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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 22 June 2017

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: R Ayer (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, K Budden, K Carter, F Cowper, 
N Drew, D Evans, A Glass, M Johnson, C Louisson, D Phillips, S Pond and 
A Williams

11. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors A Joy, R Mocatta and S Schillemore.

12. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 1 June 2017 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed.

13. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no Chairman’s announcements.

14. Declarations of Interest 

Councillor(s) Item Number(s) Nature of 
Interest

Details of 
Interest

Cllr F Cowper 30936/007 – 
Wield Yard, Yew 
Tree Lane, Wield, 
Alresford, 
SO24 9AJ.

Perception of 
bias

Cllr Cowper had 
previously had 
discussions about 
the future of the 
winery with the 
owners.

15. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters 

Councillors noted the supplementary papers which included information 
received since the agenda had been published. These were reported verbally 
at the meeting and are attached as Annex A to these minutes.

16. Future Items 

At its previous meeting, the committee had agreed to visit the following site:

 20583/030 - Headley Park Hotel, Picketts Hill, Headley, Bordon, 
GU35 8TE
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The committee did not agree to any further site visits.

17. Report of the Head of Planning 

The report of the Head of Planning was considered and it was RESOLVED 
that:

Application No., Site and Description Resolution:

30936/007/FUL

Wield Yard, Yew Tree Lane, Wield, 
Alresford, SO24 9AJ

Building to provide storage and 
processing space ancillary to existing 
winery (as amended by plans received 
10 April 2017)

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A

56832/001/HSE

41 Bulls Copse Lane, Horndean, 
Waterlooville, PO8 9RA

Retention of boundary wall (as amended 
by plans received 12.06.17 omitting 
proposed vehicular gates)

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A 

SDNP/17/00383/FUL

Great Oak (Premier Inn), Winchester 
Road, Petersfield, GU32 3BL

Two storey annexe to hotel, car parking 
and air conditioning compound 
(amended plans and details received on 
16/05/2017).

Permission subject to the conditions as 
set out in Appendix A 

Cllr Cowper left the meeting in accordance with his previous declaration of 
interest.
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18. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related 
planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the 
local planning authority

19. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

20. 30936/007/FUL/JonH - Wield Yard, Yew Tree Lane, Wield, Alresford, 
SO24 9AJ 

Building to provide storage and processing space ancillary to existing winery 
(as amended by plans received 10 April 2017)

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the item and gave a background to 
the history of the site and the winery.  The winery had been granted planning 
permission in 2009 and since then wine production had increased. It was 
explained that the applicant required the building at Wield Yard to negate the 
need for their current off site storage and that it was estimated that the proposal 
would result in a reduction of approximately 323 vehicle movements associated 
with off-site storage.

He displayed an aerial photograph of the site, along with photographs of and 
from within the site and the street scene.  Photographs from an adjacent  
footpath were also shown, which illustrated that the site was well screened and 
that there would only be a glimpsed view of the roof of the proposed building 
from the north-west.  

In addition he showed elevations and a floor plan of the proposed building, 
along with elevations for the original proposal.  The revised application was for 
a building 33% smaller than that initially sought and the height comparable with 
the existing winery buildings.

The recommendation was for approval. 

Mrs Catherine Simon spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

Local residents strongly objected to the application.  The winery was no longer 
a small local business, it had grown into a large international business that 
supported 19 other businesses and exported to 14 countries.  

The proposal would have an adverse impact on the area by virtue of noise, 
disturbance, light pollution and visual impact.  The proposed building would be 
out of character and result in the loss of agricultural land, contrary to policies 
CP19, CP20 and CP21.  No survey into the loss of habitat had been 
undertaken.

With regard to transport, Government transport policy did not support industrial 
premises in unsustainable locations.  The movement of large vehicles would 
also have an adverse affect on the area and present safety concerns for 
pedestrians, particularly children, due to the lack of footpaths on the narrow 
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country lanes.  A Bus Stop for the local school buses was nearby and children, 
narrow lanes and HGV’s did not mix well.

Cllr Alwin Hutchinson, spoke on behalf of Wield Parish Council. 

The village of Wield consisted of Upper and Lower Wield, about ¾ mile apart.  
His brief report outlined an updated overall village response to this revised 
planning application which had been based on analysis of comments submitted 
to EHDC between late April and early May.  Every resident had previously been 
provided with the key points of the revised plan and had been invited to 
respond.  The parish council noted that whilst the results of this analysis were 
not clinically precise, neither were they based on a local pub straw poll.  They 
assisted in making any village-wide observations more objective.

Overall, response to the revised application had been limited, with only about 
one quarter of all residents responding one way or another, although the 
response had been higher in Lower Wield than Upper Wield.  Regarding 
specific comment, the revised plan’s changes and clarification were generally 
acknowledged and were welcomed by some, but a larger number of residents, 
mostly, but not exclusively from Lower Wield, continued to reject the 
application, asserting strongly that despite the changes, they didn’t go far 
enough.  The over-riding objection remained the suitability of Lower Wield itself 
for winery expansion.  Further objections related to the layout and size of the 
proposed building, the accuracy of the projected traffic figures, screening and to 
environmental issues such as noise, light and flooding, which had yet to be fully 
resolved.

There had been a majority view, but only in Lower Wield, where any impact of 
the proposed building would be direct.  Here analysis indicated that a majority 
rejected the application, with three of the households closest to the proposed 
site the most vocal in their opposition.  The balance in Lower Wield was made 
up of a small number who supported the application and a larger number who 
did not respond.  In Upper Wield, where any impact would be indirect, there 
was no majority view.  A small number objected with an even smaller number 
supporting, but it was apparent that both of these groups were heavily 
outnumbered by those who made no comment at all.

In summary, against a backdrop of limited overall village interest it was clear 
that despite changes to the original plan, a majority in Lower Wield still opposed 
the revised application.  In Upper Wield, an overwhelming number offered no 
response at all.  To conclude, regarding this revised planning application, 
notwithstanding some strongly voiced objections in Lower Wield, there was no 
unanimity of view within either part of the village or the village as a whole.

Mr Simon Robinson spoke as the applicant.

Hattingley Valley was a rural success story and the company now directly 
employed 17 full time staff plus part time and casual staff and indirectly 
supported other local suppliers and businesses.  Hattingley Valley was also 
part of a national success story with exponential growth in sales both 
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domestically and internationally.  Its quality compared favourably with its 
overseas competitors.  It was clearly a land based enterprise as its output was 
directly related to the annual grape crop.  Typically, both vineyards and 
wineries were situated in the countryside, connecting the source product to the 
final product.  As an emerging agricultural enterprise vine growing was 
dispersed, but concentrations were developing in Sussex, Kent and Hampshire.  
Hattingley Valley was already part of this emerging wine region and with other 
Hampshire producers was working with Government to encourage Winchester 
to become a leading centre of the industry.

This application was about consolidation and logistics and making the 
business, as it grew, economically and environmentally sustainable.  
Production was governed by the size of the harvest and the winery.  This 
production would occur irrespective of this application.  What this application 
allowed was a more efficient operation on a single site with substantially 
reduced traffic movements.

The wine making process was a complex multi-stage operation which required 
unfinished bottles to be stored, usually between 18 months and five years.  
Currently wine was made, stored remotely, then returned to Lower Wield for 
completion; most of it also then removed again to store before returning for final 
despatch.  This multiple handling resulted in unnecessary and unwelcome 
vehicle movements, most of which were by lorry or tractor and trailer.  By 
increasing the storage capacity on the site, traffic movements between the 
winery and these storage sites were removed.  This had been acknowledged 
by both the district and county council, who as highway authority, had raised no 
objection.

It was apparent from the officer’s report that the proposals had a very clear and 
compelling planning policy support.  Specifically, policies allowed businesses to 
locate within the countryside and to expand.  The policy referred to reasonable 
expansion which was the main driver, with clear benefits in terms of reducing 
overall traffic movements.

They were acutely aware of their responsibilities to the countryside and those 
living nearby.  In all cases they had tried to respond positively to comments 
made and mitigate any impacts which may arise.  They had thus reduced the 
scale of their proposed building and improved its design, siting and 
landscaping.  They remained committed to operating from this site in a manner 
which added wide ranging and tangible benefits to the local economy, whilst 
safeguarding the amenities of the community where he lived and within which 
they played an active role.

He therefore trusted that the committee was able to support the clear 
recommendation of the councils’ professional officers.

The Democratic Services Officer read a deputation that had been submitted by 
Cllr Costigan, the local ward councillor.
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“As the committee is aware, there have been a substantial number of 
objections to this development proceeding.  Not only are these from within the 
local community, but also from local neighbourhoods.  All will be affected by 
transportation to and from the site. 
 
The committee will appreciate, having been to the site, that the road structure is 
completely unsuitable for HGV traffic, some of which will in the future, so I am 
led to believe, comprise articulated lorries.  This would be further compounded, 
as each year the roads seem to narrow as the overgrown hedgerows encroach 
unchecked. 
 
The surrounding road framework is constantly in need of maintenance as pot 
holes are forever re-occurring, so whether the traffic is increased or not as a 
result of this application, this is a factor that needs to be considered. There is 
very little maintenance work carried out by Highways at the current time. 
 
I note from the details contained within the application that they claim that traffic 
movements would, in fact, reduce by using larger vehicles.  The situation is 
compounded as suppliers, in conjunction with either their own drivers or those 
from independent delivery firms, do not abide by the delivery times as 
stipulated by the winery.  There seem to be a number of unscheduled arrivals 
which to date, have not been managed.  The applicant would seem to have 
little or no interest in how the residents are affected.  It is difficult to understand 
how the department for Economy, Transport and Environment of Hampshire 
County Council could state on the one hand that the "surrounding highway 
network is not well suited to accommodate large vehicles" whilst on the other 
that, in the greater scheme of things, that the "proposal will not result in a 
severe impact on the local highway network".
 
I would refer specifically to the e-mail dated 3 November 2016 to the Planning 
Department from the Clerk to the Wield Parish Council and, more importantly, 
to the letter dated 8 November 2016 from Mr. S. C. Gray and addressed to Mr. 
Jon Holmes. I would therefore submit that any "reduction" in traffic movement 
will be solely down to the size of vehicles involved and the larger they are, the 
more impact there will be on the environment and the state of repair of the 
roads, verges and hedgerows. 
 
Further, photographs have been provided, which I assume will be before the 
committee, showing the effect of a little rain on the roads.  A large number of 
large vehicles using this on a regular basis would, I submit, ruin what is already 
a poorly maintained highway.
 
My understanding is that the applicants have alternative options available to 
them where the packing facility that they are seeking to install could be sited at 
the transport yard that they own, "transport" meaning that it is suitable for heavy 
goods to operate to and from, yet this option has not been considered. This 
would, of course, be a far more sensible solution to the whole issue of 
transportation and storage.
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The committee should also be mindful that the business has substantially 
changed over the years, to what I deem to be called a "contract packer". This 
means that it is not just their own grapes that they are handling, it is those 
belonging to third parties. This is even mentioned on their website.  If it was not 
for this extra business, and they were solely reliant on their own crops, I 
suspect that this extension would not be required. One has to question the use 
of the facility as a contract packer - is this deemed as agricultural? I would 
suspect not. 
 
We cannot ignore the volume of complaints received both as a Council and as 
Councillors.  We must take into account the local residents and, of course, 
those that live within the catchment area, in making our decisions.  The fact that 
there have been so many complaints indicates to us that there is no local 
support for this extension.  It is also clear that these complaints are, to a large 
extent, because the applicant cannot, or will not, police its own staff and 
enforce current conditions.  As they said, when the original concept was 
agreed, it was based wholly on Hattingley Valley Wines producing its own 
product with the structure specifically designed for that purpose.  It is as a result 
of the extra third party packing that the original facility is no longer suitable.  
Therefore, please do not ignore the residents wishes. 
 
As indicated at the beginning, I object to this application being approved and 
would ask the committee to support my stance and reject the application.”

The committee discussed the application and focussed on four main areas: 
traffic issues, impact upon the landscape, the need for the building on this site 
and whether the building would be classed primarily as a storage or processing 
facility.

With regard to traffic, the applicant had stated that one of the main reasons for 
the application was to reduce vehicle movements and consolidate the operation 
onto one site.  The applicant saw this as a key element to the growth of the 
business, although some members of the committee were disappointed in the 
lack of quantitative evidence to back up this claim.

However, the committee accepted that traffic movements would be likely to 
reduce, although with an expanding business, some concerns were raised 
about the large size of vehicles that would be used.  The rural lanes around the 
site were very narrow and devoid of passing places, although it was noted that 
agricultural vehicles already used these lanes.  

The condition of the roads had been mentioned, however this was a separate 
issue under the control of Hampshire County Council and outside of this 
application.

Members of the committee highlighted the sensitive and very rural location of 
the site, which was currently green field agricultural land.  Some members of 
the committee felt that the proposed building and expansion would be 
inappropriate in such a completely unspoilt location.  The site was however well 
screened and the proposals made by the applicant to dig the building into the 
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ground by up to one metre and soften its frontage with cladding were 
welcomed.  In addition, the lowering of the ridge height would make the 
proposed building virtually the same height as existing buildings on the site.  
The Principal Planning Officer confirmed that the landscape condition required 
all details to be agreed by officers and that it would be expected that all sides of 
the building would be screened.

The committee appreciated that the decision would be finely balanced against 
conflicting policies designed to promote the rural economy (CP6) whilst 
protecting the countryside (CP19 and CP20).  The committee had mixed 
opinions as to whether the economic benefits were strong enough to outweigh 
the potential harm to such an unspoilt rural location.

With regard for the need for the building on site, it was explained that only 
bonded sites could be used for the storage of alcohol.  The nearest such facility 
off site was in Romsey.  Some members of the committee found it hard to 
believe that buildings in more suitable locations, such as Alton, could not be 
bonded and thereby used for storing wine.  

The committee agreed that condition two be amended to restrict the usage of 
the building to the percentage split between storage and processing as shown 
in the submitted floor plan.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission, as 
amended by the supplementary matters sheet, and with the amended condition 
restricting the usage of the building to the percentage split between storage and 
processing as shown in the submitted floor plan.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 2 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Ashcroft joined the meeting.
Cllr Cowper rejoined the meeting.

21. 56832/001/HSE/RV - 41 Bulls Copse Lane, Horndean, Waterlooville, 
PO8 9RA 

Retention of boundary wall (as amended by plans received 12.06.17 omitting 
proposed vehicular gates)

The Planning Officer introduced the item and explained that the wall had been 
completed in the early part of 2014.  She displayed an aerial photograph of the 
site, along with photographs of the previous and current walls, the street scene 
and elevation plans.  

The recommendation was for approval. 
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Mr Matthew Spalding spoke as the applicant.  

He and his family felt strongly that their planning application for the retention of 
their front boundary wall should be permitted.

With regard to privacy, their main garden was at the front of the property 
immediately behind this boundary wall and being a 1970’s property, the two 
front downstairs windows were each 12 feet wide, so privacy from the street 
was very important to their recreational and internal living.

The boundary wall improved their property and was a vast improvement to the 
original crumbling wall that needed replacing.  The replacement wall was of a 
similar height to the original and had no impact on neighbouring properties.  
This had been verified by neighbours comments and opinions, both to them 
and the Planning Department.  Some of the positive comments received had 
been from residents who had lived on the street for more than 25 years.

The wall was appropriate to the character of the area and this had been a 
consideration whilst designing it.  The street was very varied with no house or 
boundary the same and in fact even in this same street there were front 
boundary walls that exceeded 1m in height and, in their opinion, were less 
pleasing to the eye, which hadn’t had to seek planning permission.  He felt that 
the wall has improved the look of their property from the street and was 
aesthetically pleasing, whilst still providing open views into the property.

He therefore hoped that the committee agreed with his views and permitted the 
application.

Cllr Evans opened the debate as the ward councillor.  He had requested that 
this item be considered by the committee because fences greater than one 
metre required planning permission.  Whilst officers had on balance deemed 
this application to be acceptable, he disagreed and stated that applications 
such as this had routinely be refused.  The granting of planning permission for 
this application could set a precedent and result in the area developing an 
urban street scene, with two metre tall fences on either side of the road.  

Other similar applications in the area had been amended to afford open views, 
or refused.  No similar applications had been approved. The previous wall had 
included decorative concrete blocks that allowed views into and out of the 
property.  When asked, the applicant had refused to substitute the fence panels 
in the new wall with trellis. 

The wall did not comply with Policy CP29 or the Horndean Village Design 
Statement, which stated that boundary treatments should be in keeping with the 
area.  Cllr Evans did not know of anywhere in Horndean where two metre tall 
walls were a feature of the street scene.  If approved, this application posed a 
serious risk of setting a precedent and he therefore believed that it should be 
refused.
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The committee noted that no negative representations had been received, that 
other properties in the area had hedges of a similar height and felt that the 
replacement wall was an improvement over the previous wall.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission. 

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 13 
Councillors voting FOR permission, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

22. PART 2 - South Downs National Park - Applications and related planning 
matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority

23. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

24. SDNP/17/00383/FUL - Great Oak (Premier Inn), Winchester Road, 
Petersfield, Hampshire, GU32 3BU 

Two storey annexe to hotel, car parking and air conditioning compound 
(amended plans and details received on 16/05/2017).

The Development Management Team Leader introduced the item and 
displayed an aerial photograph of the site, along with photographs of and from 
within the site.  Elevations of the proposed extension were also shown and the 
proposed new access to Buckmore Studios highlighted.  This would include a 
barrier for users of the business park in order to prevent access onto Beckham 
Lane.  

The item had been included on the agenda as a departure from policy because 
part of the site encroached onto land designated as employment land.  
However, officers had concluded that the identified need to expand the existing 
hotel, coupled with the generation of ten jobs and the benefit of increased 
tourism negated the loss of a small section of employment land. 

The recommendation was for approval. 

The committee was very supportive of the application, although raised a 
concern regarding disabled access to the proposed upper car park.  The safety 
of pedestrians crossing the road to McDonald’s and the lack of any electric 
vehicle charging points were also raised.

In reply, the Development Management Team Leader explained that a disabled 
access ramp would require considerable redesigning of the car park and that 
disabled car parking spaces already existed near to the entrance of the 
premises.  A condition to add a disabled access to the proposed upper car park 
would therefore be unreasonable.  With regard to the other issues raised, a 
pedestrian crossing to McDonald’s was outside of the application area and 
electric vehicle charging points had not been included within the application for 
consideration.
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The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission, as 
amended by the supplementary matters sheet 

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 14 
Councillors voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 8.19 pm

…………………
Chairman
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Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications.

CORRECTION

2 SDNP/17/02581/FUL Alterations & refurbishment works including a two 
storey infill extension and installation of associated 
new plant equipment.

Taro Leisure Centre, Penns Place, Petersfield, 
Hampshire, GU31 4EP

This application has only just recently been 
submitted and consultations and notifications are 
under way.  It is too early to make any decision as 
to how this application will be determined.

S1  Item  
30936/007/FUL

Wield Yard, Yew Tree Lane, Wield, Alresford, 
SO24 9AJ

Please see Councillor Costigan’s representation, as the Ward Councillor attached 
at Appendix 1

AMENDMENTS RECEIVED

Following the site visit, section drawings have been received and will be included in 
the presentation.

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

A further letter of objection has been received from an adjoining neighbour stating 
that the proposal is at odds with the development plan as there is not a genuine need 
for a countryside location and that the proposal is not a reasonable expansion of a 
rural business. It adds that there are concerns the development will be a distribution 
centre and that as the building is smaller than originally proposed, there will be a 
need to use off-site storage. The noise from fork lift trucks would be unacceptable 
and there would be no benefit to the village as the applicant expands to an 
unsustainable size. 



CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

Additional condition:
No development shall commence on site until plans of the site showing details of the 
existing and proposed ground levels, proposed finished floor levels, levels of any 
paths, drives and turning areas and the proposed completed height of the 
development and any retaining walls have been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The details shall clearly identify the 
relationship of the proposed ground levels and proposed completed height with 
adjacent buildings.  The development thereafter shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details.
Reason - To ensure that a satisfactory relationship results between the new 
development and adjacent buildings.  It is considered necessary for this to be a 
pre-commencement condition as these details relate to the construction of the 
development and thus go to the heart of the planning permission.
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Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX A

PS.486/2017
22 June 2017

PROPOSAL Building to provide storage and processing space ancillary to 
existing winery (as amended by plans received 10 April 2017)

LOCATION: Wield Yard, Yew Tree Lane, Wield, Alresford, SO24 9AJ
REFERENCE 
NO:

30936/007/FUL/JonH

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

2 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development)(England) Order 2015, or any Order 
revoking and / or re-enacting that Order with or without modification, the 
building hereby permitted shall only be used for the storage and riddling 
and disgorging processes of wines produced at the existing complex 
(currently Hattingley Valley Wines) and for no other purpose, in 
accordance with the approved floor plan (010 Rev. P3).
Reason - In granting planning permission, particular regard is made to the 
circumstances of the business and any other use may generate harmful 
impacts on the amenity of adjoining residents and/or create unacceptable 
traffic movements to the detriment of highway safety.



3 Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in 
the application or in the absence of such information, no development 
shall commence on site until samples / details including manufacturers 
details of all the materials to be used for external facing and roofing for 
the development hereby approved have been submitted to, and approved 
in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The development works shall 
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason - To ensure that the materials used in the construction of the 
approved development harmonise with the surroundings. It is considered 
necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as such details 
need to be taken into account in the construction of the development and 
thus go to the heart of the planning permission.

4 The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until 
a fully detailed landscape and planting scheme for the site has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and in 
accordance with the recommendations of the appropriate British 
Standards or other recognised codes of good practice.  These works shall 
be carried out in the first planting season after practical completion or 
first occupation of the development, whichever is earlier, unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years after planting, are 
removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size 
and number as originally approved unless otherwise first agreed in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality and to 
enable proper consideration to be given to the impact of the proposed 
development on existing trees.

5 The development hereby approved shall not be used outside the hours of:
08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Friday,
08:00 to 13:00 Saturday
At no time on Sunday, Public or Bank holidays.
Reason - To ensure that the amenities of the area and adjacent property 
are not detrimentally affected by the use of the site outside reasonable 
working times.

6 No deliveries shall be received or dispatches made from the site outside 
the hours of:
08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Friday
08:00 to 13:00 Saturday
At no time on Sunday, Public or Bank Holidays. 
Reason - To ensure that the amenities of the area and adjacent property 
are not detrimentally affected by the use of the site outside reasonable 
working times.



7 No external lighting/ floodlighting shall be installed on the site until such 
details have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The lighting shall be installed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason - To protect the rural character of the area and in the interests of 
the amenity of the occupants of neighbouring properties.
Note: When submitting details for approval, it is requested that a report 
from a competent Lighting Professional is provided, confirming that the 
external lighting installation meets the Obtrusive Light Limitations for 
Exterior Lighting Installations for Environmental Zone (to be specified for 
the circumstances) as set out in the "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of 
Obtrusive Light GN01:2011" issued by the Institute of Lighting 
Professionals.

8 No air handling equipment, compressor or generator shall be used at the 
premises unless otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.
Reason - To ensure that the amenities of the area are not detrimentally 
affected by the use outside reasonable working hours.

9 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order, 2015 (or any Order 
revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order) no CCTV otherwise 
permitted under Class F of Part 2 shall be installed on the site without the 
prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority.  
Reason - In the interests of the amenity of the occupants of neighbouring 
properties.

10 No development shall commence on site until details of a scheme for 
surface water drainage has been submitted to, and approved in writing 
by, the Local Planning Authority.  Such details should include provision for 
all surface water drainage from parking areas and areas of hardstanding 
to prevent surface water from discharging onto the highway and should 
be based on site investigation and percolation tests.  The development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details before any 
part of the development is first occupied and shall be retained thereafter.
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. It is considered 
necessary for this to be a pre-commencement condition as such details 
need to be taken into account in the construction of the development and 
thus go to the heart of the planning permission.

11 No development shall start on site until a construction method statement 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority, 
which shall include:

 A programme of and phasing of construction work; 
 The provision of long term facilities for contractor parking;



 The arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction 
works;

 Access and egress for plant and machinery;
 Protection of pedestrian routes during construction;
 Location of temporary site buildings, compounds, construction 

material, and plant storage areas;
 Provision for storage, collection, and disposal of rubbish from the 

development during construction period; and
 Re-use of on site material and spoil arising from any site clearance 

or demolition work.
Construction work shall only take place in accordance with the approved 
method statement.
Reason - In order that the Planning Authority can properly consider the 
effect of the works on the amenity of the locality.

12 No development shall commence on site until plans of the site showing 
details of the existing and proposed ground levels, proposed finished floor 
levels, levels of any paths, drives and turning areas and the proposed 
completed height of the development and any retaining walls have been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  
The details shall clearly identify the relationship of the proposed ground 
levels and proposed completed height with adjacent buildings.  The 
development thereafter shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details.
Reason - To ensure that a satisfactory relationship results between the 
new development and adjacent buildings.  It is considered necessary for 
this to be a pre-commencement condition as these details relate to the 
construction of the development and thus go to the heart of the planning 
permission.

13 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans and particulars:

Application form
Design, Access and Planning Statement
Supplementary Planning information
1065LP - Location plan
005 Rev P3 - Proposed site plan
010 Rev P3 - Proposed plans
020 Rev P4 - Proposed elevations
030 Rev P2 - Proposed site sections

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development



Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions.

In this instance the applicant was provided with pre-application advice 
and was updated of issues after the initial site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————

PROPOSAL Retention of boundary wall (as amended by plans 
received 12.06.17 omitting proposed vehicular gates)

LOCATION: 41 Bulls Copse Lane, Horndean, Waterlooville, PO8 9RA
REFERENCE NO: 56832/001/HSE/RV

 

1 The development hereby permitted shall be retained in accordance with 
the following approved plans and particulars:

Application form
Location plan
Block plan
Amended - Elevation plan (rec. 12.06.17)
Amended - Floor plan (rec.12.06.17)
Photographs

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 



approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions.

In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the initial 
site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————
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