Hampshire

PROPOSAL

APPLICANT

Demolition of existing structures and erection of 18 dwellings
comprising 9 two bedroom houses, 7 three bedroom houses and
2 four bedroom houses with associated access, parking and
landscaping
Lacken Construction

CONSULTATIONS EXPIRY

2 June 2014

APPLICATION EXPIRY

26 June 2014

RECOMMENDATION

Refuse Permission

Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey map with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown Copyright 2000.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Please Note: Map is not to scale

BACKGROUND
This application is brought to Committee at the discretion of the Head of Regulatory
Services.
Amended plans, elevations, street scene, swept path analysis, Flood Risk Assessment and
Landscape Appraisal were submitted on 27 May 2014. The amended documents were
subject to re-consultation.
SITE
The application site comprises an area of land of approximately 1.06ha on which lie the
remains of mortuary, sewage treatment plant and drain runs for the original Winchfield
Hospital site. The application site is, essentially, level and lies on higher ground than that to
the east and north, which lies within the Hart river valley. The western boundary of the site
lies parallel to Pale Lane.
The application site is north of and adjacent to Winchfield Court which includes the original
Winchfield Hospital buildings that have been converted to housing. To the immediate southeast of Winchfield Court is working farm which includes a number of agricultural buildings.
To the west of the application site, on the opposite side of Pale Lane, are several detached
residential properties in well-treed curtilages. Beyond these areas, to the south-east, north,
west and east lies open countryside. To the south-west of Winchfield Court is the distinct
settlement of Winchfield.
The application site is currently overgrown with a mix of mature trees, scrub and open
rough grassland. Vegetation on the site is a mix of bracken, rough grassland and woodland.
Trees form the prominent western, northern and eastern boundaries of the application site.
PROPOSAL
The proposal is for the demolition of existing structure and the erection of 18 dwellings.
Essentially, the proposed dwellings would be provided in two distinct blocks with the
exception of plot 1. The proposed dwellings are a mix of house types and tenures:
Affordable
Open Market
Total

2 bed
5
4
9

3 bed
2
5
7

4 bed
0
2
2

Total
7
11
18

The proposed dwellings comprise a mix of terrace, semi-detached and detached houses.
A new vehicular and pedestrian access would be created from Pale Lane. The access has
been sited to ensure that appropriately sized visibility splays can be achieved. The access
road will be to adoptable standards. There would be no vehicular access from Winchfield
Court. Car parking will be provided primarily in the form of on-street parking and parking
courts. The larger dwellings will have on-plot parking. Parking areas will be laid out in
permeable materials.

The proposal will retain the tree belt along the boundary with Pale Lane although seven
trees will be lost to create the access point. There are 123 trees on the site, of which 40
would be removed to facilitate development. Four of trees proposed to be removed are
category B. A 12m wide wildlife corridor will be created on the northern edge of the site
parallel to the rear boundary of plots 7 to 18. Within the site approximately 0.5 hectares
will be left as open space.
The application states that the proposed layout and design of the dwellings reflects that of
Winchfield Court. The height of the dwellings ranges between 8.1m and 8.6m to the
ridgeline. The eaves height is 5m. The proposed materials and detailing will match those at
Winchfield Court. Front gardens will comprise small strips akin to those at Winchfield
Court. Rear gardens would be a minimum 10m deep.
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
96/00865/OUT
Residential development comprising up to 21 dwellings with associated access, parking, open
space and landscaping and recreational facilities
Permission refused, appeal dismissed.
This was dismissed on the basis that the site was in the countryside, unrelated to a
settlement and would overly rely on the car. It should be noted that at this time Winchfield
Court was not a settlement; the nearest being Winchfield Hurst.
CONSULTEE RESPONSES
Winchfield Parish Council
Winchfield Parish Council resolved to support this application in the context of the need for
the parish to find sites to meet its share of the housing numbers which will be required in
the rural areas of Hart District once the new Local Plan is adopted. Councillors considered
that development of this site would be less harmful to the rural character of the parish than
other sites that are being mooted.
The Council would, however, suggest that the siting of the one house to the right of the
access road is reconsidered, and ask that the overall parking provision is reviewed in order
to ensure that there is sufficient parking within the proposed development to avoid
overflow parking in the adjoining Winchfield Court.
Dogmersfield Parish Council
has noted this application and ask that if permission is to be granted a condition should be
included requiring all site traffic to be prohibited from accessing the site via Chatter Alley
and the centre of Dogmersfield village.
Thames Water
Thames Water would advise that with regard to sewerage infrastructure capacity, we would
not have any objection to the above planning application.
HCC Archaeology

I have checked our records and in light of the previous ground disturbance on the site and
the absence of archaeological information from the surrounding area there are no
archaeological issues I would wish to raise in this instance.
Local Education Authority (Hampshire County Council) (summary)
This development lies in the catchment area of Oakwood Infant and Greenfields Junior
Schools, Hartley Wintney and Robert May’s Secondary School, Odiham. Provision of school
places in these areas is critical. This proposed development will contribute to the demand
for additional places and a contribution as detailed below is therefore required to mitigate
the impact on primary school places.
In line with the Developers’ Contribution Policy, a contribution of £89,790 is sought
towards primary education and £94,593 towards secondary education.
The Victorian Society
We object to the demolition of the former Winchfield Hospital (now Winchfield Court)
morgue, for which appropriate justification has not been given.
The small morgue on site was part of the former Winchfield Hospital, which was originally
built as a workhouse. The former morgue is a simple, aesthetically harmonious building, with
elements that clearly show its family relationship to Winchfield Court. Like the main
buildings, it is built of red brick with stone quoins and door surround, and a hipped slate
roof. It is an attractive and interesting building in its own right, and is made more significant
by its relationship to the complex. Winchfield Court is itself a non-designated heritage asset,
and both the demolition of part of the complex (the morgue), and the new development,
will have an effect on that asset.
Non-designated heritage assets such as the morgue and workhouse should have their value
taken into account in determining planning applications. Section 135 of the NPPF states the
following: “The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that affect
directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.” The NPPF also
stipulates, in section 131, that “in determining planning applications, local planning authorities
should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage
assets.”
No assessment of the history of the morgue and workhouse, and the impact of the
development on these buildings and their heritage, has been made in the application.
Furthermore, the site is large, and the former morgue has a very small footprint; no
explanation has been given about why its reuse is not a possibility. It is therefore not
possible to make the balanced judgement required in assessing the application. The building
should not be permitted to be demolished without assessment of its significance and
justification of its loss. We recommend that the application is refused, and that options are
considered for retaining the building.
Scottish and Southern Electricity
SSE can confirm that no plant or equipment is affected by this planning application and as
such have no comments to make.

North East Hampshire Architects Panel
The panel applauded the approach of the collaboration with the Parish. 18 dwellings seems
low in density (is there a phase 2?). The use of detailing of Winchfield Court seems logical
to keep a sense of place making, however the proportions are poor:
• The windows are cottage type and not sash (Georgian)
• The two different pitches on roofs is odd
• Tax windows unnecessary
• Spacing between units 1 and 2 is too compressed
• Unit 1 could be flipped to benefit the public space
• Taller is better (proportions)
• Rear and sides (soldier course) do not match fronts; proportions do not match
• Overbearing quoins, could they not be brick with less reveals
• Orientation to sun?
• Bin stores and parking over prominent
• Materials need better consideration
• Spacing between units 4 & 5 and 8 & 9 is too small
• Not best use of site
• Contamination issues need to be addressed
• It either needs similar to Winchfield Court (better proportions could be better) or
different language
Ecology (Internal)
No objection to this application on the grounds of biodiversity providing the
recommendations in both ecology reports are implemented in full.
I have no records of protected species on the site and the proposals will not directly affect
any designated sites of nature conservation value. The ecological survey work has
established that the site is comprised of areas of grassland, woodland and bracken as well as
the existing buildings. In terms of protected species, some evidence of badger activity was
found and a targeted reptile survey was conducted which confirmed the presence of a small
population of slow-worms, grass snakes and adders. The outbuildings were deemed not to
offer any opportunities for roosting bats although the wider site is likely to provide some
foraging opportunities. The site also offers a wide range of opportunities for nesting birds.
The survey also identified in the surrounding environment. As well as managing some of the
buffer habitat for reptiles, there are opportunities to enhance the site for biodiversity with
the erection of next boxes and the inclusion of bat bricks and swift bricks in the building
design. A small patch of balsam which will need to be removed using the correct procedures
and methodology before any construction work can begin. The reptile report proposes to
retain the populations on the site in the retained habitat around the periphery of the site. I
support the approach to retain the reptiles on the site as translocation should be avoided
where possible. It is likely the reptiles on the site are part of a larger population.
Environmental Health (Internal)
We have reviewed the submitted plans and records held by Hart District Council and we
have noted that the proposed development site was formally occupied by a sewage works
and buildings associated with the former Winchfield Hospital. As the processes undertaken
at sewage works may give rise to soil contamination it is recommended that a suitable
condition is placed.

Highways (Internal) (revised comments)
Speed and traffic movements’ survey carried out over a 7 day period to clarify vehicle
movements and speeds.. A 2.4m x 90m splay provided is adequate. The original Transport
Statement summary of the traffic flows was clarified and it now clearly indicates that a larger
number traffic either travels to or come from the north direction. I would like to make the
point that there will still be a significant percentage of traffic that will turn left out of the
new site towards The Barley Mow, Winchfield Station and Dogmersfield Primary School.
Traffic in this direction will come to the Pale Lane/The Hurst crossroads, and improvements
to this particular junction is welcomed and is the scheme selected from the HDC Transport
Statement for the Transport Contribution.
The parking and bin storage arrangements are acceptable.
Production of a swept path analysis for a 10.5m long refuse freighter accessing the site,
turning and exiting in a forward gear. This is now adequate.
With regard to the transport contribution, a figure of £75,684 is payable and to be directed
scheme reference HDC0348: (Improvements to visibility exiting Pale Lane at Pale Lane/The
Hurst junction) listed in the Hart Transport Statement adopted September 2012.
Housing (Internal)
Hart’s current policy requires the provision of 40% affordable housing on schemes of 5 units
or more in rural areas. This site is proposing 18 dwellings of which 7 should be affordable
housing. The application offers the following mix:
• Rent: 3 x 2 bed (4 person) and 2 x 3 bed (5 person)
• Shared ownership: 2 x 2 bed
This equates to 38.89%. The remaining 1.11% should be delivered as a financial contribution
following the agreed Council formula. This mix and location of the affordable housing is
agreeable with the housing department and the financial contribution is yet to be agreed.
The affordable housing should be built to Homes and Communities Agency (HCA)
standards. The affordable housing should be managed by one of the Registered Providers on
the Council’s Approved list. There should be a nomination agreement for the rented
affordable housing.
Leisure (Internal)
I would expect the developer to take account of the extensive list of leisure infrastructure
projects approved by the Council and make a financial contribution in the sum of £20, 352
to those projects relevant to the proposed site i.e. Basingstoke Canal, Hitches Lane (aka
Edenbrook) Country Park and the Hitches Lane (aka Edenbrook) Leisure Centre.
Trees (Internal)
Taking into account that it has been adequately demonstrated how the significant trees will
protected I have no objection to the proposal subject to the suitable conditions.
There are a number of mature and semi-mature trees throughout the site. However they
are of varying quality and significance. To demonstrate which trees the Council consider to
be worthy of retention the Council has served a TPO (ref: ORD/14/00071).

Waste (Internal)
Road width needs to be enough to take a 26 tonne RCV and also a turning area is required
to ensure that vehicle can enter and leave in a forward gear. Further information regarding
the bin stores and who will use then needs to be agreed with the Joint Waste Client Team
before constructed. Each property will require a 240 litre blue for recycling and black for
residual waste bin and a glass crate which can be purchased from the Council.
NEIGHBOUR RESPONSES
49 letters of objection were received. The following issues were raised:•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The application site is subject to an existing Section 52 agreement protecting the site
from further development
The site is not ‘brownfield’ (previously developed land)
The application site is used recreationally by Winchfield Court residents
The application site is outside the Winchfield Court settlement boundary
There will be a significant loss of open space that acts as a buffer to the Thames
Basin Heath Special Protection Area
Buffer zone between the development of Elvetham Heath and Edenbrook
The application site is in a prominent position overlooking the Hart river valley; the
character and setting of the countryside and the immediate locality would be
completely spoiled by the proposed development
Local facilities cannot be reached other than by private vehicles
The proposed parking is inadequate
Traffic survey was undertaken in the school holiday
Settlement of Winchfield Court is over-developed
Pale Lane is unable to carry two car width traffic at many points
Local facilities (doctors, dentists, schools, public transport, highways) are already
stretched to breaking point
Electricity, gas, broadband are frequently sub-standard
No local bus service
No pavements or suitable paths
No street lighting
The railway station is already oversubscribed and would realistically only be reached
by car
Most occupants would likely travel to work by car not bike, walking or railway
Access to the Hitches Lane SANG would most likely be by motor vehicle
The site is regularly flooded
Development of the application site will undoubtedly incur further drainage issues
and possible property damage and further road accidents
Pale Lane and surrounding roads are regularly flooded during the Autumn and Spring
period causing bottlenecks to traffic and accidents
Pale Lane and adjoining roads are almost never de-iced in the winter months and
causes accidents
Loss of species identified in the Ecology survey is quite possible with this kind of
development; the survey failed to note local fauna
Pale Lane has national speed limit not 30 mph

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Likely to cause a fatal accident
The drainage strategy will discharge even more water at the northern end into
soakaway and boundary ditch close to a junction already suffering
Development would seriously disturb the character and outlook of the local area
Misleading to state it will tidy up a disused sewage plant as this is now overgrown
and takes up a small part of the overall site
No school or shop within walking distance
Winchfield has a special character
Winchfield Court residents should be able to influence the design of the scheme
The disused mortuary should be renovated as an historic building
The site is within the Hartley Wintney schools catchment

One letter of support received.
CONSIDERATIONS
A.
B.
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D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.
A.

Principle of Development and Local Infrastructure
Biodiversity and Trees
Landscape
Design
Surface Water Flooding and Contaminated Land
Impact on the Amenity of Occupiers of Neighbouring dwellings
Vehicular Access and Parking, Cycle Storage, Refuse Storage
Affordable Housing and Housing Mix
Heritage Matters
Community Infrastructure and Mitigation
Other Matters
Principle of Development and Local Infrastructure

The English Planning System is a "plan led" system with planning decisions being made in
accordance with the policies of the plan unless material considerations, including the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicate otherwise.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 14) sets out a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. Essentially, the presumption is that planning permission
should be granted unless there are other good planning reasons. As a core planning principle
the intrinsic character of the countryside should be recognised and thriving rural
communities supported (paragraph 17). NPPF (Paragraph 54) indicates that in rural areas,
exercising the duty to cooperate with neighbouring authorities, local planning authorities
(LPAs) should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect
local needs, particularly for affordable housing, including through rural exception sites where
appropriate. Additionally, Local Planning Authorities should in particular consider whether
allowing some market housing would facilitate the provision of significant additional
affordable housing to meet local needs. The NPPF (paragraph 55) goes on to state that to
promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities but isolated homes in the countryside
should be avoided unless there are specific reasons.

The NPPF also sets out a clear definition of previously developed land (PDL) (‘brownfield’
land) (Annex 2, pp.55): land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including
the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the
curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. However,
land that was previously-developed, but where the remains of the permanent structure or
fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time are excluded
from the definition of PDL.
The national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was published by the Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) on 6 March 2014 to supplement the NPPF
and provide national planning policy guidance. The PPG provides guidance on how local
authorities should support sustainable rural communities. PPG clearly states that all
settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development 1. Furthermore, policy
restrictions on housing development in some settlements and preventing other settlements
from expanding should be avoided unless their use can be supported by robust evidence.
The Hart District Local Plan was adopted in 2002 and various alterations were adopted in
2006. The application site is located in the countryside as defined in saved Local Plan Policy
RUR1. Saved Local Plan policy RUR2 sets out that development in the open countryside,
outside the defined settlement boundaries, will not be permitted unless the local planning
authority is satisfied that it is specifically provided for by other policies in the Local Plan.
The submitted Local Plan was withdrawn at the end of September 2013, meaning that the
housing policies of the adopted Local Plan are out of date, as they do not deal with the
objectively assessed housing needs of the area.
Towards the end of 2012 and in early 2013 there were pre-application discussions with the
now applicant. At that time the Council did not have a 5 year supply of housing land , based
even against the former requirement as set out in the now revoked South East Plan. This
meant in line with the presumptions in the NPPF planning permission should be granted.
Guidance was given to the applicant to this effect and they were advised to enter into
dialogue with the Parish Council which, as can be seen above, supports the scheme. At the
time, this was seen as a potential way of delivering the housing in rural areas set out in the
submitted Local Plan.
Since the pre-application discussions and the withdrawal of the Local Plan the Council has,
with Surrey Heath and Rushmoor Borough Councils, commissioned a revised Strategic
Housing Market Assessment for the area to set out the objectively assessed housing needs
for the District. This has indicated that Hart should deliver 370 dwellings per year. While
this figure has yet to be tested, if this is used as a base for assessment, then the Council has
a 5 year land supply as required by the NPPF.
Hart adopted an Interim Housing Delivery Strategy (IHDS) on 30 September 2013. It is not
a planning policy document and so in itself it cannot be used as a basis for the formal grant
or refusal of planning permission. The IHDS is a position statement that reflects the
Council’s view on housing delivery. It also sets the context for Planning Committee to
determine planning applications particularly where the development would otherwise be
contrary to the saved policies of the Hart Local Plan.
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To support this, the IHDS sets out six planning principles. Planning Principle 1 states that
when considering development proposals for new housing, the Council will take a positive
approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Planning
applications for new housing that accord with the principles in the IHDS will be approved
without delay unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Planning Principle 2 states that in planning for the location of new housing development, the
Council will adopt the following principles inter alia:
a) Development will generally be permitted within defined settlement boundaries;
b) Development will generally be permitted outside defined settlement boundaries
provided that it:
i. Accords with policies relating to the countryside; or
ii. Is on previously developed land; or
iii. Is allocated for development
c) Development will be permitted which is consistent with the character, accessibility and
provision of infrastructure and services in the area;
Outside settlement boundaries, such as this site, development will be permitted in
accordance with policies relating to the countryside. The redevelopment of previously
developed land in the countryside will generally be encouraged provided that the site is not
of high environmental value and that the proposed use and scale of development is
appropriate to the site’s context.
Planning Principle 4 states that the Council will grant planning permission for sustainable
development that accord with the general distribution pattern set out (Table 2; pp.7/8).
Table 2 sets out that rural settlements and previously developed land in the countryside
should provide 469 dwellings. The strategy allows housing in the rural areas to support the
objective of a living, working countryside. It is recognised that in transport terms, rural
areas are generally less sustainable than urban areas, but transport is not the only
consideration. There remains a commitment to protecting the overall character of the
villages and to ensure good design for all new development.
Both the NPPF and IHDS are clear that to promote sustainable development in rural areas,
housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural
communities. For example, where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in
one village may support services in a village nearby.
Although in terms of the overall housing needs of the District the scale of the proposal is,
essentially, modest (18 dwellings) it is considered that it would not be proportionate for the
settlement of Winchfield Court. Winchfield Court currently has a population of 73, and this
proposal would add approximately 46 new people as it would represent a substantial
increase. (Nearby Winchfield Hurst has a population of 95.) Consequently the scale of
development is not appropriate to the site’s context and the proposal does comply with
planning principle 2. However, the proposal clearly would have scope to contribute towards
the objective of a ‘living, working countryside’, as set out in the IHDS (pp.7) through the
provision of new mixed tenure housing in a rural location.

As set out, the application site is located adjacent to the settlement boundary of Winchfield
Court and includes several outbuildings related to the former hospital site at Winchfield
Court. The outbuildings are in a dilapidated and overgrown state. However, they are still
clearly visible as distinct structures, at least within the site, and have not wholly blended into
the landscape. Whilst the comments from objectors on this issue are noted, the NPPF is
clear that for land termed ‘previously developed’ it is not a perquisite that it should
necessarily be devoid of vegetation. As such, in line with the clear definition in the NPPF, the
application site is previously developed land.
However, it is considered that whether the proposal is acceptable in principle or not, does
not turn solely on the question of whether the site is PDL or not. Furthermore, the
proposal would clearly not, due to the distances involve, result in the coalescence of
Winchfield Court with any other nearby settlements.
IHDS Planning Principle 2 considers accessibility and provision of infrastructure. IHDS
Planning Principle 4 recognises that with regard to transport, rural areas are generally less
sustainable than urban areas. Winchfield Court is a small settlement that does not include
any social infrastructure facilities, although the nearby settlement of Winchfield Hurst
includes a few facilities (public house, cricket pitch and access to the Basingstoke Canal). For
reference, there is also a modest amount of small non-agricultural local companies at nearby
Hurst Farm. The nearest bus stop is on the A323 Fleet Road and, as such, public transport
access is considered poor, given the distance from the site (1.5km). The community facilities
(church, supermarket etc.) at Elvetham Heath are 2.3km away. The application site is within
the catchment for the infant and junior schools in Hartley Wintney (approx. 4 km), although
the primary school in Dogmersfield in nearer (1.6km). Winchfield railway station is
approximately 2km from the application site. As such, it would be within reasonable cycling
distance but not walking distance.
As such, the number of local facilities that can be accessed within walking distance of the
application site is considered to be limited and that the application site is considered to have
poor access to public transport and only the public house at Winchfield Hurst is,
realistically, within walking distance of the application site given the distances and lack of
suitable pedestrian routes to facilities further afield. Higher level facilities at Elvetham
Heath, Hartley Wintney and Fleet are, in reality, are most likely to involve private vehicular
journeys rather than walking or cycling journeys. Taken together it is considered that the
site is not in an accessible location.
A number of observations from the local community have asserted that the local utility
infrastructure, specifically gas, broadband and foul water drainage, is inadequate. However,
no detailed evidence has been provided to substantiate the view that utility services are so
poor as to preclude development in principle. With regard to foul water drainage Thames
Water did not raise an objection to the proposal or request a ‘Grampian’ condition in line
with other recent residential development proposals. In addition, electricity companies have
a statutory responsibility to connect new dwellings.
In addition, the issue of improving broadband coverage across Hampshire is an issue that the
County Council are currently addressing with the support of District Councils and
commercial partners 2. The HCC website sets out that WInchfield Court/Winchfield Hurst
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area is on the boundary between areas proposed to be upgraded by commercial investment
(centred on Fleet) and rural areas to be investigated by HCC with the aim of 95% superfast
broadband geographical coverage by 2017. Much of rural Hampshire falls within this latter
category. As such, whilst it is acknowledged that broadband here is likely to inferior to that
found in nearby urban centres such as Fleet, it is not considered that this in itself should
preclude development in principle.
Therefore, it is considered that there are no identified significant utility infrastructure issues
which would preclude, in principle, residential development in this area.
Given the NPPF and PPG national policy and guidance, and the context set out in the IHDS,
consideration of whether the proposal is acceptable in principle is considered to be a matter
balancing the need to deliver new housing in rural areas against the poor access of the area
to facilities.
The proposal is contrary to the relevant countryside policies of the current Local Plan.
However, in line with the aim of the NPPF, PPG and IHDS to deliver additional housing in
rural areas, there are a number of factors which could weight in favour of the proposal. The
NPPF aims to increase the supply of new housing in rural locations. Whilst it is recognised
that local facilities are limited and access to public transport is poor, this argument would
likely apply to the majority of rural villages in Hart. The evidence base for the new Local
Plan categorises the existing settlements in adopted local plan into five; Winchfield Court
and Winchfield Hurst fall into the lowest tier as the least sustainable.
In this case, the proposal would have a significant impact on the overall settlement, through
its scale, of Winchfield Court and, by virtue of its close proximity, Winchfield Hurst through
the provision of new mixed tenure housing, utilising previously developed land adjacent to
an existing settlement.
While weight should also be placed on the support of Winchfield Parish Council (WPC),
who acknowledge in their response to the proposal that a proportion of any future Hart
District housing target will need to be delivered in the parish and that this proposal can
contribute towards it.
On balance, while there are benefits of the proposed housing, including the substantial
benefit of additional affordable housing, this does not outweigh the harm of building in the
countryside in a location which can only be accessed for the vast majority of its need by the
private car at a scale that it out of character with its context.
Therefore, it is considered that despite the previous encouragement given to the applicant,
the identification of an objectively assessed housing need and the current 5 year supply of
housing land, has altered the balance. Consequently, taking all material factors identified
above in to account, the principle of releasing the site at this time for housing is not
appropriate.
B.

Biodiversity and Trees

Saved local plan policy CON5 states that planning permission will not be granted for
development that would gave a significant effect on plant or animal species or their habitats
protected by law unless conditions are attached or planning obligations entered into

requiring the developer to secure their protection. Policy CON8 seeks to protect trees of
significant landscape or amenity value.
Since April 2008, all proposals that include works to, or demolition of, a roof are required
to make an assessment of the impact the development may have on bats and their habitats,
which are a protected species under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010).
The supporting ecological reports confirmed the presence of small populations of slowworms, grass snakes and adders. The Biodiversity Officer supports the proposed mitigation
which is to retain the reptile populations on the site in the retained habitats around the
periphery of the site.
Invasive flora (Himalayan Balsam) has been identified within the application site. The removal
of this flora prior to commencement of works can be addressed through a suitable
condition.
The Tree Officer has confirmed that there are a number of mature and semi-mature trees
throughout the site and that they are of varying quality and significance. However, the
proposal has taken into account the recently served Tree Preservation Order (TPO).
As such, it is considered that subject to full implementation of the proposed
recommendations and mitigation in the Ecological Survey (Ref: 133177/JDT; 27 January
2014) and Phase 2 Ecological Report (March 2014) and subject to suitable conditions
relating to tree protection, that the proposal would satisfy saved local plan policies CON5
and CON8.
C.

Surface Water Flooding and Contaminated Land

The NPPF states that when determining planning applications, local planning authorities
should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood risk
assessment following the Sequential Test, and if required the Exception Test, it can be
demonstrated that within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of
lowest flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location and
development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant including safe access and escape
routes where required and that any residual risk can be safely managed, including by
emergency planning and it gives priority to the use of sustainable drainage systems. The
national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out further guidance on the level of detail
that is needed in site specific flood risk assessments.
Saved Local Plan Policy GEN11 requires development in areas liable to flood, or which
would unacceptably increase the risk of flooding on other land, will not be permitted, unless
appropriate and satisfactory alleviation or mitigation measures are included. Policy GEN9
permits development on land that has either been contaminated or is believed to be
contaminated, subject to supporting criteria.
Saved Local Plan policy GEN9 permits development on land that has either been
contaminated or is believed to be contaminated, subject to supporting criteria.

In this application the issues of surface water flooding and land contamination are indivisible
given that an infiltration solution must take account of the extent and location of likely land
contamination, which in this instance would be related to its former use as sewage works.
Pale Lane is regularly prone to surface water flooding which collects on the road and in
adjacent ditches. As such, it is considered that the application site should have to address
the surface water derived on-site through suitable sustainable drainage systems rather than
exacerbate the existing surface water flooding problems in the area.
In line with this, the applicants have provided a revised Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (May
2014) which sets out three possible on-site drainage solutions in light of the extent of
possible land contamination issues within the application site. Broadly, the FRA proposes to
discharge the surface water from the site either using infiltration methods in the form of
soakaways or to the ditch on the northern boundary at a reduced flow rate using
appropriate technology in the event that there is an unmanageable land contamination issue,
and tests prove soakways are unfeasible.
However, given the existing surface water flooding issues adjacent to the application site in
Pale Lane, this revised discharge option is not an acceptable approach even at a reduced
flow rate. As such, it is considered that an on-site infiltration trench is the only suitable
option for addressing the surface water run-off on the application site.
The Environmental Health Officer has highlighted that given its former use as sewage works,
inter alia, that there is a likelihood of soil contamination within the application site. The
Phase 1 Environmental Risk Assessment states (Paragraphs 4.5-4.6) that the southern part of
the application site is considered to potentially pose a risk but that no potential sources of
contamination have been identified.
It is therefore considered that the option of routing all surface water to an infiltration
trench parallel to the northern boundary behind plots 7-18 would be the most appropriate,
given that any possible land contamination is likely to be concentrated in the south and/or
centre of the site. For reference, the proposed preliminary drainage strategy infiltration
trench is set out in the May 2014 FRA (pp.22 Ref: 101).
Therefore, final designs for the proposed infiltration trench should be informed by a detailed
land contamination report in line with the Environmental Health Officer’s recommendations.
Following detailed intrusive ground investigations, the report should set out what the extent
of contamination is and what mitigation is necessary to facilitate an infiltration based surface
water drainage solution. For reference, reflecting the recommendations of the Phase 1
Environmental Risk Assessment (Para. 4.7) intrusive ground investigations should be
conducted only once all structures and apparatus associated with the sewage works have
been removed from the application site.
In addition, in line with the recommendations set out in the May 2014 FRA, following a
ground investigation, a site investigation with BRE Digest 365 soakage tests will be carried
out to determine the infiltration rate of the ground and feasibility of using soakaways.
However, given the identified geology of the application site (Windlesham Formation), it is
considered that there should be capacity for an infiltration trench.

In addition, the proposed infiltration trench would need to take account of the root
protection zones of both existing and proposed trees and the fact that the area is proposed
to be located within is proposed to be located in is also to be utilised as a wildlife corridor.
As such, it is considered appropriate to condition the infiltration trench so avoids damage to
trees.
Furthermore, parking areas adjacent to the access road and driveways will be formed of
permeable paving. To mitigate the risk of contamination, it is proposed to discharge the
surface water from the access road via trapped gullies. The permeable parking areas will
have a layer of suitable material (Imbitex or similar) to neutralise hydrocarbons in the
surface water before soaking away.
As such, it is considered that, subject to suitable conditions relating to drainage and land
contamination, the proposal would satisfy the NPPF and saved policies GEN9 and GEN11.
D.

Landscape

The NPPF sets out (Paragraph 113) that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria based
policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting protected landscape
areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their status
and gives appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to
wider ecological networks.
Policy GEN1 requires development to be in keeping with local character by virtue of the
landscaping proposed as well as provide for the enhancement of the District’s landscape.
Policy GEN3 sets out that within the identified landscape character areas, development will
be permitted if it does not adversely affect the particular character of the landscape and is in
accordance with other policies in the plan. Policy CON8 sets out that trees, hedgerows and
woodland can have significant landscape and amenity value. Policy CON22 sets out that
development which would adversely affect the character or setting of a settlement or lead
to the loss of important areas of open land around settlements will not be permitted where
it would fail to satisfy supporting criteria (as set out).
The application site lies within the Winchfield Landscape Character Area as defined in the
Hart Landscape Assessment (HLA) (April 1997). Within this character area, the application
site is identified as being in a moderately enclosed landscape of mixed pasture and
woodland. The area to the east and north of the application site is within the Hart Valley
Landscape Character Area where the predominant landscape characteristic is that of
floodplain farmland.
The supporting Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) (May 2014) sets out an
analysis of the local landscape context and proposed mitigation. The LVIA concludes that
the proposal would enable the retention of existing tree lined boundaries which will be
reinforced through additional boundary and internal tree planting.
The LVIA states that the application site lies within the Loddon Valley and Western Forest
of Eversley as defined in the Hampshire County Council Integrated Landscape Character
Assessment (ILCA). The ILCA highlights that this area has high frequency of small, dispersed
settlements. It is considered that the LVIA is sufficiently comprehensive to enable an

informed view on whether the proposal would have serious adverse effect on the character
or setting of Winchfield Court. Given the enclosed and well-treed nature of the area
immediately to the west and the built form of Winchfield Court immediately to the south, it
is considered that it is only the views from the north and the east of the application site that
could potentially have an adverse impact.
Given the retained and proposed tree coverage and the existing mature woodland belt
approximately 100m east of the application site it is considered that the impact on the
landscape of the Hart river valley would not be significant. It is considered that the existing
woodland belt to the east of the application site would negate any significant impact from
the proposed development on the wider Hart valley. Any long distance views of the
proposal from the east would, essentially, be very similar to the existing situation.
The countryside immediate to the north of the application site is open. However, it is
considered that the proposed additional planting set out in the Landscape Mitigation Plan, in
conjunction with the retained existing trees, would mitigate any significant adverse impacts
on long views from the north.
However, in short distance views, and notwithstanding the retained and potentially
enhanced vegetation around the perimeter of the site, any development of the site would
have a substantial urbanising effect which would alter the immediate character and
appearance of the area. This would be made more substantial in the winter months when
deciduous trees are devoid of leaves.
As such, while the proposal would have a substantial urbanising effect on the immediate
area, it not have a serious adverse effect on the wider landscape by virtue of being in broad
keeping with the sylvan character of the area. Views of modestly scaled development
located behind trees and hedgerows are characteristic of the area and are a form replicated
in this proposal.
F.

Design

The NPPF stresses the importance of the good design of the built environment. Good
design is a key aspect of sustainable development and is indivisible from good planning.
Planning decisions should address the connections between people and places and the
integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment.
The PPG states that good quality design is an integral part of sustainable development. As a
core planning principle, plan-makers and decision takers should always seek to secure high
quality design. Achieving good design is about creating places, buildings, or spaces that work
well for everyone, look good, last well, and will adapt to the needs of future generations.
Good design responds in a practical and creative way to both the function and identity of a
place.
Saved local plan policy GEN1 permits development where, amongst other requirements, the
design, scale, massing, height, materials, layout, density and prominence of the proposal is in
character with the local area and sympathetic to existing dwellings and surrounding
properties. Saved local plan policy GEN4 is a general design policy which permits
development proposals where they sustain or improve the urban design qualities of
settlements which derive from their layout and form, scale, character, special features or the

arrangement, scale and design of buildings and spaces. Saved local plan policy GEN12 sets
out design advice for considering crime prevention.
The adjacent settlement of Winchfield Court provides a clear design context with regard to
a suitable scale, height and massing. Specifically, clear reference should be made to the
design of the original hospital building, rather than the less architecturally distinguished
buildings on the edge of Winchfield Court, and that this should be carried through into a
proposal on this application site.
The Design and Access Statement (D&AS) sets out the proposal's core design principles.
The revised Site Layout (15 May 2014) sets out a relatively formal layout comprising two
disaggregated blocks that reflect the relatively formal layout at the centre of Winchfield
Court. Whilst the comments of the NE Hampshire Design Review panel with regard to the
spacing between Units 1 and 2 are noted, it is considered that a more enclosed public realm
to the front of the houses is appropriate given that this approach was taken for the
dwellings at the front of Winchfield Court. The internal T-shaped layout is clearly driven by
the need to retain both protected trees and facilitate the remaining open space.
As such, the proposed layout is considered relatively straightforward and appropriate for
the application site.
The proposed scale, height and massing are clearly comparable with the existing residential
dwellings in Winchfield Court and as such are appropriate. The D&AS states that the
density equates to 32 dwellings per hectare (dph) which is comparable to Winchfield Court.
As such, it is considered that the density of the proposal is appropriate for the location. The
proposed garden sizes are comparable with those found at Winchfield Court.
The proposed roofs, which are to be hipped, are considered appropriate. However, there
are some issues with the proposed vernacular and fenestration. Reflecting the comments of
the NE Hampshire Design Review panel, it is clear that the proposed windows do not
sufficiently reflect the sash windows on the buildings in the centre of Winchfield Court.
Given this specific architectural style it is considered that wooden windows would be more
appropriate than the UPVC proposed. This could be secured through a suitable condition.
However, the proposed architraves are considered to adequately reflect those of the
residential block in Winchfield Court adjacent to the application site. It is not agreed with
the NE Hampshire Design Review panel that the proposed quoins are overbearing, that the
solider courses do not suitably match or that the proposed tax windows are unnecessary.
The quoins are a strong defined element of Winchfield Court and this is suitably reflected,
in principle, in the proposal. A suitable condition could ensure that the quoins are finished
suitably. The proposed tax windows are considered to be a reasonable compromise given
the desire to form a more enclosed entrance to the proposed site whilst retaining good
levels of amenity for future occupiers of plots 1 and 2. With regard to soldier courses,
those at the front and rear of the Winchfield Court hospital building do not match. For
example, those at the rear utilise a notable sandy coloured brick. As such, it is considered
that it is not imperative that the soldier courses match in the proposal.
As such, whilst the proposed architectural language is considered to be broadly consistent
with Winchfield Court, there are some detailed design issues which would need to be
revised through suitable conditions.

The proposed building materials are smoked red brick and grey slate, which is considered
appropriate and can be secured through a suitable condition. However, details of the
materials for the proposed doors are not set out. Those at Winchfield Court are wooden
and as such this material should be utilised in the doors of this proposal. In addition, each
residential block in Winchfield Court has a unifying colour. For example, the hospital block
doors are black, the block to the rear have dark red doors and those adjacent to the
application site and the entrance to Winchfield Court are bottle green. This design motif is
reflected in the revised Street Elevations (Ref: 14.119/511 Rev. B) and can be secured
through a suitable condition.
The proposal sets out that the new dwellings will be constructed to Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 3. This can be secured through a suitable condition.
As such, subject to suitable conditions, the proposed design suitably reflects the
requirements of the NPPF, the PPG and Local Plan policies GEN1 and GEN4.
F

Impact on the Amenity of Occupiers of Neighbouring dwellings

Saved policy GEN1 (iii) permits development where there would no material loss of amenity
to adjoining residential uses.
Given the rural location of the application site, the significant existing mature planting and
the distance to neighbouring properties it is considered that there would be no loss of
amenity to the occupiers of neighbouring buildings outside the site through overlooking.
The issue of potential disturbance and loss of amenity from construction work is a
consideration. It is therefore considered that conditions relating to the burning of
demolition materials, hours of construction and demolition, hours of plant machinery use,
site waste and noise from construction activity are appropriate. It is also considered
appropriate to implement a condition restricting development until a Construction Method
Statement, which addresses these issues and others, has been submitted to and agreed by
the Local Planning Authority.
As such, subject to suitable conditions, it is considered that the proposal accords with saved
local plan policy GEN1.
G

Vehicular Access and Parking, Cycle Storage, Refuse Storage

National planning guidance 'Manual for Streets' aims to refocus the function of residential
and non-residential streets in order to create more well-designed spaces which can serve
communities in a range of ways. Saved policy GEN1 permits development where there
would be adequate arrangements on site for access, servicing or the parking of vehicles.
Saved policy T14 (iii) sets out that development proposals which accord with other policies
of this plan, will be permitted subject to the adequate provision for parking, inter alia.
Saved policy GEN1 permits development where there would be adequate arrangements on
site for access, servicing or the parking of vehicles. More recently, the Council's Parking
Provision Interim Guidance (August 2008) has been adopted.

In line with the Highways Officer comments, it is considered that the amended plans and
additional information, the proposed vehicular access, parking layout, cycle storage,
pedestrian access to rear gardens, refuse storage and refuse freighter accessibility are
adequate. This could be secured, where appropriate, through suitable conditions.
Whilst the fact that Pale Lane is, essentially, a country lane with some pinch points, and that
in likelihood journeys from the site are likely to be made predominantly by private car, it is
considered that the local road network has sufficient capacity to accommodate this
proposal.
The proposal would provide 57 car parking spaces, including 10 visitor spaces. This
proposed quantum of space satisfies the Hart parking guidance. In line with the Highways
Officer comments the design of the proposed spaces suitably reflects relevant guidance.
The Highways Officer has confirmed in his further comments that the proposed visibility
splays are suitable and that this negates the need for a more detailed speed survey. A
number of observations state that the survey undertaken on Tuesday 25th February under
estimated traffic implications because it was undertaken during the school holidays. The
Hampshire County Council website confirms that the half-term holidays were in fact the
previous week (w/c 17 February 2014) 3. As such, it is considered that the survey was
undertaken at an appropriate time.
H

Affordable Housing and Housing Mix

Saved local plan policy ALTGEN13 seeks to negotiate the proportion of affordable housing
on a site by site basis based on an overall guideline target that 40% of new dwellings should
be affordable taking into account, amongst others, the proximity of local services, any
particular development costs and any other planning obligations which may be required in
connection with the development of the site. There are various criteria relating to the
tenure, location, mix (both in size and location within the market housing), and how the
land should be provided.
In line with the Housing Officer’s comments, the proposed number, mix and location of the
affordable dwellings is considered acceptable. The application proposes seven affordable
units (39%) and therefore is slightly short of being fully policy compliant. In line with the
HDC Cabinet Report (August 2012), an additional contribution will be sought through any
legal agreement.
The proposal provides for 4 x 2 beds, 5 x 3 beds and 2x4 beds market housing. This is
considered to be a satisfactory mix).
Therefore, subject to the completion of a legal agreement it is considered that the proposed
quantum and mix of affordable housing is acceptable and that the proposed mix of market
housing is adequate.
As such, the proposal would accord with saved local plan policy ALTGEN13.
I Heritage Matters
3
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Non-designated heritage asset
The NPPF (Paragraph 135) states that the effect of an application on the significance of a
non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In
weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm of loss and the
significance of heritage assets.
Several letters of observation, including one from the Victorian Society, objects to the
demolition of the former Winchfield Hospital morgue, for which appropriate justification
has not been given. The morgue building is not listed nor locally listed.
The former morgue is in a dilapidated state with half the roof missing, and damage to the
structure. In line with the reasons given by the Victorian Society it is concluded further
work needs to be done to undertake a full assessment of the building as a heritage asset.
Had the principle of development been acceptable, considered that further work should
have been done on this element, but as the application is being recommended for refusal, it
is considered that this adds to the reasons for objection.
Consequently , the proposal is considered not to accord with the NPPF (Paragraph 135).
Archaeology
Saved local plan policy CON11 sets out that development that would adversely affect a sites
of archaeological importance, or its setting, will not be permitted. Archaeological remains
should be protected in situ, unless there are exceptional overriding needs for development
which would prevent this, in which case a detailed archaeological investigation should be
carried out prior to development.
HCC have confirmed that they have no archaeological issues to highlight with regard to the
site.
As such, the proposal accords with saved local plan policy CON11.
J

Community Infrastructure and Mitigation

Members are referred to Annex A to this report for the policy justification for
contributions towards Community Infrastructure and the SPA.
Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area
The site lies within 5km of the nearest part of the SPA and consequently the development
must provide mitigation. Under the Council's Avoidance Strategy, a contribution of
£142,488 towards the Hitches Lane SANG and a contribution of £12,635 towards SAMM
should be made. The applicants have agreed to enter into a legal agreement to secure these
contributions. Subject to the completion of that legal agreement it is considered that there
would be no adverse impact on the SPA and as such the scheme would comply with the
requirements of the Local Plan, the South East Plan and the Habitats Regulations.
Primary Education

The site lies within the catchment for the Hartley Wintney infant and junior schools. In line
with the Hart Community Infrastructure Policy, due to the current shortage of school
places it is appropriate to seek a contribution of £89,790 towards primary education
facilities in line with the Hart Community Infrastructure Policy.
Secondary Education
The site lies within the catchment for the Robert May secondary school. In line with the
Hart Community Infrastructure Policy, due to the current shortage of school places it is
appropriate to seek a contribution of £94,593 towards secondary education facilities in line
with the Hart Community Infrastructure Policy.
District Leisure
At a District level the site lies in an area where visitor data indicates that future occupants
would be likely to visit the Hitches Lane Country Park (Fleet), Basingstoke Canal, Colt Hill
Wharf Clubhouse (Odiham), Odiham Common and Hartley Wintney Commons. As such a
contribution of £20,352 should be sought to mitigate the effects of the development on
district (strategic) leisure and open space provision.
Transport
The Highways Officer has advised that as the proposed development would create
additional vehicular movements, a contribution of £75,648 towards highways should be
sought. It is recommended that these funds are invested in improvements to the Pale
Lane/The Hurst crossroads as set out in the HCC Transport Statement.
Other Matters
Legal Agreement
A number of observations state that the extent legal agreement (s52) associated with the
original Winchfield Court (85/012321/FUL) permission precludes further development on
the application site. However, the legal agreement states that alternative purposes other
than other open space are subject to the consent in writing of the Council.
As such, if permission were granted, this could be secured through a suitable new legal
agreement.

CONCLUSION
The site is located in the countryside where the adopted Local Plan indicates that residential
development should not take place. Currently the Council has a 5 year supply of housing
land and consequently the housing policies remain up to date. Planning permissions will still
have to be granted to maintain this situation.
Although the site is on previously developed land, the site is a significant distance away from
higher order facilities and this means that the site can only be accessed for most
requirements by private car.

Winchfield Court is a small area of housing, rather than a settlement in conventional sense
of the term, and this proposal would add substantially and disproportionately to that.
The development would have an urbanising impact on the immediate area, but would not
have a significant urbanising effect on the wider landscape.
The proposal has not adequately considered the importance of the heritage asset on site.
Matters of drainage and contamination could satisfactorily be dealt with by condition.
The design of the proposal is considered acceptable and the proposal would not have an
adverse impact on the residential amenities of adjoining occupiers.
Adequate access arrangements could be made and through planning obligations the proposal
could mitigate its effects on a European Site and on community infrastructure.
The proposal, through the completion of a necessary legal agreement, would bring the
benefit of additional needed housing to the area, including the substantial benefit of
additional affordable housing.
Taken together, it is concluded that given the existence of a 5 year supply of housing
considered against the objectively assessed needs of the District, that the balance falls
against the proposal which is considered not to represent sustainable development.
RECOMMENDATION - Refuse Permission
REASONS FOR REFUSAL
1. The site is located in the countryside outside any settlement as defined in the Hart
District Local Plan and is located significant distances from higher order facilities.
This means that the site would only be accessible by the private car for most
journeys. The proposed development would be located adjacent to a settlement
which falls within the lowest order within the settlement hierarchy. Although the
proposal would bring the benefit of additional housing and affordable housing the
balance lies against granting planning permission as the proposal does not represent
sustainable development. As such the proposal is contrary to saved policies RUR2
and RUR3 of the Hart District Local Plan and the guidance in the National Planning
Policy Framework.
2. The applicant has not demonstrated through a full assessment of the heritage
importance of the morgue and workhouse on the site and the opportunities for their
retention and possible re-use. Paragraphs 131 and 135 of the NPPF require the
significance of a non-designated heritage asset to be taken into account in
determining the application particularly taking account of the desirability of sustaining
and enhancing the significance of heritage assets.
3. The site is located within 5km of the Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which
forms part of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). In the
absence of any evidence that the test of no alternatives under Regulation 62 of The

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 can be satisfied, or evidence
that there are grounds of overriding public interest, the proposed development,
either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, would be likely to have
a significant adverse effect on the SPA. As such the proposal is contrary to saved
policies CON1 and CON2 in Hart District Local Plan, and policy NRM6 in the South
East Plan.
4. The proposed development would give rise to additional detrimental impacts on the
transport infrastructure. As such the proposal is contrary to paragraph 4.6.1 and
saved policy T16 in the adopted Hart District Local Plan, and the Council's
Community Infrastructure Policy.
5. The proposed development would exacerbate the existing deficiency in provision for
leisure facilities within the vicinity of the site. As such the proposal is contrary to
paragraph 4.6.1 in the adopted Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006,
Hart District Council's adopted Leisure Strategy, and the Council's Community
Infrastructure Policy.
6. The proposed development would exacerbate the existing deficiency in provision for
primary and secondary schooling in the vicinity of the site. As such the proposal is
contrary to paragraph 4.6.1 in the adopted Hart District Local Plan (Replacement)
1996-2006, and the Council's Community Infrastructure Policy.
7. In the absence of appropriate legal agreements the proposed development does not
make adequate provision for the delivery of affordable housing. As such the proposal
is contrary to saved policy ALTGEN13 of the Hart District Local Plan.
INFORMATIVE
1. The Council works positively and proactively on development proposals to deliver
sustainable development in accordance with the NPPF. In this instance:
• The applicant was advised of the necessary information needed to process the
application.
• The applicant was provided with pre-application advice.
• The applicant was advised of the issues relating to design and layout during the
processing of the application and submitted amended the plans to addressed
some these concerns.
• The applicant was advised of the issues relating to community
infrastructure/impact on a European site as part of the processing of the
application and was asked to complete a Section 106 Planning Obligation to
address these concerns and offered assistance in this. However, it was not
completed within a reasonable period of time and consequently planning
permission was refused for the reason(s) set out above.
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