


Item No.: 02

The information, recommendations, and advice contained in this report are correct as at 
the date of preparation, which is more than one week in advance of the Committee 
meeting. Because of the time constraints some reports may have been prepared in 
advance of the final date given for consultee responses or neighbour comments.  Any 
changes or necessary updates to the report will be made orally at the Committee meeting.

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 : 56832/001 PARISH:Horndean
APPLICANT: Mr Spalding
CONSULTATION EXPIRY : 13 March 2017
APPLICATION EXPIRY : 05 April 2017
COUNCILLOR: Cllr D Evans
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: PERMISSION

This site is referred to Committee at the request of Councillor D Evans so that the impact 
on the character of the area can be fully assessed.

Site and Development

41 Bulls Copse Lane is a chalet style bungalow situated on the western side of the road in 
a residential area. The property benefits from a driveway to the side, and a garden which 
goes around the front, side and rear of the property. The land slopes to the rear. The site 
lies in the settlement policy boundary for Horndean.

Permission is sought for the retention of a boundary wall with infill fencing on the front 
boundary of the property. There are a number of brick piers, a brick plinth along the bottom 
and stained brown fence panels inbetween with a curved top. The topography of the street 
is uneven, and the height of the wall ranges from 184 cm to 200 cm in height.

According to the applicant, the previous wall dated from the 1970s, and Google Street 
View images confirm it to have been a wall of concrete block construction with decorative 
infill blocks inbetween the main piers. The works to replacing the wall were undertaken 
between November 2013 and January 2014. The applicant has advised that the previous 
wall was 1.8-1.9 metres in height.

Amended plans were received on the 12th June omitting the proposed vehicular entrance 
gates.

Relevant Planning History

None relevant.



Development Plan Policies and Proposals

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (2014)

CP2 - Spatial Strategy
CP29 - Design
CP27 - Pollution
CP31 - Transport

Planning Policy Constraints and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

In this instance the following sections of the NPPF are considered to be particularly 
relevant to the consideration of the development;

Core planning principles: Paragraph 17: Good amenity for all.

Section 7 – Requiring good design.

Village Design Statement - Horndean Parish Village Design Statement  - non statutory 
planning guidance that has been the subject of public consultation and therefore is a 
material planning consideration.

Consultations and Town/Parish Council comments

Hampshire County Highways - The Highway Authority are satisfied that the retention of the 
boundary wall would have no direct or indirect impact upon the operation or safety of the 
local highway network and would therefore recommend: No objection (no conditions)

Horndean Parish Council - Objection:- No issues raised by highways despite this being a 
retrospective application. It is contrary to local and national planning policy for front 
boundary fences to be higher than 1m and visually does not meet character of village.

Representations
 
3 representations have been received in support of the application. Two representations 
state that they consider the current wall to be an improvement to the previous one.

Determining Issues

1. Principle of development
2. Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties
3. Impact on the character of the area 
4. Highway implications

Planning Considerations 

1. Principle of development

Policy CP1 of the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) applies to development within the Settlement 
Policy Boundary (SPB) where there is a presumption in favour of development. 



Policy CP2 identifies a sustainable hierarchy of SPB and sets out five levels of sustainable 
settlements. The application site falls within one of the identified SPB, and given that the 
proposal is for domestic works within the curtilage of an existing residential property, the 
principle of the development is acceptable, subject to all other relevant planning 
considerations and policies which will be discussed below.

2. Impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties

Policy CP27 of the JCS requires that developments would not have an unacceptable 
impact on the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties through loss of privacy 
or excessive overshadowing.  Policy CP29 criterion (d) requires development to be 
sympathetic to its setting in terms of scale, height, massing and density, and its 
relationship to adjoining buildings, spaces around buildings and landscape features. 
Paragraph 17 of the NPPF amongst other core principles, requires development to provide 
a good level of amenity for all new and existing occupants of land and buildings.

The wall and fencing is of a similar height to the previous wall. The siting of the wall is to 
the front boundary of the property and would be sufficiently distanced, orientated and 
designed so as not to have an unacceptable effect on the amenities of the neighbouring 
properties, in particular to their outlook, privacy or available light.

3. Impact on the character of the area and highway implications

Policy CP29 of the JCS seeks to ensure that development proposals are of exemplary 
standards of design and architecture, with a high quality external appearance that respect 
the area's particular characteristics. It requires that developments are sympathetic to their 
setting in terms of scale, height and massing, and their relationship to adjoining buildings, 
spaces around buildings, and that developments should make a positive contribution to the 
overall appearance of the area.  Saved Policy HE2 of the Local Plan reiterates CP29 as 
set out above. 

It is a general design principle that boundary treatment to the front of a dwelling be 
proportionate in scale to the dwelling it serves. Furthermore, low boundary treatments and 
soft landscaping contribute to the character of an area and usually afford open views to the 
frontages of the properties.

The applicant wants to retain the taller fencing to the front of his property for privacy 
reasons, and has stated that his main private amenity space (garden) is to the side of his 
property, hence wanting the front to be more enclosed.

The boundary treatment proposed for retention is of a proportionate size in relation to the 
dwelling it serves. The wall and fencing is taller than the wall and trellis serving 39a Bulls 
Copse and taller than the hedging which serves 43 Bulls Copse. Although there is disparity 
here, the streetscene itself has a variety of different heights of boundary treatments, and a 
range of hedges, walls and fences. The closeboard fencing inserts break up the bulk of the 
wall thereby softening the appearance within the streetscene to a degree. Although it 
would be better if the height of the wall/fencing were reduced, or made to be more open in 
appearance, it is considered to be on balance acceptable.

The scale and bulk of the wall and fencing is considered to be in keeping with the existing 
property and surrounding buildings and would not appear overly dominant in the 
streetscene or wider area. 



4. Highway Implications

The driveway entrance remains open without any gates, and the spacing between the 
entrance pillars is fairly generous. The Highway Authority have commented that they are 
satisfied that the retention of the boundary wall would have no direct or indirect impact 
upon the operation or safety of the local highway network.

Response to Parish/Town Council Comments

The Parish Council have objected on the grounds that the proposal is 'contrary to local and 
national policy for front boundary fences to be higher than 1m and visually does not meet 
the character of the village'. The Parish Council have also commented that Hampshire 
County Highways have raised no objection despite the application being retrospective. 

The General Permitted Development Order allows fences to be built adjacent a highway 
without formal planning permission up to 1 metre in height. This does not prevent fences 
above 1 metre being built, but rather each case must be assessed under its own merits 
during the planning application process against the relevant policies of the East Hampshire 
District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy and East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second 
Review.

Hampshire County Highways raise objections on the principle of development and the 
highway impact. Each application is assessed with no bias as to whether the works have 
already been carried out or not.

Conclusion

The proposal is considered to be acceptable as it would be in scale and character with the 
dwelling, would not detract from the character and appearance of the area, would not have 
an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties and would not have 
an adverse effect on the safety and function of the highway network. As such, the proposal 
is in compliance with the relevant policies of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint 
Core Strategy and East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review.

RECOMMENDATION

 PERMISSION subject to the following conditions:

1 The development hereby permitted shall be carried 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.

CASE OFFICER: Rosie Virgo 01730 234245 Mon,Tues,Thu
———————————————————————————————————————
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Proposed wall
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Elevation of wall 
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