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 EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 22 April 2021 
 
 
Present  
 
Councillor: S Pond (Chairman) 
 
Councillors: A Williams (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, D Evans, A Glass, G Hill, 
S Hunt, M Johnson, P Langley, C Louisson, S Schillemore and I Thomas 
 
 
64. Apologies for Absence  

 
There were no apologies for absence. 
 

65. Confirmation of Minutes  
 
The minutes of the previous meeting had not been circulated and would be 
confirmed at the next meeting of the Planning Committee. 
 

66. Confirmation of Attendance  
 
Councillors present verbally confirmed their attendance. 
 

67. Chairman's Announcements  
 
The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting. 
 

68. Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

69. Supplementary Matters  
 
Councillors present confirmed that they had received and read the 
Supplementary Matters papers which included information received since the 
agenda had been published.  These were reported verbally at the meeting and 
are attached as Annex A. 
 

70. Future Items  
 
The committee agreed to visit the following sites should officers be mindful to 
permit: 
 

 21560/023 – Alton Convent School, Anstey Lane, Alton, GU34 2NG; and 

 27202/038 – Applegarth Farm, Headley Road, Grayshott, Hindhead, GU26 
6JL. 
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71. Report of the Director of Regeneration and Place  
 
The report of the Director of Regeneration and Place was considered and it 
was RESOLVED that: 
 

Application No., Site and Description Resolution: 

 

SDNP/20/04264/FUL 

 

Land adjacent to Goleigh Manor, Noar Hill 

Common Road, Hawkley 

 

Change of use from grazing of horses to 

equestrian and the change of use of two of 

the existing larger mobile field shelters to 

permanent stabling with associated works. 

 

Permission subject to conditions as set out in 

Appendix A. 

SDNP/20/04927/FUL 

 

Land North of Hurst Farm Bungalows, Hurst 

Lane, Privett, Alton, GU34 3PJ 

 

Change of use from grazing of horses to 

equestrian and the change of use of two of 

the existing larger mobile field shelters to 

permanent stabling with associated works. 

(Further information received 3/2/21 and 

4/2/21. Design and access statement 

available to view. An amended location plan 

received on 6/4/21) 

Refused for the reasons set out in Appendix 

B. 

 
72. 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   
 

73. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL   
 

74. SDNP/20/04264/FUL - Land adjacent to Goleigh Manor, Noar Hill Common 
Road, Hawkley  
 
Two stables and open fronted hay shed enclosed by post and rail fencing, small 
area of hardstanding to park one car. 
 
The Planning Officer introduced the application and drew the committee’s 
attention to the supplementary matters where there had been a small correction 
to the plan reference numbers and an amendment to Condition 7. 
 
The officer outlined the main issues.  In terms of the principle of development, 
the site had lawful use for private equestrian purposes. 
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In terms of the impact upon the scale and character of the site and local area, 
development had been judged to be acceptable in terms of its impact and 
would be screened from the highway by a hedge.  The building was of a 
relatively modest size and materials used would be controlled by condition. 
 
With regard to impact on amenity of neighbouring properties, it was considered 
that there was sufficient distance and screening to avoid a negative impact on 
their amenities.  
 
The entrance to the field would be retained and parking would be available on 
the area of hardstanding. 
 
The Conservation Officer was happy that there would be no unacceptable 
impact to the scale and historical and architectural merits of the setting of the 
listed building and for that reason, it was judged to have an acceptable impact 
on the South Downs National Park (SDNP). 
 
Each member of the committee confirmed to have received and read the 
written deputations circulated prior to the meeting, which had also been 
published on the council’s website.  These submissions had been received 
from: 
 
(1) Ms Wyman, on behalf of objectors. 
 
As set out in Appendix 1 attached to these minutes. 
 
(2) Colemore and Priors Dean Parish Meeting. 
 
As set out in Appendix 2 attached to these minutes. 
 
(3) Mrs and Miss Baillie, the applicant. 
 
As set out in Appendix 3 attached to these minutes. 
 
The Chairman invited councillors to ask questions of officers.  
 
In response to a question raised as to what private equestrian use was, the 
Planning Officer said that the site could not be used for commercial purposes, it 
was purely for private leisure equestrian purposes and the site could not be 
rented for commercial gain. 
 
It was noted that the report said that the building was 3.6m in depth however, 
by interpreting the drawings, if you included the overhang, it would be 4.8m in 
depth.  The officer confirmed that the ground elevation was 3.6m. 
 
It was asked if it was possible to put a restriction on the maximum number of 
horses on the site.  In reply, the Development and Building Control Manager 
said that permission had already been granted for equestrian use on this land 
without the number of horses being restricted on site.  The committee were 
being asked to consider the stabling for those horses.  The officer questioned 
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whether now restricting the number of horses on the land would be appropriate 
and meet the six tests when conditions were imposed.  She felt it would not be 
reasonable to impose such a condition. 
 
The committee debated the application. 
 
The Chairman invited Cllr Louisson to open the debate as the local ward 
councillor. 
 
Cllr Louisson said that the key issue was landscape.  He felt that it was useful 
to reflect what the primary purpose of the SDNP was which was listed in their 
local plan ‘to conserve and enhance natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 
heritage of the area’.  It also said ‘the national park authority had a duty when 
carrying out its primary purposes which is to seek to foster the economic and 
social wellbeing of the local communities within the national park.’  However, 
where there was a conflict between those purposes, the first purpose, ‘to 
conserve and enhance….’ should be given priority. 
 
He said that the area around the site was predominantly arable with a scattered 
settlement pattern with only three dwellings in the nearby area and was clearly 
not primarily an equestrian area. 
 
The topography of the area was dominated by the rising land up to Goleigh 
Farm, as well as Noar Hill.  The predominant issue would be the view from 
those sites both of which had footpaths running on them which would have a 
very significant view.  This field could get very wet, primarily an issue as it was 
in a valley.  It would be very visible from the top of that area and the fact that it 
was in a valley, the River Rother started very close by, fed by the water which 
flowed down the hills.  Putting an equestrian activity in this area would give rise 
to additional nitrate discharges which would impact the river. 
 
Defra had defined some buffer zones around some of the designated areas and 
it was within a 500m buffer zone of the Noar Hill Common SAC (Special Area of 
Conservation) and the Noar Hill Site Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  
 
The site was adjacent to Goleigh Manor which was a Grade II Listed Building 
and the additional traffic movement, noise, and smell would have an impact on 
that setting. 
 
During the application for change of use granted the previous year, the 
Landscape Officer had commented that he had no objection on landscape 
grounds, providing that the boundary hedgerows would be left intact which they 
would be, and that no equestrian equipment such as jumps, exercisers, stables 
etc are introduced which could alter the character of the field. 
 
The key question was would the introduction of stable building into a previously 
non-equestrian environment, in a very visible location, in any way enhance the 
landscape character.  If not, then it did not comply with Policy SD4.  Would it 
impact the user experience on nearby rights of way by interrupting the existing 
views, if it does, it is not compliant with Policy SD7.   
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If the committee were mindful to permit this application, Cllr Louisson sought a 
condition which would remove changes in the permitted development regime 
which should include a condition to remove stables and hardstanding and 
reinstate the land should equestrian use cease. 
 
He was keen to hear the views of the committee. 
 
In response to points raised by Cllr Louisson, the Development and Building 
Control Manager wanted to make a correction which was in relation to his 
statement about introducing a stable building into a non-equestrian 
environment.  Whilst she agreed that the surrounding land was generally in 
arable use, this field already had change of use to equestrian.  That was not up 
for consideration as it already had permission.  Likewise, there would be no 
change to the access point which already had approval.  She reminded the 
committee that it was being asked to consider the stable building, the 
hardstanding and the post and rail fencing.  The conditions that were imposed 
on the previous approval relating to the equestrian paraphernalia, fences etc 
would still stand, even if permission were granted for this application.  
Therefore, the protection for the landscape, generally was in place and 
remained so. 
 
Concern was expressed that the stable block would stand out as it was in an 
area of outstanding countryside with wide, open spaces and there was no 
clutter of buildings.  It was considered that the proposal would also have an 
impact on the setting of the Grade II listed house. 
 
Overall, the committee felt that the stables proposed would be modest and 
could not see the harm of stables in the countryside.  It was felt that horses 
were part of the landscape as much as cattle and sheep.  It was also noted that 
the field already had permission for equestrian use and there had been no 
objection from the Landscape Officer, Conservation Officer if HCC Ecology. 
 
One member raised a concern that the open front hay store could be converted 
into an additional stable which would then result in the requirement for a further 
hay store in close proximity to the stables.  It was suggested that a condition be 
added to prevent this from happening which the committee were in agreement 
with.  In response, the Development and Building Control Manager said that 
planning permission would be required for any additional hay store on the site if 
it were a structure.  However, a condition could be added to limit that part of the 
building to hay store only and shall not be used for the keeping of horses within 
that structure.  
 
In response to a comment made regarding drainage, the Planning Officer said 
that the site was located within an area of low flood risk.  In terms of surface 
water run-off from the building, that was most likely to be covered under 
building regulations.  With regard to the hedge at the front, if water damage was 
ever an issue in the future, the landscaping condition did require that the hedge 
was retained indefinitely on the site so it could be addressed if ever it were an 
issue in the future. 
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The Chairman invited Cllr Louisson to address the committee one final time.  
Having listened to the debate, he proposed a further condition which was the 
removal of permitted development rights on this site to prevent any potential 
expansion of the site should equestrian use cease.  The Development and 
Building Control Manager said that there was no permitted development rights 
for equestrian, however, she did not feel that it was unreasonable to request 
the removal of the building should the use cease and for it to be restored back 
to grass.  The committee were in agreement with this condition.  
 
Cllr Thomas had lost connection during the meeting and was therefore unable 
to take part in the vote. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission, subject to 
the amendment to Condition 7 outlined in the supplementary matters papers.  
Plus the addition of two more conditions, one relating to the occupation of the 
hay store being restricted to that use only.  The second additional condition in 
relation to the stables only being used for private and equestrian purposes and 
should the land cease to be used or required for that purpose, they shall be 
permanently removed from the site and the land reinstated. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 9 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 2 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting. 
 

75. SDNP/20/04927/FUL - Land North Of Hurst Farm Bungalows, Hurst Lane, 
Privett, Alton, GU34 3PJ  
 
Change of use from grazing of horses to equestrian and the change of use of 
two of the existing larger mobile field shelters to permanent stabling with 
associated works. (Further information received 3/2/21 and 4/2/21. Design and 
access statement available to view. An amended location plan received on 
6/4/21) 
 
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application and said that it had been 
brought before the committee at the request of the local ward member.  She 
asked the committee to note the supplementary paper which included a 
correction to the list of plans, Tree Officer comments, a further representation 
received and a further informative.  In addition, the officer had received a 
further representation from Froxfield and Privett Landscape Conservation 
Group in response to the supplementary paper however, there was no change 
to the officer’s report or recommendation. 
 
The current field shelters on the site subject of this application were additional 
structures that had been brought on site around 2015.  EHDC’s Enforcement 
Team confirmed that officers visited the site numerous times since their 
construction and considered them mobile.  There had been disputes however, 
at some point between 2018 and 2020, EHDC’s Enforcement Team found that 
due to the alterations and extensions to the buildings, they were no longer 
mobile and the land was being used as equestrian.  Therefore, planning 
permission was required. 
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The Senior Planning Officer provided a brief history of the application and said 
that whilst this provided background, it was important to note that the current 
structures on site were not mobile and this application was for the retention of 
the permanent buildings on site and the change of use of the land to 
equestrian. 
 
The officer outlined the main issues.  In terms of the principle of development, 
the application site was situated outside of any settlement policy boundary 
(SPB) in the countryside.  Policy SD25 of the South Downs National Park 
(SDNP) Plan stated that exceptionally, development would be permitted outside 
of SPBs if there was an essential need for a countryside location.  Supporting 
text of the document stated that exceptional circumstances could include uses 
of land relating to countryside recreation which may only be able to function 
successfully in rural locations.  Policy SD24 related to equestrian uses which 
was supported subject to a number of criteria.  The proposal would change the 
use of the land from horse grazing to equestrian and was for the retention of 
permanent stables.  Equestrian use was a rural land-based use which was 
appropriate to a countryside location, therefore, the principle of development 
was considered acceptable. 
 
With regard to impact on the character of the local area, the site was largely 
concealed from public view by mature trees and vegetation on all boundaries.  
The proposed permanent stables located close to the existing access, were of 
an appropriate design and style to comply with Policy SD24 and would not 
cause harm to the landscape or character of the area.  Concern had been 
raised by the Landscape Officer regarding the potential intensification of activity 
on the site and the required permanent stables, however, it was considered that 
the proposal would not alter the existing number of horses on the site which 
would be conditioned.  The intensity and scale of the development was 
considered appropriate for the site and landscape. 
 
The application site was situated within a rural area and benefitted from having 
no neighbouring properties within close proximity.  The nearest residential 
properties were to the North-East which would be situated 110m away from the 
stables and 50m from the equestrian land.  Due to the sufficient separation 
distance and boundary screening, it was considered that the proposal would 
not impact upon the amenity of any neighbouring property.  Private equestrian 
use would be conditioned which would prevent any significant increase in 
activity on the site and any disturbance for neighbouring properties.  
Environmental Health had raised no objection subject to conditions relating to 
waste management, external lighting and noise from any plant and equipment 
which would further protect neighbour amenity. 
 
In terms of highway implications, no objection had been received following 
consultation with the county Highway Authority.  The proposal would be 
accessed via an existing access along Basing Dean Lane and would use an 
existing parking area.  It was considered that the proposal would not 
significantly increase the level of trips compared to that which already existed. 
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Policies SD2 and SD9 required development to have a positive impact on the 
natural environment.  This development provided opportunity to increase 
biodiversity on site and the applicant had confirmed that bird boxes would be 
provided and the existing hedgerows be strengthened.  This including a 
planting scheme of native trees and shrubs would be conditioned.  The County 
Ecologist agreed with these enhancement measures. 
 
The proposal was considered in keeping with the character of the area and 
rural landscape and therefore, would not harm the SDNP.  The site was 
situated within the Dark Night Skies Reserve, no external lighting was proposed 
and this was conditioned to protect the SDNP. 
 
The Drainage Officer had raised an objection due to the lack of drainage 
information but this information would be secured by condition which would 
prevent drainage implications. 
 
In terms of arboricultural implications, an area of protected trees had been 
made to the South of the site on 17 March 2021.  The Tree Officer raised no 
objection when consulted but had concerns regarding harm to the trees from 
intensification of the use of the site for horses and from waste disposal near to 
the trees.  Livestock fencing was recommended, there was an existing post and 
tape fence along the Southern boundary separating the site from the protected 
trees.  There would not be an intensification of the use of the site for horses 
compared to the existing horse grazing use.  Conditions would be imposed to 
control the number of horses and waste management. 
 
Each member of the committee confirmed to have received and read the 
written deputations circulated prior to the meeting, which had also been 
published on the council’s website.  These submissions had been received 
from: 
 
(1) Mr March of Southern Planning Practice, on behalf of objectors. 
 
As set out in Appendix 4 attached to these minutes. 
 
(2) Froxfield and Privett Parish Council. 
 
As set out in Appendix 5 attached to these minutes. 
 
(3) Cllr Drew, the local ward councillor. 
 
As set out in Appendix 6 attached to these minutes. 
 
The Chairman invited councillors to ask questions of officers.  
 
It was noted that the site had been subject to an appeal which was dismissed 
and clarification was sought as to what was before the committee and that 
which was refused at appeal.  The officer confirmed that the appeal decision 
was for a lawful development certificate which was for equestrian use of the 
land and two mobile field shelters.  Mobile field shelters did not require planning 
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permission and at the time when they were put on site, they were considered 
moveable.  At the time the decision was made, however, they were connected 
and were not mobile but before the appeal decision was made, they were 
dismantled and made mobile.  This proposal was new development brought on 
to the site in around 2015 which had not been approved and the committee 
were being asked to assess whether planning permission should be granted for 
these permanent structures.   
 
Within the officer’s report was the appeal Inspector’s report relating to the 
appeal decision.  It was asked what relationship that appeal result had to this 
application.  The Development and Building Control Manager said that in terms 
of what the committee were being asked to consider, the buildings that were 
currently on site were permanent structures with no relation to what was 
considered back at appeal time so the history of the site had very little bearing 
on what the committee were considering before them. 
 
In response to a question, it was clarified that this was a retrospective 
application and there were 15 horses on site as per one of the conditions.  
Concern was expressed that with 15 horses, there was likely to be more than 
one owner and each owner would require their horses to be taken out of the 
field to horse shows etc resulting in a lot of parking of vehicles on the site 
including horse boxes and trailers.  The officer confirmed that the horses 
belonged to the applicant and the site would be conditioned for personal use 
only, as set out in Condition 3.  There was also an existing parking area to the 
West of the buildings. 
 
In response to a question raised regarding past enforcement action, the 
Development and Building Control Manager said that when considering an 
application, you should consider the application as it stands.  However, for 
information only, whilst the two enforcement notices were complied with, they 
remained extant on the land.  Therefore, if the committee decided to refuse 
permission, the local authority could move to prosecution.  This should have no 
bearing on the committee’s decision making. 
 
The committee debated the application. 
 
It was commented that whilst the buildings were not ideal, if the horses were to 
be sheltered, it was the logical extension to the keeping of 15 horses on the 
land.  Overall, the committee felt that in design terms, the buildings would not 
be an enhancement to the SDNP and were unhappy with the impact that they 
would have on the surrounding area.  The committee also gave weight to the 
Landscape Officer’s comments.  Concerns were raised with the number of 
horses kept on the amount of grassland available and the supplementary feed 
that would have to go with them along with the number of vehicles entering the 
site to regularly supply the horses with food.  It was felt that the proposal would 
result in the over-intensive use of the site by the poaching of land. 
 
The committee sought a condition to prevent permitted development in the 
future.  The Development and Building Control Manager said that it was 
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possible to add one that if the use were to cease, the buildings be removed and 
the land would be reinstated. 
 
In response to a suggestion that the entrance to the site allow room for a 
vehicle to park in order that it was off of the road to open the gates to the site, 
the Development and Building Control Manager said that the access to the site 
already existed and no changes had been proposed as part of this application.  
From looking at the officer’s photographs, a vehicle could partly pull off of the 
lane in order to open the gate before driving in, however, the lanes were not 
heavily trafficked. 
 
Cllr Hunt had lost connection during the meeting and was therefore unable to 
take part in the vote. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for approval, subject to 
an informative note in the supplementary matters and the further condition that 
should the land cease to be used or required for the purpose of private 
equestrian purposes, the buildings shall be permanently removed from the site 
and the land reinstated. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared LOST, 3 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 7 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 2 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting. 
 
It was proposed by Cllr Thomas that the application be refused for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. The proposal would result in permanent stable buildings situated within a 
countryside location outside of the Settlement Policy Boundary and 
within the South Downs National Park. The development would result in 
an inappropriate built form of development in the countryside, which by 
virtue of its siting, design, scale and massing would be visually harmful 
to the character and appearance of the rural area, local landscape and 
South Downs National Park.  The proposal is therefore contrary to 
Policies SD4, SD5 and SD24 of the South Downs Local Plan, as well as 
Government guidance in paragraphs 127 b), 170 a) b) and 172 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
2. The keeping of up to 15 horses on this site is an over-intensive use of 

the site causing harm to the visual appearance land by poaching of the 
land, additional fencing and equestrian paraphernalia which would be 
visually harmful to the character and appearance of the rural area, local 
landscape and South Downs National Park.  The proposal is therefore 
contrary to Policies SD4, SD5, SD7 and SD24 of the South Downs Local 
Plan, as well as Government guidance in paragraphs 127 b), 170 a) b) 
and 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
This was seconded by Cllr Louisson. 
 
The committee voted on the proposal for refusal. 
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Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 11 
Councillors voting FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal, and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting. 
 

 
 

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 9.02 pm 
 
 

………………… 
Chairman 



Annex A 
 

22 April 2021 
Planning Committee 
 
Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications. 
 

S1  Item  1 

SDNP/20/04264/FUL 

Land adjacent to Goleigh Manor, Noar Hill 
Common Road, Hawkley 

  
CORRECTIONS 
 
On page 21, on the list of “Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application” the ‘Plans – Site plan showing hardstanding’ should be dated 09.02.21 
not 09.03.20 as shown.  
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
The Parish Council comments shown on Page 13 wrongly indicate ‘Comments 
awaited’ alongside a summary of their consultee response.  For clarification, the full 
comments received from the Parish Council are set out below: 
 
“We wish to Object to the Planning Application. 
 
We object to this application. We reference the detailed responses on the application 
completed by Southern Planning Practice on behalf of the neighbours Mr & Mrs 
Wyman, and also the objection submitted by Carolyn Fair of Keyham Farm, and 
support all the points made. 
 
As consultees to the planning process, our obligation is to support and help enforce 
the principles described in the SDNP Local Plan. Perhaps the key issue is therefore 
to ensure any planning permission 'conserves or enhances', if it fails this basic test 
then it should be refused. We feel this application does fail this test, it will certainly 
have some detrimental effect on the setting of a 12th C highly valued historic house. 
Nothing has been offered to enhance and we can see no opportunity on this site to 
enhance, all that can be done is to maintain the status quo. 
 
One of the really special qualities of this part of the SDNP is the walks and 
bridleways around the Hangers, many would say the views are the jewel in the 
crown of the Park. The approach down to see Goleigh Manor takes you back in time 
as the landscape and buildings still maintain there setting and original qualities. 
Driving through the area is not really relevant to the case, the Park is about the 
stunning views from walks and rides. As mentioned during a recent call, we feel that 
the indication from the Case Officer that neither he nor the Landscape Architect have 
walked the byways to assess the views of the site that we are suggesting should be 
protected. Although our photo's proved useful in showing the views, if is far more 
impactful to see them directly. We believe any Planner or Landscape specialists who 
are requested to comment on these aspects could only offer useful advice if they 
have taken the trouble or one would hope, have the inherent interest in the Park,  
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to walk and/or ride round the area to assess these historic views first hand, 
preferably with someone of significant local knowledge to explain the context. To say 
it may be hidden by a hedge as you drive past misses the whole context and 
importance of the Park. As an aside, the hedge is described as 2m tall so they will be 
very short horses if its not visible from the road…! 
 
Although we strongly object to the application and hope it will be refused, should the 
decision be made to allow it, the quality and design of any buildings must be 
commensurate with the surroundings, this application is short of many details that 
would be required to assess this properly. Any granting of permission must ensure 
that the principles of the SDNP Local Plan to avoid future 'planning creep' are 
enforced to ensure the site doesn't develop into something that wouldn't have been 
accepted as a change from the original agricultural use.” 
 
 
AMENDMENT TO CONDITION NO.7 
 
For the purposes of clarity, the following amendment is proposed to the wording of 
recommended condition no.7 on page 20 of the report. 
 

The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until plans and 
particulars showing details of the proposed area of hard standing have been 
submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such details 
shall include the layout, as indicatively shown on approved plan received by 
the Local Planning Authority on the 09.03.2021 and titled ‘Plans – Site plan 
showing hardstanding’ and the surfacing materials to be used for the area of 
hard standing. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details before the use of the development is commenced and shall be 
retained to the agreed specification thereafter. 

 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. No change to the Officer Recommendation to approve planning permission is 

proposed, subject to the condition amendment and correction set out above.  
 
 
 
 
 

S1  Item  2 

SDNP/20/04927/FUL 

Land North of Hurst Farm Bungalows, Hurst 
Lane, Privett 

 
CORRECTIONS 
 
On page 45, on the list of “Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application” the ‘OS Extract- Location Plan’ should be dated 6/4/21, as an 
amended plan was received. 
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FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
It has been noted that a recent Area Tree Preservation Order was made on 17 
March 2021, which protects the mature trees to the south of the application site 
(between the application site and the grazing land in the control of the applicant).  
 
The Council’s Arboricultural Officer has been consulted and provided the following 
comments: 
 

“TPO (EH1167)21 was made recently affecting mature trees to the south of the 
identified site.  Whilst I have no objection to the use of the stabling as indicated, I 
would be concerned if there was to be an intensification of the use of the site for 
horses which may result in compaction and possibly physical damage to the 
protected trees.  Perhaps livestock fencing would be appropriate. I note 
reference is made to the disposal of horse waste. Disposal of such waste around 
the root plates of trees is potentially damaging to their health and ultimately 
amenity value, and with regard to the protected trees in this location, must not 
occur.” 

 
Officer comment: Policy SD11 of the SDNP Local Plan states that development 
should conserve and enhance trees, woodland and hedgerows.  In this instance, 
there would not be an intensification in the use of the site for horses compared to 
that which already exists from the current horse grazing use on the land.  Suggested 
Condition 2 would prevent any increase in the number of horses on the site and 
Condition 4 requires the submission and approval of details for waste disposal 
measures.  It is also noted that there is an existing post and tape fence located along 
the southern boundary which would protect the area of protected trees, as suggested 
by the Arboricultural Officer.  
 
Therefore it is considered that the proposal would not cause any arboricultural 
implications, in compliance with Policy SD11 of the SDNP Local Plan. 
 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS 
 
A late letter of representation has been from The Froxfield and Privett Landscape 
Conservation Group.  This letter raises concern about 2 crucial misleading 
statements in para 3.2 the Applicant's Design and Access Statement, and the 
subsequent “fallback position” which are summarised below: 

 The existence of areas of hardstanding which have not been removed, 
especially when buildings in the stable yard were erected. 

 That the buildings in the stable yard are not mobile field shelters, thus are 
structures requiring planning permission.  They are not the same field shelters 
which the previous Planning Inspector were concluded as being mobile. 

 
Officer comment: Members are advised that some areas of hardstanding, as a 
base for these structures would remain as part of this application.  Areas of 
hardstanding have been removed following the appeal decision. 
 

Page 14



Annex A 
 

The application site has contained a number of different field shelters since at least 
2012.  For Member’s clarification, the mobile field shelters which were subject to the 
previous appeal decision were moved to opposite ends of the application site and 
remain mobile. This application does not relate to these structures.  
 
The existing structure which are proposed to be permanent stables were additional 
field shelters brought onto the site following the appeal decision.  Following their 
positioning on the site, the Local Planning Authority’s Enforcement Team has 
assessed the structures and determined that they were mobile, until a further visit in 
2020 considered that the structures were no longer mobile and the land was being 
used for equestrian purposes which requires planning permission.  Hence, this 
planning application currently under consideration for the retention / alteration of 
these structures.  Therefore, it is advised that there is a ‘fallback position’, as the 
structures with similar dimensions other than the link and store extension without the 
alterations were considered mobile by the Enforcement Team.   
 
For these reasons there is no change to Officer Recommendation in this regard.  
 
 
CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION 
 
2. No change to the Officer Recommendation to approve planning permission is 

proposed. 
 
3. An additional informative note to the applicant is recommended to be added, as 

follows: 
 
“The applicant is reminded that any further installation of hardstanding on the 
site would require planning permission.” 
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Part 2 
 
 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Applications determined by the Council on behalf  
of the South Downs National Park Authority  

 
APPENDIX A 

 
22 April 2021 

 

 

PROPOSAL Two stables and open fronted hay shed enclosed by post 
and rail fencing, small area of hardstanding to park one 
car. 

LOCATION: Land adjacent to Goleigh Manor, Noar Hill Common Road, 
Hawkley 

REFERENCE NO: SDNP/20/04264/FUL  

 
 

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

Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

 
2. Notwithstanding any indication shown on the approved plans and 
notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 
modifying that Order) the development hereby permitted shall be used only as 
private equestrian, non-commercial use and for no other purpose. 
Reason -  To prevent the land from being used for commercial purposes to the 

detriment of the locality with respect to increased activity and vehicle movements. 

 
3. No external lighting/ floodlighting shall be installed on the site unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 Reason -  In the interests of the South Downs National Park Dark Night Skies 

Policy and for the protection of the rural character of the area. 

 
4. No field boundaries or subdivisions, moveable structures, field shelters or 
horse jumps shall be erected or moved onto the site without the prior written 
consent of the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - To protect the character of the South Downs National Park landscape. 
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5. Notwithstanding any indication of materials that may have been given in the 
application or in the absence of such information, no development above slab level 
shall take place on site until samples / details including manufacturers details of all 
the materials to be used for external facing and roofing [including finishes] 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. 

 
6. The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until a 
detailed boundary treatment plan, to include additional hedge planting, has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The plan shall 
include details of the positions, design, materials/species of the boundary 
treatments to be erected/planted.  The approved details shall be fully implemented 
before the use of the development is commenced and/or any part of the 
development is occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
Reason - To ensure an appropriate standard of visual amenity in the area, to 

safeguard the privacy and amenities of the residents of the locality and to ensure 

ecosystem betterment.  

 

7. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until plans 
and particulars showing details of the proposed area of hard standing have been 
submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such details 
shall include the layout, as indicatively shown on approved plan received by the 
Local Planning Authority on the 09.03.2021 and titled 'Plans - Site plan showing 
hardstanding' and the surfacing materials to be used for the area of hard standing. 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 
before the use of the development is commenced and shall be retained to the 
agreed specification thereafter. 
Reason - In order protect the visual amenity and character of this rural area. 
  
8. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 
modifying that Order), occupation of the hay store hereby permitted shall be 
restricted to use as such and for no other purpose, including the housing of any 
animals.  
Reason - To avoid the need for additional hay store structures on this site. 
 

9. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 
modifying that Order) the stables hereby permitted shall be used only for private 
equestrian purposes and if at any time the buildings cease to be used or required 
for such purpose they shall be permanently removed from the site and the land re-
instated in accordance with details for such restoration, including a timeframe, 
which shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  
Restoration shall be carried out in accordance with the agreed details. 
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Reason - To ensure that the buildings are used for private equestrian purposes only 
since the site lies within a rural area to which restrictive planning policies apply and 
to secure its removal if no longer required for equestrian purposes.   
 

10. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the plans listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application". 
Reason - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

 

 

The application has been assessed and recommendation is made on the basis of the 
following plans and documents submitted: 
 

Plan Type Reference Version Date on Plan Status 

Application Form - 

Application form 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

Application Documents - 

Planning statement 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

Application Documents - 

Ecosystems Services 

Statement 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

Application Documents - 

Biodiversity checklist 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

Application Documents - CIL 

Form 1 Additional 

Information 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

OS Extract - Location plan   05.10.2020 Approved 

OS Extract - Block plan   05.10.2020 Approved 

Application Documents - 

Photographs 

  05.10.2020 Approved 

Plans - Site plan showing 

hardstanding 

  09.02.2021 Approved 

 
Reasons - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 
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Part 2 
 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Applications determined by the Council on behalf 
of the South Downs National Park Authority 

 
APPENDIX B 

 
 

22 April 2021 
 

 

PROPOSAL Change of use from grazing of horses to equestrian and the 
change of use of two of the existing larger mobile field 
shelters to permanent stabling with associated works. 
(Further information received 3/2/21 and 4/2/21. Design and 
access statement available to view. An amended location 
plan received on 6/4/21) 

LOCATION: Land North Of Hurst Farm Bungalows, Hurst Lane, Privett, Alton 

GU34 3PJ 

REFERENCE NO: SDNP/20/04927/FUL  

 
1. The proposal would result in permanent stable buildings situated within a countryside 

location outside of the Settlement Policy Boundary and within the South Downs National 
Park. The development would result in an inappropriate built form of development in the 
countryside, which by virtue of its siting, design, scale and massing would be visually 
harmful to the character and appearance of the rural area, local landscape and South 
Downs National Park.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SD4, SD5 and 
SD24 of the South Downs Local Plan, as well as Government guidance in paragraphs 
127 b), 170 a) b) and 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
2. The keeping of up to 15 horses on this site is an over-intensive use of the site causing 

harm to the visual appearance land by poaching of the land, additional fencing and 
equestrian paraphernalia which would be visually harmful to the character and 
appearance of the rural area, local landscape and South Downs National Park.  The 
proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SD4, SD5, SD7 and SD24 of the South Downs 
Local Plan, as well as Government guidance in paragraphs 127 b), 170 a) b) and 172 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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Appendix 1 
(Ms Wyman) 

 
 

SDNP/20/04264/FUL – Objection 
 
Sitting centrally in the panoramic views from the lane up Goleigh Hill (a recommended SDNP cycling 
route) and from the popular public rights of way up Noar Hill leading to the Nature Reserve, this 
proposal would have a far greater detrimental effect on the landscape of the National Park than might  
appear from its relatively small size. 
 
These views are of an open field in an increasingly-rare tranquil, rural landscape with no stables in 
sight. Stables would substantially and detrimentally change this scene to one of busy development. 
Any screening from hedgerows would be largely negated as these views are all from higher ground 
down across the site.  
 
The pandemic has inevitably curtailed site visits, leading to an understandable focus on the obvious 
visual impact from the access lane. While important, it is not as important as the panoramic views 
described above. Screening from the lane offered by the hedgerow in front of the stables would be 
significantly less effective than might appear from photos. Its historical properly-maintained height is 
about 1.2 metres, over half a metre less than its current untrimmed height. The building would stand 
3.1 metres above the field (itself higher than the lane) meaning that it would be about 2 metres above 
the hedge. The hedgerows are deciduous, thus the building would be even more visible between 
October and early May. 
 
Policies of particular relevance include: 
 

 SD4 brings a positive duty for development proposals to conserve and enhance landscape 
character. Damage limitation is insufficient. 
 

 SD 4.3 “Undeveloped land between settlements will not be undermined”. The proposed 
development lies outside any settlement boundaries and would form a new unit unattached 
to any existing dwelling in an area characterised by very few, isolated, buildings. The proposal 
conflicts with this Policy. 
 

 SD5 requires proposals to adopt a landscape-led approach, be sympathetic to landscape 
character and be “demonstrably informed by an assessment of landscape context”.  The 
proposal doesn’t meet this requirement. 

 

 SD6 protects the visual integrity, identity and scenic quality of the National Park and 
highlights “views from public rights of way”.  The policy requirement is to positively conserve 
views, not merely avoid or reduce detriment. 
 

 SD24.1d: stables must “respect the amenities and activities of surrounding properties”.  
Noise, smell and loss of privacy and light on Goleigh Cottages are ignored. 

 
The site is in a rare and precious, highly sensitive, landscape, with national and international 
recognition. It is within the SSSI and Special Area of Conservation Impact Risk Zones.  
 
Development must be sustainable. In the National Park we have the additional responsibility to 
protect this unique and precious landscape. In the interests of long-term sustainability, please refuse 
this application. 
 
Jane Wyman, 20.4.2021 
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Appendix 2 
(Colemore and Priors Dean Parish Meeting) 

 

 

The Parish do not oppose equestrianism in the Park and did not object to the change 
of use of this field.  We do object to inappropriate building development 
detrimental to the landscape. 
 

 Park Policy SD24 requires “high quality design” , further emphasised in 
SD4.1b and SD5.1. - “Sensitive and high quality design that makes a positive 
contribution”. However the Report doesn’t address the design of the 
development or its design merits - if any!  Offering to work with the applicant 
once permission is granted to try to secure inoffensive materials is completely 
insufficient.   

  SD4.1 “Development proposals will only be permitted where they conserve 
and enhance landscape character.” The Report references a screening hedge 
hiding the development and more to be conditioned. (P6.2 and P10.6). Parish 
experience shows reliance on hedges is misplaced.  Screening hedges require 
proper maintenance. Hedge conditions are only enforceable for 5 years; 
relying on public reporting infringements. Thereafter there is no protection. 
The Policy is “conserve and enhance”, not just hope to hide detriment. 

 The Report (P10.6) suggests asking for a boundary treatment plan with details 
of new hedging.  What hedge, where?  The committee is being asked for a 
blank cheque. 

 The Report acknowledges the importance of “scale and use compatible with 
the landscape”, (scale cited in SD4.1b and SD24.1a), but gives incorrect 
dimensions (P2.2and P6.2).  Correct dimensions are in Appendix 2 (P12, P13).  
The Report refers repeatedly to the development as  “modest”, but at a 
footprint of 123.84 square metres (51.84 being buildings), it is on the same 
scale as a bungalow. 

 SD24.1d requires stables to “respect the amenities and activities of 
surrounding properties and users”. The Report states the impact on 
neighbouring properties is assessed as “insignificant”; “the site has previously 
been used for agricultural purposes” (P7.3).  No evidence is cited how an 
active stable yard with all the associated noise, smells, activity and invasion of 
privacy, 20m from Goleigh Cottages ( just a few metres from their garden) can 
possibly be equivalent to grazing. 

 The safety of unsupervised horses locked in stables is of concern.  Defra’s 
rules require a swiftly-enforceable fire response.  Local lanes are not priority 
salt routes and are regularly impassable in winter.  How many problems will 
have to occur before it becomes obvious stabled horses are unsafe without 
someone living on-site? 

 Two applications have been made for isolated stables in this Parish under two 
miles away. Both were refused as inappropriate development. Both went to 
Appeal and were dismissed as inappropriate and against Park policy, 
especially on tranquillity. 

 
The Report correctly identifies the Park Plan supports equestrian development 
subject to various criteria. Those criteria are not met. Therefore the application 
must fail. 
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Appendix 3 
(Mrs N and Miss T Baillie) 

 
 
Dear councillors 

Representation from Nicky and Tira Baillie 

 

The field is only 2.6 acres so to prevent it becoming poached and a muddy mess in winter we need 

to keep the horses off the land as much as possible and inside where we can feed them out of the 

mud. This is for the horses welfare as much as keeping the land in good condition. If the horses 

become ill, lame or need attention of any kind it is easier to attend to them with a clean, dry stable. 

 

The hay store will look much tidier than the alternative of  large bales of haylage  in unsightly 

waterproof plastic wrapping which can be stored outside, these are only moveable by tractor so 

once on site we wouldn’t be able to move them ourselves, however with the barn we’d have smaller 

bales of hay instead as they could be kept dry under cover. 

 

The small area of hardstanding to park one vehicle on is for safety as the road is a narrow country 

lane with nowhere to park unless we partially block the road. Also the verge is soft and in winter 

would look unsightly if we parked on it regularly with a vehicle and risk getting stuck as we don’t 

have a 4WD. 

 

Another important safety aspect is that one of our horses can’t be left alone in the field as he has on 

numerous occasions jumped out of his current field and I fear if this happens here he will be straight  

onto the road which is extremely dangerous. We currently have to put him in a stable to prevent this 

happening as it’s not always possible to ride together and we do need to be able to secure this 

particular horse for his own and other road users safety. 

 

When we bought this field it was a complete mess, covered in weeds, dilapidated gate and not nice 

to look at at all. We have changed the gate and greatly improved the way it looks so it’s no longer an 

eye sore. Everything that we have asked for us to assist us in maintaining the aesthetics and will not 

detract from the beauty of the surrounding countryside.  We would be happy to discuss any changes 

the councillors would like to make to this application too if it helps. 

 

I hope you will see that all we want to do is enjoy and enhance the beautiful countryside that we 

have lived in all our lives. We live very locally in Selborne village and love this area very much,  I 

really hope that very soon we can have our horses closer to home so we can enjoy our village even 

more. 
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Appendix 4 
(Mr March) 

 
Planning application ref: SDNP/20/04927/FUL – Change of use from grazing of horses to 

equestrian and the change of use of two of the existing larger mobile field shelters to 

permanent stabling with associated works   

Land North of Hurst Farm Bungalows Hurst Lane Privett Alton GU34 3PJ  

  

Deputation to EHDC / SDNPA Planning Committee (22nd April 2021)   

by   

Southern Planning Practice  

on behalf of the   

Froxfield and Privett Landscape Conservation Group  

  

Retrospective planning permission should be refused as:  

• the application has many inconsistencies and inaccuracies and lacks crucial detail;  

   

• the development does not comply with policies SD4(Design), SD5(Landscape 

Character) and Policy SD24(Equestrian Uses) of the South Downs Local Plan, which  

are the key policy considerations;  

  

• substantial environmental damage is being caused due to the applicants poor grazing 

regime (15 horses on a 4.4 acre site) and mis-management/poor stewardship of the 

land, including manure being inappropriately disposed of.  

  

The applicant has a consistent track record of breaching planning control and is believed to 

be currently living in a static caravan on the wider site.  

My clients therefore have zero confidence that the applicant will comply with any attached 

planning conditions, resulting in further enforcement action being required.   

Attempts to prosecute the applicant for breaching the extant enforcement notice have proved 

ineffective and are on-hold pending the outcome of this application.  

The key issues that my clients wish to highlight to members are:  

1. The equestrian development on site has been subject to previous enforcement 

action, which was upheld at appeal. As a consequence, the applicant was required to 

cease the unauthorised use of the land for equestrian purposes and remove the 

unauthorised buildings and area of hardstanding (although the hardstanding was 

categorically never removed but significantly extended.)  
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Appendix 4 
(Mr March) 

 
An extant enforcement notice therefore remains in force on the land, which the 

applicant is currently breaching and has been breaching for a number of years.  

  

2. Contrary to what is stated in the applicants D&A Statement and in the case officers 

report, there is no authorised development or ‘existing lawful use’ within the 

application proposal.   

  

The stable yard buildings and hardstanding for which retrospective planning 

permission is being sought are permanent buildings.   

  

The whole development is therefore unauthorised and no legitimate fall-back 

position exists.  

  

3. The applicants D&A statement contains inaccuracies and misleading statements, 

which have unfortunately been perpetuated in the case officer’s report.   

  

4. The case officer’s report is very selective in its reasoning, and relies on specific policy 

wording to justify the proposal.   

  

There is no mention of Policy SD5 requiring development to adopt a “landscape led 

approach” and respect the local character through “sensitive” and “high quality” 

design, which is a key requirement.  

  

The grounds for formal objection by the Council’s own Landscape officer have also 

been set-aside/ignored to justify compliance with Policy SD4.  

Policies SD4 and SD5 are not rigorously applied in reaching the case officer’s final 

assessment.   

5. Landscape and drainage consultees have requested proper drawings, but this vital 

information has not been forthcoming.   

  

The application therefore lacks detail, and inaccurate/inconsistent information is used 

to recommend approval.  

  

Members are urged to uphold the SDNP policies and refuse the application.  

  

  

  

  

Neil March BSc (Hons) DiP TP MRTPI   

Director  
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Appendix 5 
(Froxfield and Privett Parish Council) 

 
Chairman and Members of the EHDC Planning Committee 
 
Ref. SDNP/20/04927/FUL Land north of Hurst Farm Bungalows Hurst Lane Privett 
GU34 3PJ 
 
Comment in OBJECTION from Froxfield and Privett Parish Council (FPPC) 
 

 The applicant purchased the land being the subject of this planning application in 
November 2011 

 

 In May 2012 an application for Lawful Development was submitted and was 
subsequently refused.  

 

 In March 2013 EHDC issued Enforcement Notices to permanently cease using the 
land and buildings for equestrian purposes and to reinstate the land to grazing only. 

  

 In June 2013 an appeal was lodged by the applicant and in October 2013 it was 
dismissed. 

 

 Notwithstanding the appeal decision and live enforcement, the applicant has 
continued to develop the land with the construction of two more significant field 
shelters with subsequent extensions all of which are the subject of this 
RETROSPECTIVE application.  

 

 Since 2013 and more intensively from 2015 FPPC have worked with EHDC Officers to 
report on ongoing site activity which included the provision of photographs to 
support reports of unauthorised development and environmental issues including 
the indiscriminate dumping of horse manure in amongst hedgerows and the ancient 
woodland in the same ownership along with burning soiled straw. No regard has 
been paid to protection of the environment 

 

 The applicant has continued to undertake unauthorised development and has taken 
advantage of the lack of continuity of officers dealing with the matter which has 
without doubt resulted in confusion and lack of development control. 

 

 This application seeks to secure retrospective consent for the retention of four 
unauthorised buildings along with associated fencing and hardstanding. 

 

 The Parish Council has comprehensive knowledge of the development and has 
recorded activity over the last eight years. Accordingly, it feels well placed along with 
other expert consultees to state that the application comprehensively fails to satisfy 
policies as listed below which appear to be at odds with the planning officers’ 
recommendation. 
 
SD 1 – Sustainable Development – The applicant continues to develop the land 
unchecked contrary to the primary purposes of the National Park. 
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Appendix 5 
(Froxfield and Privett Parish Council) 

 
 

SD 2 - Ecosystem Services – The applicant continues to undermine basic protection 
of the environment. 
 
SD 4 – Landscape Character – Open fields modified into segmented enclosures with 
adhoc badly designed development with no respect for the immediate surrounds. 
 
SD 5 – Design – Random, badly designed timber buildings in the National Park. 
 
SD 8 – Dark Night Skies – No submitted details. 
 
SD 9 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity – No respect for the protection of the land. 
 
SD 24 – Equestrian Uses – The development fails comprehensively to satisfy any of 
the base line checks 

 
The Parish Council would urge members of the Planning Committee to seize this 
opportunity to end the blatant disregard for planning legislation and overturn the planning 
officer’s recommendation. 
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Appendix 6 
(Cllr N Drew) 

 
Ward Councillor Statement  

 
SDNP/20/04927/FUL | Change of use from grazing of horses to equestrian and the 
change of use of two of the existing larger mobile field shelters to permanent stabling 
with associated works. (Further information received 3/2/21 and 4/2/21. Design and 
access statement available to view. An amended location plan received on 
6/4/21) | Land North Of Hurst Farm Bungalows Hurst Lane Privett Alton GU34 3PJ 

 

 
Thank you to Officers, Committee Chairperson and Portfolio lead for supporting this 
committee review for decision as well to those committee members that were able to 
attend the virtual site visit on Friday.  
 
Clearly as councillors we always look to officer recommendations as they are professional 
planning leads and despite the huge amount of work from EHDC Planning Officer Lisa Gill, 
thank you Lisa for all the time you have provided to residents and applicant in this case,  
this is in front of you due to the complexity of this case which may require further 
questions. As Ward Councillor I am objecting to this submission and asking you to review 
the policy and information which may not agree with officer recommendation.  
 
Underlying this is that at least 2 and possibly 4 of the 4 structures in this field do not have 
current permission as temporary or mobile shelters, the current hardstanding onsite( 
there is hardstanding onsite )  is not approved and there are no other buildings adjacent 
to these shelters. This submission is retrospective. I would ask members to refer to the 
2013 Appeals Decision Para 3.2 to validate this. 
 
This site has a long history of non-compliance due to ignored conditions by applicant. 
 
Officers have recommended this submission for approval but I still see issues on the 
following policy areas. I have listed these and planning policy points to hopefully provide 
a wider view as possible:  
 
SD4 – Conserving and enhancing landscape character, applicant must show: 
 
Development proposals will only be permitted where they conserve and enhance landscape 
character by demonstrating that: 
 
 a) They are informed by landscape character, reflecting the context and type of landscape 
in which the development is located; Even the Landscape officer does not agree this is 
achieved in this case . ’objection due to the intensification of activity having a negative 
impact on the tranquillity and character of the landscape’’ 
b) The design, layout and scale of proposals conserve and enhance existing landscape and 
seascape character features which contribute to the distinctive character, pattern and 
evolution of the landscape; Two random ‘shacks’ and no elevation, planting or dimensions 
plans provided does not support that this point is achieved. Also no Drainage Plan. 
c) They will safeguard the experiential and amenity qualities of the landscape; There is no 
evidence this is achieved and Landscape Officer objections.  
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Appendix 6 
(Cllr N Drew) 

 
d) Where planting is considered appropriate, it is consistent with local character, enhances 
biodiversity, contributes to the delivery of green infrastructure and uses native species, 
unless there are appropriate and justified reasons to select non-native species;  Again no 
plans have been provided although this could be shared as a condition by officers of 
course. 
 
SD5 
 
Development proposals will only be permitted where they adopt a landscape-led approach 
and respect the local character, through sensitive and high quality design that makes a 
positive contribution to the overall character and appearance of the area – areas to 
consider: 
 
Integrate with, respect and sympathetically complement the landscape character by 
ensuring development proposals are demonstrably informed by an assessment of the 
landscape context; - even EHDC Landscape Officer objects and notes this has not been 
achieved. ’objection due to the intensification of activity having a negative impact on the 
tranquillity and character of the landscape’’. 

 
1. Have regard to avoiding harmful impact upon, or from, any surrounding uses and 

amenities – no drainage or waste plan, no dark skies plan, no parking plan, no 
planting plan, no elevation impact plan. Objections from EHDC Drainage and 
Landscape Officer. 

 
 

SD7 
 
Development proposals will only be permitted where they conserve and enhance relative 
tranquillity and should consider the following impacts:  
 
a) Direct impacts that the proposals are likely to cause by changes in the visual and aural 
environment in the immediate vicinity of the proposals;  Landscape officer has objected  
confirmed that there will be impacts. ‘’objection due to the intensification of activity 
having a negative impact on the tranquillity and character of the landscape’’ 
 
b) Indirect impacts that may be caused within the National Park that are remote from the 
location of the proposals themselves such as vehicular movements; Although limited this 
will increase traffic on road however no objection from Highways but this will of course 
increase noise and carbon footprint levels. 
c) Experience of users of the Public Right of Way network and other publicly accessible 
locations. Despite officer comment there is a public right of way on Lane which is very 
popular with cyclists and walkers so there will be impact to them. 
2. Development proposals in highly tranquil and intermediate tranquillity areas should 
conserve and enhance, and not cause harm to, relative tranquillity – there is no evidence on 
how this will be conserved or enhanced with stables and vehicles with minimum of 15 
horses. 
 

Page 28



Appendix 6 
(Cllr N Drew) 

 
SD8 
 
Development proposals will be permitted where they conserve and enhance the intrinsic 
quality of dark night skies and the integrity of the Dark Sky Core. Development proposals 
must demonstrate that all opportunities to reduce light pollution have been taken, and 
must ensure that the measured and observed sky quality in the surrounding area is not 
affected, having due regard to the following hierarchy:  
a) The installation of lighting is avoided; 
 b) If lighting cannot be avoided, it is demonstrated to be necessary and appropriate, for its 
intended purpose or use: i. any adverse impacts are avoided; or ii. if that is not achievable, 
then adverse impacts are mitigated to the greatest reasonable extent. 
 
Policy SD8 applies across the International Dark Sky Reserve which covers the entirety of the 
National Park. It applies to any proposals which involve the installation of external lighting 
and where the design of developments may result in light spill from internal lighting. It will 
also apply to specific lighting schemes which require planning permission or listed building 

consent, including installing:  A lighting scheme of such nature and scale that it would 

represent an engineering operation38;  Lighting such as the floodlighting of sports pitches, 

car parking or menages; and  A lighting scheme on a listed building that would significantly 
affect its character. 
 
In this case officers note this is not a issue. We have no lightning plan at all, this will 
require floodlights ( which is noted in policy  ) and will impact one of the highest Dark 
Skies sites in SDNP.  As such members may find it difficult to make a decision whether 
Dark Skies is impacted without a plan from applicant and without any impact reduction 
plan from applicant. The standard note will of course be that this reduction plan can be  
added as  a condition for this BUT members are asked to make a decision with no data 
sharing possible impact and whether this policy is being broken which is no a easy ask. 
 
SD24 
 
Development proposals for equestrian development will be permitted where they: 
 
 a) Are of a scale and / or an intensity of equestrian use compatible with the landscape and 
the special qualities;  15 horses in 4.4 acres, no waste plan or drainage plan shared. 
b) Demonstrate good design which is well located and responds to local character and 
distinctiveness; Landscape officer does not agree with this and does not see a high quality 
or sensitive design at this stage. 
 c) Re-use existing buildings wherever feasible and viable; No existing building onsite. 
d) Locate new buildings, stables, yard areas and facilities adjacent to existing buildings 
provided they respect the amenities and activities of surrounding properties and uses; No 
existing buildings adjacent and lack of waste and drainage plan or dark skies plan do not 
show respect for amenities in surrounding area.EHDC Drainage officer – objection. 
e) Are well located to existing utilities and transport infrastructure, including vehicular and 
field accesses, tracks and bridleways; Although there is a narrow lane and access through 
hedge there is not good existing utilities available. 
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f) Provide new or supplementary landscape features including hard and soft treatments and 
planting, consistent with local character; and No planting plan has been provided. 
 g) Demonstrate a conservation based land management approach – again this is suggested 
as being in place yet there is no waste plan, no drainage plan and despite officers 
confirming that 15 horses are suitable for the site in contradiction with Horse Association 
field/horse ratios there is no plan to show how the field with all horses and rain and 
waste  can be conserved. EHDC Drainage officer objection.  
 
 
SD25  
 
Exceptionally, development will be permitted outside of settlement boundaries, where it 
complies with relevant policies in this Local Plan, responds to the context of the relevant 
broad area or river corridor, and:  
a) It is allocated for development or safeguarded for the use proposed as part of the 
Development Plan; or  This site is not 
b) There is an essential need for a countryside location; or There is not and indeed as there 
is no home for owner to stay onsite to care for horses and owner is not local is not valid 
site. 
c) In the case of community infrastructure, there is a proven need for the development that 
demonstrably cannot be met elsewhere; or Not community infrastructure 
d) It is an appropriate reuse of a previously developed site, excepting residential gardens, 
and conserves and enhances the special qualities of the National Park. This is not a 
previously developed site. 
 
 
In summary this is a site that has no development permission, approvals or buildings onsite 
which is why this is in front of you for consideration, in the middle of a National Park, 
outside of settlement zone, missing huge chunks of reporting data, failing on many policy 
areas with a retrospective submission with hard standing onsite, consultee objections as 
well as other consultee waiting comments. There is obvious confusion on the current site 
from previous appeals and the development order. 
 
All in all if committee members do not wish to object to this in conflict with officer 
recommendation I would suggest there is more than enough open questions on policy for 
further work in this case to possibly bring this back to committee with further clarity.  
 
‘’NPPF puts great weight on conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in the 
National Park’’. EHDC own  landscape Officer initially objected due to insufficient 
information and then followed up with ‘’an objection due to the intensification of activity 
having a negative impact on the tranquillity and character of the landscape.’’ In this case I 
don’t think we can disagree with our EHDC Landscape Officer. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and I hope this wasn’t too long a statement. 
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