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Southern Area Planning Committee – 31st January 2023 
Update Paper 

 
 

 
The purpose of the report is to provide information on planning applications which has 
been received since the agenda was printed. 
 

 
 
Report of Head of Planning 
 
 
1. Background 
 
1.1 Reports on planning applications are prepared for printing on the agenda some 10 

days before the date of the Committee meeting but information and representations 
received after that time are relevant to the decision. This paper contains such 
information which was received before 10.00am on the date of the meeting.  Any 
information received after that time is reported verbally. 

 
2. Issues 
 
2.1 Information and representations are summarized but the full text is available on the 

relevant file should Members require more details. The paper may contain an officer 
comment on the additional information, amended recommendations and amended 
and/or additional conditions.  
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7. 22/00625/FULLS (PERMISSION) 04.03.2022              11 – 41 
 SITE: Durban House Nursing Home, 33 Woodley Lane,  

Romsey, SO51 7JL, ROMSEY TOWN 
 
 CASE OFFICER:  Paul Goodman 
 
 
 
8. 22/01494/FULLS (PERMISSION) 08.06.2022              42 - 63 
 SITE: Chalk Vale Barn, Chalk Hill, Little Somborne,  

SO20 6QU, KING’S SOMBORNE 
 
 CASE OFFICER:  Graham Melton 
 
 
 
9. 21/01542/VARS (OFFICER RECOMMENDATION: PERMISSION           64 - 85 

 OR REFUSAL, DEPENDENT ON COMPLETION OF  
SECTION 106 DEED OF VARIATION BY 31.03.2023) 20.05.2021      

 SITE: 1 Upton Crescent, Nursling, SO16 8AA,  
NURSLING AND ROWNHAMS 

 
 CASE OFFICER:  Kate Levey 
 
 
 
10. 22/00605/FULLS (PERMISSION) 03.03.2022               86 - 112 
 SITE: Land at Newtown Road, Newtown Road,  

Sherfield English, SHERFIELD ENGLISH 
 
 CASE OFFICER:  Nathan Glasgow 
 
 
 
11. 22/02814/FULLS (PERMISSION) 31.10.2022              113 - 148 
 SITE:  Erlcombe, Butts Green, Lockerley, SO51 0JG,  

LOCKERLEY 
 
 CASE OFFICER:  Graham Melton 
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______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APPLICATION NO. 22/00625/FULLS 
 SITE Durban House Nursing Home , 33 Woodley Lane, 

Romsey, SO51 7JL,  ROMSEY TOWN  
 COMMITTEE DATE 31 January 2023 
 ITEM NO. 7 
 PAGE NO. 11 - 41 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0 VIEWING PANEL 
1.1 A Viewing Panel was held on 27th January 2023 attended by Cllrs Bailey, 

Bundy, Burnage, Cooper, A Dowden, C Dowden, Jeffrey, Maltby, Parker and 
Johnston. Apologies were received from Cllrs Gidley and Warnes.  

 
2.0 CORRECTION 
2.1 The recommendation in the main agenda (p.21) contains an erroneous 

reference to ‘Future management of landscaped and biodiversity enhancement 
areas outside of residential garden areas.’ Given the nature of the site as a 
single care home this requirement is unnecessary and has been removed from 
the amended recommendation below.  

 
3.0 AMENDED RECOMMENDATION 
 Delegate to Head of Planning & Building for completion of legal agreement 

to secure; 

 Removal of nitrate mitigation land from agricultural production 

 Future management of the nitrate mitigation land. 

 Nitrate mitigation monitoring fee 

 s106 monitoring fee 
  

Then PERMISSION subject to conditions and notes as per main agenda 
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____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APPLICATION NO. 22/01494/FULLS 
 SITE Chalk Vale Barn, Chalk Hill, Little Somborne, 

Stockbridge, Hampshire, SO20 6QU.  
 COMMITTEE DATE 31st January 2023 
 ITEM NO. 8 
 PAGE NO. 42 - 63 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0 VIEWING PANEL 
1.1 A viewing panel was held on Friday 27th January with Councillors Cooper, 

Bailey, Bundy, Burnage, Johnston, Jeffrey, Matlby and Parker. Apologies were 
received from Councillors A. Dowden, C. Dowden, Gidley, Hatley and Warnes. 

 
2.0 UPDATES 
2.1 Consultee responses 

Section 5 of the agenda report (page 43) identifies that the Environment 
Agency, HCC Rights of Way and Southern Water provided no comment on the 
planning application, as no comment was received from any of these consultees 
at the time of writing the agenda report. 
 

2.2 Since the publication of the agenda report, the Environment Agency have 
provided the following response which is set out below: 
 
Thank you for your additional questions regarding the Environment Agency (EA) 
and the above planning application. 
 
The distinction, from the EA’s perspective when advising on the planning 
application, is that the applicant has clearly identified the source of water being 
via mains. 
 
Test Valley Borough Council (TVBC) Officers can advise the Committee that as 
long as that mains supply can be accommodated within licensed abstraction 
amounts (or limits) from either ground or surface water sources within the Test 
catchment then the effect of supplying that water to this (or any other business) 
will not have any greater effect on the riverine habitat, ecology or recreational 
value than that already anticipated by the Licensing regime. The same set of 
conditions for environmental protection that restricts the overall water Southern 
Water can abstract would remain in place and be monitored and enforced by the 
EA. The EA has no evidence to suggest the abstraction levels from the Test 
catchment will need to be varied to accommodate this proposed development, 
and has guided the LPA to Southern Water.  
  
However if the applicant were to show a new private borehole/water supply 
were to be needed then water supply to serve this development would be 
material to the determination of the current planning application. Should the 
proposal seek the required water by abstraction (non mains) then the applicant 
would need to obtain an abstraction license from the EA.  This is separate from 
planning permission and would be assessed under the Environmental 
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Permitting Regulations.  Please see the following link for further details 
regarding this process: 
 

Environmental permits and abstraction licences: tables of charges - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk) 

 
2.3 The following response has also been received from Southern Water in 

response to a direct enquiry submitted by the case officer: 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your call regarding the water supply for the above site [Chalkvale 
Vineyard, Stockbridge, Hampshire, SO20 6QU].  
 
I can confirm that Southern Water supply freshwater in the area, and that there 
is a 4 inch water pipe located near to the site. You would be able to apply for a 
connection into this through an S45 application on our GetConnected portal on 
our website.  
 

2.4 Water abstraction 
As set out in the agenda report the applicant has previously provided water bills 
from a private water company confirming that the development undertaken, and 
the wider application site, is served by connection to mains water supply. The 
response received from Southern Water confirms that there is available mains 
water supply infrastructure within the vicinity of the application site. Furthermore, 
the comments received from the Environment Agency that the level of water 
abstraction from mains water supply is subject to their current water abstraction 
licence limits, which account for the associated impact on ‘riverine habitat, 
ecology or recreational value.’ 
 

2.5 
 
 

Therefore, in the absence of any evidence demonstrating that the water usage 
associated with the presence of the storage tanks has, or is likely to trigger a 
requirement to alter or modify the existing permitting regime for water 
abstraction as set by the Environment Agency, then it is considered that the 
development undertaken avoids any adverse impact on water quality and the 
environmental conditions of the River Test catchment area.  
 

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fenvironmental-permits-and-abstraction-licences-tables-of-charges&data=05%7C01%7Cjon.maskell%40environment-agency.gov.uk%7C1a9370965859491b970008db02b43642%7C770a245002274c6290c74e38537f1102%7C0%7C0%7C638106745257882704%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=AA6ag%2BbtNynWzt3Jrz8Iks8NiABvXvn9shMSsLHaqgM%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fenvironmental-permits-and-abstraction-licences-tables-of-charges&data=05%7C01%7Cjon.maskell%40environment-agency.gov.uk%7C1a9370965859491b970008db02b43642%7C770a245002274c6290c74e38537f1102%7C0%7C0%7C638106745257882704%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=AA6ag%2BbtNynWzt3Jrz8Iks8NiABvXvn9shMSsLHaqgM%3D&reserved=0
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2.6 Paint colour 
To demonstrate the potential visual impact of painting the storage tanks the 
charcoal grey RAL 7024 colour secured by condition no.3, an extract sample of 
this colour is attached below: 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.7 Presentation 
For ease of reference during the officer’s presentation, a plan is attached as 
Appendix A identifying the different locations that the photographs have been 
taken from. 

 
3.0 RECOMMENDATION 
3.1 No change. 
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Appendix A 
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____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APPLICATION NO. 21/01542/VARS 
 SITE 1 Upton Crescent, Nursling, SO16 8AA 
 COMMITTEE DATE 31st January 2023 
 ITEM NO. 9 
 PAGE NO. 64 - 85 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0 UPDATE 
1.1 The necessary legal agreement was completed on the 31st Janaury 2023 

satisfying the previous committee resolution.   
 
The application has been withdrawn from the Agenda by the Head of Planning 
and Building. 
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______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APPLICATION NO. 22/00605/FULLS 
 SITE Land At Newtown Road, Newtown Road, Sherfield 

English, SHERFIELD ENGLISH  
 COMMITTEE DATE 31 January 2023 
 ITEM NO. 10 
 PAGE NO. 86 - 112 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0 VIEWING PANEL 
1.1 A viewing panel took place on Friday 27th January at 3.10pm.  The following 

Councillors were in attendance: 
 
Cllrs Bailey, Bundy, Burnage, Cooper, A & C Dowden, Jeffery, Johnston, Maltby 
& Parker 
 

1.2 Apologies were received from Councillors Gidley and Warnes. 
  
2.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
2.1 Conditions:  

In order to provide precision in the delivery of the required highway visibility 
splays to serve the new access, Condition 6 has been updated to include 
reference to the plan that shows the required visibility splays.  Any new 
hedgerow installed will be located behind the visibility splay.  
 
Condition 9 has been modified to delete reference to brackets e.g. [ ] that are 
included in the reason for the condition.  In all other respects Condition 9 
remains unchanged. 
 

2.2 TVBC Animal Welfare Officer 
Pet food manufacturers association puts the numbers of dogs in the country At 
13 million a pre lockdown increase of a whopping 50%. Dogs are still the most 
popular pet. This makes dog walking the UK’s preferred way of getting essential 
daily exercise seven days a week 365 days a year. This has brought other 
issues with an increase in the need for facilities and support from both the 
private and public sector.  
 
The only reference for the minimal requirement for a dog is laid out in law under 
the Animal Welfare (Licensing of Activities Involving Animals) (England) 
Regulations 2018. 
 
An open space for exercising dogs which is for hire would not require licensing 
but would be required to comply with the above regulations which are written 
under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 section 13 and under the above statutory 
guidance for local authorities the minimum acceptable secure space for a free 
roaming dog requiring exercise is cited under section 4.1 each dog must have 6 
square meters of space available to them within the premises - this can include 
inside and outside space. 
 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/486/schedule/4/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/486/schedule/4/made
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The space requirements are a minimum for each dog regardless of breed or 
size. 5 dogs for example would require 30 sq. m. 
 
My advice on the fixtures and fittings would be that they are laid out and 
constructed in line with the guidance under the regulations above. The main 
reason for this is that it is likely that facilities like this will require licensing in the 
future. I have just had a questionnaire from DEFRA regarding dog walking 
which is currently unlicensed and I am sure dog exercise areas will be looked at 
to ensure that they meet a minimum set of safety standards. 

 
3.0 AMENDED RECOMMENDATION 
 PERMISSION as per the original agenda report recommendation with 

amended Condition 6 and re-worded Condition 9 as follows: 
  

 6. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use 
until the access has been constructed with the visibility splays as 
shown on plan number NJC-001, and these visibility splays shall be 
maintained and retained for the lifetime of the development. 
Reason: In the interest of highway safety in accordance with Test 
Valley Borough Revised Local Plan (2016) Policy T1. 
 

 9. The use hereby permitted shall only open for business between the 
hours of 08:00 and 18:00 Monday to Friday and 09:00 and 17:00 
Saturday and Sunday/Public Holidays. 
Reason: In the interest of the amenities of the local area and local 
residents and the character of the area in accordance with Test 
Valley Borough Revised Local Plan (2016) Policy E8. 

 



11 
 

____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APPLICATION NO. 22/02814/FULLS 
 SITE Erlcombe, Butts Green, Lockerley, SO51 0JG.  
 COMMITTEE DATE 31st January 2023 
 ITEM NO. 11 
 PAGE NO. 113 – 148 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
1.1 Since the publication of the agenda report one additional representation letter of 

objection was received and a summary of its contents is set out below: 
 

 Wish to update objections to the proposal which is not considered to 
comply with Policies LHW4, T1 and T2. 

 
Impact on the character and appearance of the area 

 Also it is acknowledged in the report that the proposed single storey 
projection is of substantial length and therefore by inference unsightly? 

 However, it is considered acceptable as it would not be visible from a 
public viewpoint, so the public’s occasional view would apparently matter 
more than neighbouring residents who will be seeing it all the time. 

 
Impact on the amenity of neighbouring property 

 The reduction in height of the roof to 6.5m does not materially improve 
the highly negative imposed by the proposed dwelling on the outlook of 
neighbouring dwellings to the west. 

 The reduction in roof height has had a negative effect on the quality of 
accommodation on the first floor with apparently very limited headroom in 
large parts of it. 

 The bulk and scale of the proposal and the small distance from 
neighbouring properties remains entirely inappropriate, with the 
overbearing nature of the massive side wall and roof reinforced by the 
large size of the long single storey projection. 

 The reference to outbuildings under Permitted Development legislation 
appears to be a complete red herring. 

 Our understanding is that the outbuilding could only be single storey and 
either 3m or 4m high depending on roof form whereas the ridge height of 
the proposed two storey dwelling is 6.5m. 

 Extremely concerned that a further storey on the single storey projection 
could be permitted under Permitted Development rights and not 
reassured by the imposition of condition 18 to prevent this possibility. 
 

Highways 

 As with all of the previous applications, it remains extremely frustrating 
that the real-life situation regarding blocking of nearby pavements by 
parked vehicles at the dangerous junction by Lockerley Motors and the 
number of vehicles parked at Erlcombe can be dismissed in favour of 
theoretical assessment. 
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 Maintain that these aspects should be taken into account in determining 
the suitability or otherwise of arrangements for vehicle access, traffic 
onsite and parking, which is considered woefully inadequate. 

 Given the issues around parking and traffic movements so close to the 
notorious junction by Lockerley Motors and the limited access within the 
proposed site, question whether an acceptable plan for construction 
management could ever be agreed. 

 
Other matters 

 Note objections to the application have been lodged by Lockerley Parish 
Council and eight local residents, with no petitions in support, and 
wonder why this strength of local opposition is not apparently being 
recognised? 

 Do not understand why the previously raised concerns about the 
potential impact of landscaping trees on the western boundary on 
neighbouring properties are deemed irrelevant and a purely civil matter. 

 Similar issues on the eastern boundary and their potential impact on 
potential occupants of the then proposed dwellings were material in the 
dismissal of the appeal against one of the previous refusals. 

 
1.2 Paragraphs 8.4 to 8.11 (Impact on the character and appearance of the area), 

8.12 to 8.39 (Impact on the amenity of residential property) and 8.39 to 8.47 
(Highways) of the agenda report set out the officer’s assessment of the matter 
raised above. However, additional commentary on the particular points not 
previously raised is set out below. 
 

1.3 
 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area 
The right to a private view is not a material planning consideration and 
therefore, an assessment of the design of the proposed development and its 
impact on the character and appearance of the area is limited to views from the 
public realm only. 
 

1.4 Impact on the amenity of neighbouring property 
Paragraph 8.19 (page 124) refers to the scale of development possible under 
Permitted Development rights. However, this was not an assertion that 
Permitted Development legislation permits an outbuilding entirely identical in 
scale to the proposed development, but that an outbuilding equivalent to the 
eaves height of the proposal could be undertaken without the requirement of 
obtaining planning permission beforehand.  
 

1.5 Other matters 
In relation to the two dwelling scheme subsequently refused and dismissed at 
appeal (20/02071/FULLS, paragraphs 4.4 and 4.5), harm was identified to arise 
from the shadowing impact of existing mature offsite trees on the proposed 
garden areas. The concern raised in relation to the current application is the 
potential impact of proposed planting on the western boundary on neighbouring 
garden areas but in this instance, the height of the proposed planting can be 
controlled through other legislation as it is not present and established. 
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1.6 The number and content of representation letters is noted but does not 
determine the outcome of officer’s assessment of material considerations. 

 
2.0 UPDATES 
2.1 To enable a comparison exercise between the current proposal and the 

previously refused application reference 22/01682/FULLS, the site plan, floor 
plan and elevations of this previous scheme is attached as Appendix A. 

 
3.0 RECOMMENDATION 
3.1 No change. 
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