The Planning Inspectorate                                    
3/15 Hawk Wing                             
Temple Quay House

2,The Square

Temple Quay

Bristol BS1 6PN

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/M1710/A/08/2071123/NWF
Appeal by: Millmead Ltd
Location: Land at Oakdene and rear of Beechwood, The Hollies and Greenlea, The Shrave, Four Marks, Alton, GU34 5BJ

Proposal: FOURTEEN DWELLINGS WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS AND LANDSCAPING 
OBJECTION

Dear Sir,

I do not support Millmead Ltd’s Appeal to the Planning Inspectorate against East Hampshire District Council’s Refusal of planning permission for fourteen dwellings at the above mentioned address. It is also contrary to the refusal recommended by Four Marks Parish Council and contrary to the wishes of a large number of residents (116) living in this semi-rural location.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL
Appellant
1.01 The appeal proposal seeks permission for the erection of fourteen dwellings with associated access and landscaping on land at Oakdene and rear of Beechwood, The Hollies and Greenlea.
LPA
 The proposal constitutes a cul-de-sac form of development inappropriate to and at variance with the prevailing form of frontage development in the vicinity; resulting in a significant level of new backland development into an area that is currently characterised by a relatively spacious frontage development only. The proposal would therefore be contrary to the established pattern and which would significantly and adversely affect the character of the locality contrary to Policies GS1, GS2 and HE1 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.
Objector

Whist the site is located within the Settlement Policy Boundary of Four Marks where there is a presumption in favour of development in accordance with Local Plan Policy GS2, nevertheless the LPA considers that higher density development is not always appropriate in every case and has the power to refuse inappropriate development. This appeal site is inappropriate in this locality and out of character in this location.

Policy H6 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review refers to the location of housing development. It states that additional housing should be small scale and well related to the character of the settlement. The proposed development is a cul-de-sac, it is high density when compared with its surrounds, not well related and thus out-of character with its surrounds.

The Shrave is characterised by detached properties, both single as well as two storeys, set within large spacious gardens. This proposal to build fourteen dwellings by demolishing one dwelling and building in the rear gardens of several properties ( in tandem with Appeal Application Reference APP/M1710/A/08/2071124/NWF) would be out of character with the linear pattern of development in the Shrave, the Indicative Master Plan dramatically illustrates the change of character proposed.
The cul-de-sac form of development is at variance with the prevailing form of loose-knit and spacious frontage development. There are no cul-de-sacs on The Shrave therefore it would significantly affect the character of the road contrary to Local Plan Policy HE1.

The appeal site would amount to a concentrated mass of new built form at variance with the established development pattern and affecting the character – contrary to Local Plan Policy HE1.
Appellant
1.02 The appeal site lies within the defined Settlement Policy Boundary for Four Marks as shown on the Proposals Map to the East Hampshire District Local Plan Second Review.
Objector
 The site falls within the Settlement Policy Boundary of Four Marks, building target figures and the wider housing need for the area are being satisfied by the 174 dwellings on the recently commenced baseline site on the southern end of the village with an identified reserve site for 100 dwellings alongside, should it be needed. The village infrastructure is already overloaded and this proposal would put further strain on existing resources.
Appellant

1.03 Four Marks comprises a mixture of building styles, ages and types, representative of a settlement that has expanded significantly in the 20th Century. There is no dominant style of architecture, and a wide range of building styles exist within the settlement within the vicinity of the site.
Objector
Four Marks was created in 1932 from parts of six parishes of Medstead, Ropley, Chawton, East Tisted, Newton Vallence and Farringdon and since then has developed its own identity.

The appeal proposal would urbanise a semi-rural location by the piecemeal insertion of a number of dwellings of the same style and type contrary to the mixed building styles, ages and types currently found along The Shrave.

This appeal proposal would be contrary to the Four Marks Village Design Statement adopted in 2001 as supplementary planning guidance, which stresses the importance of spaciousness around and between houses and that urban style blocks of standard design will usually be inappropriate. The development proposes standard design blocks of housing within close proximity, both within the development, and to existing properties, urbanising a semi-rural locality, therefore making it out of character. 

The intensity and layout of houses would afford little opportunity for maintaining the well established and leafy appearance of existing gardens that, along with other gardens, contribute significantly to the overall character of the locality.

Appellant
1.04 The site comprises one detached property situated within a deep rear garden which runs north to south. The site is essentially flat with a gentle fall to the north. The northern boundary is well defined by a row of established trees with the railway cutting set behind these.
Objector

The appeal site proposes to replace one dwelling and several gardens with fourteen dwellings.

The established row of trees at the northern boundary would be at risk from the appeal site development.
The land falls away in the direction of the railway line, further hard surfaces may lead to weakening of the embankment.

Views of the appeal site would be visible from the tourist Watercress Line, urbanising the locality.

Appellant
1.05 With regard to access to the development, the site is accessed off The Shrave, a service road running parallel to the A31 which is the main road between Winchester and Farnham. The site is also well served by public transport links with a bus stop to the western end of The Shrave which has a regular service linking Winchester and Guildford. The sustainability of the site is established by the Transport Statement that accompanied the planning application.
Objector
There is little employment locally. A car is often needed to access services in this village. Bus services, which are infrequent and not necessarily reliable, do not marry up with London bound trains at Alton Railway Station, and parking provision is already oversubscribed. Cycling this route is hazardous due to the heavy and fast moving traffic. The return journey from Alton is arduous due to the steep incline.

 Whilst the existence of a garage, an hotel (motel) and a public house are considered to make Four Marks a sustainable location, lack of school places (fourteen children turned away the last academic year at Four Mark Primary School and no spaces last year in the two reception classes according to a school governor) and ferrying children to other locations, is contrary to sustainability.
The access to the site is from a fairly narrow service road which lies parallel to the A31 Winchester Road. There are three access points from this road onto the busy A31. It is already difficult to cross the A31 to drive southbound, particularly at peak times. Further increases in traffic joining at the northern access point to the A31, with poor visibility and where traffic may already have reached the national speed limit, would no doubt cause interference to existing carriageway users. I therefore dispute that the appeal site “will have no material impact on the operation of the local highway network” (4.3) in fact the inclusion of the other new access point linked in tandem to this development in appeal reference 2071124 makes nonsense of the claim. I therefore dispute “that there are no highway or transportation related reasons why this development should not be permitted”. 

Were each of the future 60 plus dwellings to have a minimum of 2 cars - we would be looking at a minimum of 120 additional cars. This development would not provide safe and convenient access onto the public highway.
Appellant
1.06 As the site is already developed it represents previously developed land and a Brownfield site. The development of such sites for housing is identified by the Government in PPS 3 as a priority over the release of Greenfield sites, in order to meet housing requirements. In addition, paragraphs 46 & 47 of PPS 3 require local planning authorities to avoid inefficient use of land and provide new housing developments with appropriate levels of housing density. However, it also states at paragraphs 48 and 49 that the housing development should not be viewed in isolation and that consideration of design and layout must be informed by the wider context, having regard not just to any immediate neighbouring buildings but the townscape and landscape of the wider locality.
Objector
The intensity and layout of houses would afford little opportunity for maintaining the well established and leafy appearance of existing gardens that, along with other gardens, contribute significantly to the overall character of the locality.
Appellant
1.07 In addition any development of the site will need to adhere to the requirements of a number of control policies, the most relevant of which is Policy GS2. This policy requires that in the determination of an application for housing within a settlement policy boundary the proposal will need to meet criteria such as ensuring that the proposal results in full and efficient use of land; is in keeping with the character of the area, has appropriate landscaping, provides safe and convenient access onto the public highway and pays regard to important environmental issues. This policy also seeks to protect the amenities of neighbouring properties. The appeal proposals accords with the requirements of this policy.
Objector
There has already been a large scale felling of trees and this and the tandem application propose felling even more. We should have regard to the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act and protect our gardens from overdevelopment.

There would be an increase in noise, dust and light pollution.

There is no mains drainage in the area and this proposal would exacerbate an existing sewage problem.
Appellant
1.08 With regard to the inclusion of the site within the settlement policy boundary of Four Marks, the Inspector agreed with the approach of the Local Authority to exclude many gardens from the boundary, “whose scale and character give them a closer affinity with the countryside and where development would intrude into it.” The garden land on which this appeal application proposes to develop has been included within the settlement boundary and as such the Council and the Inspector have recognised that the land has no close affinity with the countryside. Indeed bounded as it is by the Watercress Line/Midhants Railway, the land is wholly suitable for development and is firmly within the settlement policy boundary. Furthermore the Inspector has stated that the inclusion of land within the settlement policy boundary is not the only consideration and that “national and development plan policies seek to ensure satisfactory design, appearance and layout so that any new buildings are in harmony with their neighbours and the wider surroundings.” The proposal will replicate the character and appearance of the existing residential development that fronts onto the A31. It is our opinion that the proposed development is of a high standard of design, appearance and layout and pays a high regard to neighbouring amenity and the wider surroundings.
Objector

Policy UB3 of the adopted Hampshire County Structure Plan Second Review requires development to be appropriate to its surroundings in terms of design, scale, layout and density. This appeal proposal is contrary to Policy UB3.

Policy GS1 from the Local Plan has similar aims and emphasises the need to protect the distinctiveness, intrinsic character, setting and individual identity of settlements. This appeal proposal is contrary to Policy GS1.

Policy H6 of the Local Plan states that additional housing should be small scale and well related to the character of the settlement. This appeal proposal would be large scale in relation to the locality and would be contrary to Policy H6. 

Whilst the appeal site may be defined as PDL as in Annex C of PPS3 nevertheless LPA’s are guided to identify constraints that might make a particular site unviable for development. In this appeal case surely the compromising of ribbon development with higher density cul-de-sac development compromises the character in the locality.

PPS3 Housing while urging the efficient use of land makes it clear that good design is fundamental to the development of high quality new housing. In paragraph 16 it advises that when assessing design quality, this should include the extent to which the development is well integrated with and compliments both the neighbouring buildings and the local area, more generally, in scale, density, layout and access. The appeal site would not compliment the neighbouring buildings and local area, in scale, density, layout and access.
“The countryside” is directly to the rear of the appeal site and the railway line. 

The appeal site will not “replicate the character and appearance of the existing residential development that fronts onto the A31”.

I disagree that the proposed appeal site “is of a high standard of design, appearance and layout” and it does not pay “a high regard to neighbouring amenity and the wider surroundings”. This is a village and our ribbon developments characterise the locality.

Appellant

1.09 This appeal application forms part of a proposal for comprehensive development of land to the north of The Shrave. As such, the scheme has been designed with a layout that will allow access to land that could come forward for development in the future.
Objector
Permitting this development would set a precedent for further intensive building in The Shrave. It would not offer protection of the living conditions of existing and future residents from, for example, noise dominance and loss of light and privacy Policy GS2 d) and e) safety and convenience on the public highway.
Policy UB3 of the adopted Hampshire County Structure Plan Second Review requires development to be appropriate to its surroundings in terms of design, scale, layout and density. This appeal proposal is contrary to Policy UB3.

Policy GS1 from the Local Plan has similar aims and emphasises the need to protect the distinctiveness, intrinsic character, setting and individual identity of settlements. This appeal proposal is contrary to Policy GS1.
Appellant

1.010 The appeal proposal therefore accords with Policies GS1, GS2 and HE11 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.
Objector
The appeal site would be contrary to Policies GS1 and GS2 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review. Policy HE11 refers to Change of use of a Listed Building which does not apply on this appeal site.

Appellant
1.011 The appellants are agreeable to contributions towards public open space and integrated transport measures, and a unilateral undertaking addressing these matters will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in due course.
Objector

The appeal site would be contrary to Local Plan Policy R3 as there is no provision for public open space. 
The lack of provision for public open space and the small gardens within the proposed appeal site will mean children playing on the access road.
Appellant
1.012 The appeal site represents a good location for new residential development, in accordance with PPS3 and the Development Plan.

Objector

 Building target figures and the wider housing need for the area are being satisfied by the 174 dwellings on the recently commenced baseline site on the southern end of the village with an identified reserve site for 100 dwellings alongside, should it be needed as well as the cumulative permissions already granted.
Our infrastructure is simply not able to cope. Policy GS4 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan which was adopted in 2006 makes it clear that planning permission will be granted for development only in those locations where there is adequate infrastructure, or arrangements have been made to provide or improve infrastructure.

The Four Marks Post Office closed last year requiring users to travel to Alton or Medstead to access postal services.
Four Marks & Medstead Primary schools are already oversubscribed.

PPS3 Housing advises that “good design is fundamental to using land efficiently. Local planning authorities should facilitate good design by identifying the distinctive features that define the character of a particular local area” The FMVDS describes Four Marks as a village of scattered dwellings, many as ribbon or linear developments with a concentration of building to a low density. Local Plan policies have a strategy of intensifying development but as PPS3 advises, this is not always appropriate. The proposed development would not successfully integrate with its surroundings. 

The proposal would spoil the character of this semi-rural locality causing an unpleasant urban-like sprawl. 

The proposal should be considered in relation to that of the recent Appeal Inspector’s dismissal decision at 15 Lymington Bottom Road:

· He considered the main issue in that case to be whether the proposal represented an unacceptable overdevelopment of the site that would be out of keeping with the semi-rural character and appearance of the locality. The same can be applied to The Shrave

· He respected the aim of optimising previously developed land within existing settlements for new housing, in line with Government advice, but was conscious of the requirement in the Structure Plan Policy UB3 for new development to be appropriate to its surroundings in terms of design, scale, layout and density. The same can be applied to this appeal site.
· He also said that ‘as such the proposal could be viewed as a piecemeal insertion of higher density housing into a predominantly low density residential enclave’. The same would apply to this appeal site.
· He also said that ‘the development needs to be assessed in the context of its setting’ – the appeal site would be inappropriate in this setting.

· He said that ‘Whilst PPS3 seeks to bring forward under-utilised land for new housing, it is also clear that such schemes should be well integrated with and compliment neighbouring buildings and the local area in terms of scale, density and layout.’ Whilst he was satisfied ‘that residential redevelopment is acceptable in principle’ the shortcomings identified lead him to conclude that the proposal was over-intensive in terms of its scale and density and that he found it to be an unacceptable overdevelopment of the site that would be out of keeping with the semi-rural character and appearance of the locality. The same would apply to this appeal site.

The Appeal Inspector in the recent dismissal at 37 Telegraph Lane considered the effect of development on the character and appearance of the area, with reference to precedent.
· “This intensity and layout of houses would afford little opportunity for maintaining the established and leafy appearance of the existing garden that, along with other gardens, contributes significantly to the overall character of the locality. Views into the development ……….would be seen and would be inherently out of character and appearance with the area” –as would this appeal site.

· “Consideration of the scheme also requires a balanced judgement. This is between national and local planning policies that not only give priority towards using previously developed or vacant land efficiently for a range of house types and sizes, but also seek to ensure that development would not compromise the quality of the local environment”. This appeal site would compromise the quality of the local environment.

As with the two appeal dismissals at 54 – 58 Telegraph Lane, this appeal site would also contrast with the largely concealed and spacious existing development, which discloses only limited views of the building among the trees and hedgerow. The Inspector in those cases identified that they would cause unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of the locality. This appeal site coupled with Appeal Reference 2071123 would cause similar harm to the character and appearance of this locality.

This locality has seen over 40 cul-de-sac applications in the last eighteen months, this appeal site is one of those. Were permission to be granted for such intensive development as shown in the Indicative Master Plan, it would change the character, right at the beginning of our village, forever. 

I strongly object to the appeal by Millmead Ltd, to the Planning Inspectorate, against the Council’s refusal of planning permission on this appeal site. I ask you to dismiss this appeal. Would you kindly inform me of your decision.

Yours sincerely,

Helen Wilson
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