
 

 

 

APPLICATION NUMBER : 25288/001. 

PROPOSAL : RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 26 DWELLINGS INCLUDING OPEN MARKET AND 

AFFORDABLE DWELLINGS, LANDSCAPE AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE, ACCESS AND ASSOCIATED 

ENGINEERING WORKS.  

SITE ADDRESS : LAND NORTH OF 102 DOWNHOUSE ROAD, CATHERINGTON, WATERLOOVILLE, 

HAMPSHIRE.  

The application is for the development of a field outside the Settlement Policy Boundary forming the 

Local Gap between Catherington and Clanfield with the SDNP across the road to the west. Clanfield lies 

to the north. Catherington lies to the south. The site lies within Horndean Parish and forms part of 

Catherington which is a level 4 settlement according to the Settlement hierarchy.  The dwellings to 

either side of the Local Gap are detached set within elongated gardens and are in stark contrast to the 

proposed development that would provide a densely built out urban site in a semi rural location.  

The Public Consultation carried out by EHDC and which formed the basis of LIPS did not show this as a 

preferred location for development with the Public  stating a preference for the retention of the Local 

Gap between Catherington, Horndean and Clanfield. The Consultation showed an overwhelming 

preference for the 700 homes required to be built in the period to 2028 to be built at Hazleton and Pyle 

Farm which will also provide on site infrastructure. LIPS was the initial options consultation that will feed 

into the Allocations Plan. It also provides the local supplement to the District wide IHPS by adding local 

detail of what sustainable development should look like in each settlement.  

RECOMMMENDATION : OBJECTION  because the scheme does not meet the tests as regards the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and the adverse impacts of the scheme when 

assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

identified benefits. In particular, the following reasons apply:- 

( Note: in making the recommendations, the Parish Council has done so on the basis at the time of the 

same, the District does not have a 5 year housing land supply and thus paragraph 49 read in conjunction 

with paragraph 14 of the NPPF applies as do the EHDC Landscape Assessment, the Horndean Village 

Design Statement and HIND) 

1.  Breach of CP 19. The application site is a field within the Local Gap and is outside the Settlement 

Policy Boundary and is thus defined as Countryside falling within CP 19 of the Local Plan Part1 ( LPP1). 

The only development that will be allowed is that with a genuine and proven need for a countryside 

location. There is no necessity or justification for this development to be built here. The identified 

housing need of 700 homes for Horndean can be built at a more sustainable location on the south side 

of the Parish that also has public support. Horndean in the Next Decade ( HIND) provides in U18 that the 

present SPB's and Local Gaps between Horndean, Clanfield and Catherington Vilage should be retained 

to minimise the spread of development and the degradation of the local environment from new 



 

 

development. To allow this development would result in the closure of the Local Gap and the 

coalescence of Clanfield and Catherington. It could set an unwelcome precedent for further applications 

in the Local Gap.  

2.  Breach of CP 20. This policy relates to Landscape and seeks to conserve and enhance the special 

characteristics of the District's natural environment. Catherington is a level 4 settlement and is semi 

rural in identity. The proposed development would not be consistent with maintaining and enhancing 

the characteristics of the settlement which on either side of the application site comprise detached 

houses set within elongated gardens of a single house depth along Downhouse Road. The proposed 

development has a scale and density out of keeping with this part of Downhouse Road. The form, design 

and layout would result in an urban development that fails to conserve or enhance the local character 

and appearance of the area. Indeed, the applicant seems to make a virtue of this by referring in 

paragraph 5.8 of section B on access and parking  to courtyard parking as being " attractive urban spaces  

in their own right".  

Further, the SDNP is directly across the road to the west. Whilst the hedge will be retained and 

reinforced in part, it would not screen a development of 26 two storey houses densely built on a field of 

this size and out of character with the surrounding area.  

3. Failure to meet the  social and environmental limbs of the 3 dimensions to sustainable development.  

SOCIAL : Paragraph 17 of the NPPF states that it is a core principle that local people should be 

empowered to shape their surroundings. LIPS is the initial options consultation that will feed into the 

Allocations Plan and  gives the local supplement to the IHPS as to the local detail as to what sustainable 

development in a settlement should look like. It did not show this site as having public support for 

development. There is a site on the south side of the Parish that drew overwhelming support. Also,the 

public wish to retain the Local Gaps to prevent coalescence of the settlements.  

Further, the public consultation carried out on behalf of the applicant was flawed. The Parish Council 

requested a full public consultation having regard to the sensitivity of the site in its location in the Local 

Gap and it being across the road from the SDNP. In the event, a limited consultation was carried out 

with a seeming illogicality as to those notified of the fact of the consultation. Neither the Parish Council 

nor individual Parish Councillors were notified of the date and time of the Consultation.  The Statement 

of Community Involvement shows the addresses of those notified. For example, tenants at the 

Catherington Business Park on the south side of Catherington were notified but not the residents of 

Catherington Village to the north and much closer to the site. A large number of people were contacted 

in Clanfield but again, responses would be skewed as many addresses to the north of Clanfield would 

not be affected by the development. The low turnout reflects the limited advertising given to the Public 

Consultation.  

ENVIRONMENTAL : Set against the permanent and irreversible  harm caused by closing the Local Gap 

and joining Clanfield and Catherington, the public interest would be better served by a refusal of 

planning permission. The  dismissal of the scheme may delay the delivery of the 5 year housing supply 

but the implications would be very limited as the planning application for the site at Hazleton Farm/ Pyle 



 

 

Farm that would deliver the 700 homes required for the period to 2028, plus facilities and infrastructure, 

is expected in the next few weeks having completed its second round of public consultation and in 

respect of which, there is overwhelming support.  The 5 year land supply is a matter to be put into the 

planning balance.  

Further, the Clanfield Observatory is located to the west of the application site. The accompanying 

increase in light from the development would cause irreparable and irreversible harm to the same.  

4.  Non compliance with CP 31- TRANSPORT.  

The location of the application site dictates that it will not meet the provisions of the policy nor that 

mitigation measures can be put into place to offset the impact of the development. It is a fact that to 

live in this area, one would need a car. Most households have two or more cars so there will be a 

substantial increase in vehicular movements to and from a busy road and then through either Lovedean 

or Catherington. There are a number of planning applications for the area which if given permission 

would have a cumulative adverse impact on these two villages. It is a principle of the NPPF that the 

residual situation in an area once mitigation measures are in place should not leave an area in a worse 

position than before the development. The transport statement highlights the shortcomings of the bus  

services which are infrequent and would only benefit someone travelling to Havant or Petersfield. The 

journey time to Havant is lengthy and would put most people off. Local services are some distance away 

from the application site and are not within a practical walking distance. The same comment applies to 

schools and surgeries. This development would not reduce the need to travel. Travel by car would be a 

prerequisite of living at this development.  

5. Failure to comply with critical conditions and criteria in the IHPS. ( Applies because application site is 

outside SPB.) 

*  Criterion 2- the development would not be at an appropriate scale or density relative to the size, role 

and character of the area so that it would result in sustainable development.  

* Criteria 3 and 4- the development would not conserve the landscape area.  

If the Committee is minded to grant planning permission, then it is requested that the following 

conditions be imposed :- 

a) That that there is a maximum height of the ridge height of every building so that none are higher than 

adjoining properties.  

b) That no property can be higher than two storeys. 

c) That the lighting at the development is such that it does not interfere with the operation of the 

Clanfield Observatory.  

 

 



 

 

 


