
02/09/2010 
 
APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED FOR DECISION 
 
BURSLEDON, HAMBLE-LE-RICE & HOUND Thursday 02 September 2010  
Case Officer Andy Grandfield 
 
SITE: 1- 3 Old Bridge House Road, Bursledon, Southampton, 

SO31 8AJ 
 
Ref. F/10/67317 Received: 28/05/2010     (06/09/2010) 
 
 
APPLICANT: Harding Holdings Ltd 

 
PROPOSAL: Construction of 12no. 2 bed town houses within 3 

blocks with alterations to access & associated car 
parking, cycle/bin store & landscaping, following 
demolition of 3no. existing dwellings 

  
AMENDMENTS: None 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Subject to consideration of the comments of the Head of Transportation 
and Engineering, Crime Reduction Officer, Eastleigh Access Group, 
Southern Water, Winchester and Eastleigh Architects Panel. 
 
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION 

 
 

 
 

 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS: 
 
(1)  By virtue of its design, scale and mass the proposed development would 

be unsympathetic and appear incongruous within this urban setting to the 
detriment of the character and appearance of the street scene, contrary to 
saved policy 59.BE (i) of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review. 

  
(2)  The development makes no provision for private amenity space the need 

for which is necessary and expected for 12no. Three bedroom family 
properties, as such the scheme is contrary to policy 59.BE and the 
guidance set out in the Supplementary Planning Guidance "Residential 
Amenity within the Borough of Eastleigh". 

  
(3)  The proposal does not make contributions towards the provision of 

essential off-site open space works, community infrastructure, sustainable 
transport works or affordable housing. The proposals are therefore 
contrary to saved policies 74.H, 101.T, 147.OS and 191.IN of Eastleigh 



Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011, the adopted Supplementary 
Planning Documents on 'Planning Obligations' and 'Affordable Housing',  
the provisions of Government Circular 05/05 and PPG13: Transport. 

  
 
Report: 
 
This application has been referred to Committee due to the history of the 
proposals on this site.    
 
The site and its surroundings 
 
Description of application 

1. The construction of 12no. three-bedroom townhouses within three 
separate blocks with a new access off Old Bridge House Road, 24 car 
spaces, detached cycle and bin stores and ancillary landscaped 
frontage and communal amenity space to the rear. Each property would 
be three-storey with a living room and kitchen on the ground floor, two 
bedrooms and a bathroom on the first floor and hobbies room/bedroom 
on the second floor.  

 
2. Each block is traditional in design, constructed out of facing brick under 

a tiled roof. The upper floor is contained within the roof space and is 
served by dormer windows.  

 
3. The application is supported by a Design and Access Statement, a tree 

survey and noise report. 
 
Site area 
 
4. 0.24 ha 
 
Residential development (net) 
 
5. 48 dwellings per hectare 
 
Topography 
 
6. The site slopes from northwest to south east, dropping by 4m. 
 
Trees 
 
7. The rear boundary abuts Bridge Road and is lined with a mix of trees 

and hedging. On the verge outside of the site is a very large oak tree, 
whilst within the gardens of the Nos.1 -3 are various smaller trees. Two 
Lawson Cypress would be felled and various other trees are to be 
crown lifted. The application is supported by an Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment. 

 



Boundary treatment 
 
8. A mix of low level fencing to the boundaries with the highway, 

supplemented by relative dense hedgerow and trees along the 
boundary with the Bridge Road. Between no.3 and 4 is 1.5m high fence 
on top of which is trellising.  

 
Site characteristics 
 
9. The site comprises three dwellings sat within relatively generous plots. 

The dwellings are the same unique mono-pitched design, circa 1960s, 
as are Nos. 4 to 6. They have a single-storey frontage and two-storey 
rear, which includes a roof terrace to the side. The staggering of Nos. 2 
and 3 is reflective of the layout through to No.6, whilst No.1 is level with 
No.2.  No.1 has a large side garden/parking area. 

 
Character of locality 
 
10. Residential on this southwest side of Bridge Road which comprises a 

mix of dwelling types. In addition to the 6no. mono pitched dwellings 
Old Bridge House Road and Old Bridge House Close have a number of 
1960/70s two-storey dwellings whilst beyond these roads Jarvis Fields 
has a new development of three-storey townhouses. To the northwest 
and southeast are recent 3 storey flat developments on the former St 
Georges Rest Home and the Yachtsman PH, both of which front Bridge 
Road. 

 
11. The site falls within Character Appraisal Area BHH:53.  It is described 

as consisting of 1970s to present day terraced and detached housing 
on multi-headed cul-de-sacs.  

 
Relevant planning history 
 
12. November 2006 - Application for 14no. flats in a two – three storey 

block with 21 car parking spaces was refused on grounds of 
inappropriate bulk, scale and design that would appear incongruous in 
the street scene. A second reason for refusal included insufficient 
information had been submitted to demonstrate the development would 
not cause harm to users of the highway.  

 
13. The subsequent appeal was dismissed due to it size, scale and design 

but the Inspector felt that development would not harm highway safety. 
 
14. September 2009 – Application for the construction of 12no. 2 bed town 

houses within 3 blocks with alterations to access and associated car 
parking, cycle parking, and landscaping, following demolition of 3no. 
dwellings. This was refused due to the design, scale, mass and 
materials the proposed development being unsympathetic and 
incongruous.  Servicing of the bin store was considered dangerous to 
highway users.  



 
15. The subsequent appeal was dismissed on scale, massing and out of 

keeping grounds but not on highway issues. Further information on this 
is provided below.  

 
Representations received 
 
16. Five letters of objection to the original plans on grounds of;  
 

• Detrimental to street scene 
• Excessive mass, scale, bulk and height 
• Surface water run off concerns 
• Inadequate car parking 
• Three bedroom dwelling not two bedroom 
• Insufficient disabled access 
• Loss of protected trees 
• Noise intrusion once occupied 
• Security risks to Jarvis Fields property through increased activity  
• Excessive parking and cycle provision 
• Back to back housing is not common 
• Loss of privacy 
• Overdevelopment 
• Insufficient access arrangements on to/off the A27 Bridge Road 

 
Consultation responses 
 
17. Head of Regeneration and Planning Policy – Objection 
 

Policy 
 

The most relevant policy is 59.BE. This includes a number of criteria of 
which the most relevant are that development proposals should:  
 
(i) take full and proper account of the context of the site. In terms of 
design the proposed scheme pays little regard either to the 
neighbouring properties or those nearby in Old Bridge Close  
 
(ii) make the most efficient use of the land. The proposal quadruples 
the number of dwellings on the site, but does not use the site to best 
effect and creates a poor residential environment for a number of the 
proposed dwellings. It does not appear to have regard for the 
topography of the site. 
 
(iii) incorporate an appropriate mix of dwelling types. The proposed 
dwellings are all of one type. 
 
(iv) provide a high standard of landscape design. No landscape details 
are submitted with the scheme. The proposals involve a considerable 
area of car parking on the road frontage, with little to relieve the 



expanse of hard-surfacing. The quality of external spaces for the 
dwellings fronting this area is poor. There could be adverse impacts 
on existing trees.  
 
Residential development and re-development are generally acceptable 
within the urban edge subject to normal planning criteria, and there are 
therefore no policy objections to the principle of redeveloping these 
dwellings. However, there are concerns about the design and layout of 
this scheme. These include concerns regarding the quality of 
environment likely to be created, the lack of external space for the 
dwellings fronting the car park, the use of the slope on the site, the 
layout of parking and access in relation to the dwellings, the poor 
quality of landscaping, and the impact of the scheme on existing trees. 
The scheme amounts to an over-development of the site, and objection 
is raised on the basis of Policy 59.BE including the Design Officers’ 
concerns as set out below. 
 
Design Officer 
 
The proposed scheme does little if anything to raise the quality of 
design in the area. The appearance is somewhat at odds with the 
buildings in Old Bridge House Close, which are of modest 1970s-80s 
design. The semi-mock Victorian theme with plastic fittings is a poor 
pastiche. The scheme does not appear to utilise or reflect the changes 
in levels across the site. The northern block is also uncomfortably close 
to a significant tree which is likely to be adversely affected by 
excavations and ground-works associated with the development, and 
by likely future requests for lopping/ removal of branches close to the 
dwellings. Inadequate scope for planting and limited defensible space 
to the front.  
 
On the previous scheme there were roof terraces which provided some 
private external space. These have been removed from the new 
proposals so that there are no dedicated external spaces for the 
dwellings fronting the car park. The result is a very cramped form of 
development, which amounts to over-development of the site. Details of 
materials are inadequate. No colour is given for brick or tile, and no 
format of tile is given for the roof - only material. Objection is raised on 
the grounds of poor design and layout. 

 
18. Head of Transportation and Engineering – Comments awaited 
 
19. Head of Environmental Health  - no objection subject to conditions on 

hours of work, demolition, no on site burning, dust, piling and protection 
of residential amenity of perspective occupiers of the development from 
external noise. 

 
20. Head of Direct Services – No objection provided a dropped kerb is 

provided.  
 



21. Head of Countryside (Tree officer) – no objection. Condition method 
statement with submitted tree report.  It is important to ensure 
protective fencing is in place before development commences.  Further 
details of the chosen engineering solution to avoid any significant 
disturbance of roots within the root protection zone is required via 
condition. 

 
22. Head of Housing – A new Affordable Housing SPD policy came into 

force in April 2010 which means that this application triggers a 20% 
affordable housing requirement.  The SPD also requires all new 
affordable housing to be built to Lifetime Homes Standards and seeks 
3% Wheelchair Accessible housing.  However, I understand that 
discussions regarding this particular application have been going on for 
sometime; therefore consideration will need to be given as to whether 
the new SPD is applicable. 

 
23. Bursledon Parish Council – Object: Out of keeping and adversely 

effect the street scene. 
 
24. Eastleigh Access Group – comments awaited 
 
25. Southern Water – comments awaited (no objection to previous 

scheme). 
 
26. HCC Children’s Service Dept – comments awaited (no objection to 

previous scheme). 
 
27. Esso Pipeline  - No objection 
 
28. Crime Reduction Officer – comments awaited.  
 
29. Winchester and Architects Panel –. comments awaited 
 
Policy context:  designation applicable to site 
 

• Within Built-Up Area Boundary 
• Within Established Residential Area 

 
Development plan policies 
 

• Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) Saved 
Policies. 28.ES, 59.BE, 100.T, 101.T, 104.T, 147.OS, 191.IN 

• Supplementary Planning Guidance: Residential Amenity in the 
Borough of Eastleigh. 

• Supplementary Planning Guidance: Storage and collection of 
domestic waste recyclable materials 

• Supplementary Planning Document: Planning Obligations 
 
 
 



Planning policy guidance / statement 
 

• PPG – 13 Transport 
• PPS – 1 Delivering Sustainable Development 
•       3 Housing 

 
Policy commentary 
 
30. The above policies combine to form the criteria on which this 

application will be assessed with particular regard to character of the 
area, residential amenity, highway safety, trees and infrastructure.  

 
Comment on consultation responses 
 
31. See below. 
 
Comment on representations received 
 
32. See below 
 
Assessment of proposal: Development plan and / or legislative 
background 
 
33. Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

states:  “If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose 
of any determination to be made under the Planning Acts the 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise”. 

 
Previous Application and Appeal 
 
34. The refused scheme in 2009 was for a modern three storey 

development with a roof terrace, flat roof and white rendered with some 
timber cladding. In dismissing this appeal the Inspector felt the design 
was “not in keeping with the character and appearance of the area in 
terms of its scale, massing and materials. It would sit uneasily with the 
remaining mono-pitch roof style of 4 – 6 Old Bridge House Road…the 
design and materials are out of character”.  

 
35. With regards to the highway concerns raised the Inspector felt the 

highway was “sufficiently wide for a car to pass refuse vehicles and the 
stopping point is sufficiently far from the junction for drivers of other 
vehicles to be able to react. The proposed bin store would not create 
conditions likely to represent a danger to highway safety”.  

 
Policy 
 
36. Central Government planning guidance set out in PPS 3 ‘Housing’ 

supports the principle of providing new housing within urban areas, 
making efficient use of under developed land. Since the previous 



application the new Government has abolished the need to achieve a 
minimum density for urban sites and omits residential gardens from the 
definition of ‘brownfield sites’. Greater emphasis is now to be placed on 
ensuring the key characteristics of the site and its host environment are 
protected and not on maximising the development potential for a site.  

 
37. With only three dwellings on a 0.24ha site, the site is large and not 

intensively developed at a density of 12.5 dph. The site is relatively 
accessible to public transport nodes and to Lowford village centre.  

 
38. The character of the cul-de-sac is one to two storey housing or 1960’s 

and 1970’s design located within relatively large plots with private 
gardens. Whilst the principle of a redevelopment of this site is 
acceptable, an intensification of development in the proposed built form 
is not considered to be in keeping with this character of the locality.  

 
39. The existing dwellings on site are not of high architectural design or 

quality and contribute relatively little to the appearance and character of 
the area as a whole. The dwellings are not listed nor are they on the 
List of Buildings of Special Local Architectural and Historic Interest set 
out in the local plan review, as such their loss would not be contrary to 
policy. In the light of this, the principle of development is acceptable 
subject to regard to the design and impact of the development on its 
locality. 

 
Layout and Design 
 
40. Current government guidance places increasing emphasis on the 

importance of good design. PPS1, in para 33, states that ‘good design 
is indivisible from good planning’ and that ‘design which fails to take the 
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an 
area should not be accepted’, (para 13). 

 
41. PPS3 builds on this guidance, stating that good design is fundamental 

to the development of high quality new housing, (para 12) and that 
innovative approaches should be encouraged to help deliver high 
quality outcomes, (para 14).  

 
42. In addition to these aims, Policy 59.BE of the adopted local plan 

requires proposals to take full and proper account of the context of the 
site, including the character and appearance of the locality or 
neighbourhood and are appropriate in mass, scale, materials, layout, 
density, design and siting, both in themselves and in relation to 
adjoining buildings, spaces and views and trees worthy of retention. 

 
43. A more traditional design approach has been adopted using materials 

sympathetic to the surrounding residential properties and this is 
welcomed. The previously sought more contemporary design was 
considered to jar with the existing development. 

 



44. The Inspector had strong concerns that the previous scheme was not in 
keeping due to its scale and massing. The proposal maintains the same 
footprint and scale of development over the first two floors as that 
previously refused. The second floor and roof terrace has been omitted 
in favour of a pitched roof, the height of which is 1.1 – 1.5m higher than 
the refused scheme. The spacing between each block does little to 
offset the massing of the buildings, whilst the continuous ridge line for 
plots 1 – 4 and 5 – 8 pay no regard to the drop in levels across the site.   

 
45. In the light of the concerns raised by the Inspector, the proposal has not 

been reduced in mass and scale, but has in fact increased through the 
provision of a pitched roof. On this basis the development is considered 
out of character with the locality.  

 
46. The comments of the Head of Regeneration and Planning Policy with 

regards to the landscaping and defensible space are noted. However, 
the layout of the site is the same as previously submitted which 
although of concern, a formal objection was not raised. The car park is 
well landscaped, with planted areas to the front of each house. The 
parking spaces are sufficient distance from the frontage of each 
property not cause nuisance or harm to the amenity of occupiers.  

 
Residential amenity 
 
47. Policy 59.BE (vii) requires new development to be an appropriate use 

and avoid unduly conflicting with adjoining uses through, amongst other 
criteria, overlooking, loss of light and loss of outlook. Further guidance 
on this is provided within the adopted Supplementary Planning 
Guidance on Residential Amenity.  

 
48. With regards to privacy the SPG requires 22m between first floor facing 

windows to protect the privacy of neighbouring properties and advises 
that beyond 35m there is considered to be no over looking issues no 
matter the height of the development proposed.  

 
49. No.1 Old Bridge Close contains only high level windows within its side 

elevation, whilst No.2 Old Bridge House Road has no windows in its 
side elevation. Both properties have well established and relatively high 
landscape screening which offers privacy to the garden areas. The 
proposed blocks have a distance to the flank elevations of these 
dwellings to 31.5m and 28.1m respectively, and 29m and 24m to their 
boundaries. At this distance, together with the existing screening and 
absence of principle windows within the side elevations, the 
development in this urban location would not result in an unacceptable 
level of over looking nor would it cause an unacceptable loss of light or 
outlook.  

 
50. The development is not considered to harm the amenities of the 

occupier of No. 4 Old Bridge House Road due to the two storey nature 
of plots 9 – 12.  



 
51. Unlike the refused scheme which included roof terraces, the current 

proposal does not allow for a good mix of private and communal space, 
and would not comply with the requirements of the SPG on residential 
amenity. Although private areas to the rear of each ground floor rear 
facing property have been identified for a change in surfacing signifying 
their private usage to those properties, this is still within a communal 
area and only relates to 6 of the 12 units. Although the communal 
approach to residential amenity space is not welcomed the actual 
amount of space exceeds that required for 12 units.  

 
52. The plans offer landscaped frontages which provide sufficient 

separation from the path and car parking to ensure amenity is not under 
mined. More detailed plans of the retaining structures and level access 
arrangements would be required if this scheme is to be supported. 
 

53. The A27 is a very noisy road and to ensure the amenity of residents 
within the new properties is not undermined a noise report has been 
provided to which no objection is raised. If this development were to be 
permitted details of the glazing and methods to ensure the scheme 
complies with the requirements of policy 31.ES would be required.  

 
Highway matters 
 
54. Policy 100.T of the Local Plan supports development provided, 

amongst other criteria, it can be well served by public transport, cycling 
and walking and it includes measures to minimise its impact on the 
existing road network. Policy 104.T requires development to provide 
adequate off-road car parking up to the maximum adopted standard.  

 
55. Old Bridge House Road is a cul-de-sac that serves 12 units and as 

such a development with a net gain of nine units would potentially 
increase the traffic movements (excluding Old Bridge House Close) by 
75% along the highway. However, at 4.8m wide the carriageway is wide 
enough for two vehicles to pass and the junction with Bridge Road is 
suitable with sufficient sight lines to serve an increase in traffic 
movements.  

 
56. The development would provide a total of two car parking spaces for 

each 3-bed dwelling, which meets the adopted standard for dwellings of 
this size. Ensuring 50% of the spaces remain unallocated offers 
flexibility for the need of spaces to respond to the needs of future 
occupiers and their visitors. The development accords with the 
requirements of policies 100.T and 104.T. 

 
57. A cycle store is provide and would meet the requirement of policy 

59.BE (vi) and 100.T (i).  
 
58. Policies 59.BE (viii) and 28.ES of the Local Plan require provision to be 

made for the storage and collection of domestic waste and recyclable 



materials. The proposed bin store is sufficient in size to accommodate 
four Eurobins plus two wheelie bins. Its location is suitable for the future 
residents and can be serviced without compromising highway safety.  

 
Natural features 
 
59. Policy 59.BE (i) expects proposed development to take full and proper 

account of natural features and trees worthy of retention and: (iv) be of 
a high standard of landscape design.  

 
60. The development will require the removal of some fruit and fir trees, 

together with some hedging, none of which are worthy of retention. The 
dense screen of trees and hedging along the boundary with Bridge 
Road will be retained thereby ensuring a reasonable outlook for the 
properties and screening the development from the busy A27. 

 
61. The oak tree at the entrance to Old Bridge House Road is covered by a 

tree protection order. It is in good form and health and contributes 
significantly to the character of the area. The proposals locate the cycle 
and bin stores within the root protection zone of the oak tree. Provided 
suitable engineering options are adopted i.e. no mechanical 
excavations and use of permeable load spreading surfacing, the health 
of the oak tree would not be undermined. The Council’s tree officer 
raises no objection subject to conditions. 

 
Other concerns raised 
 
62. Drainage – no objection was raised to the previous scheme by 

Southern Water although concerns have been raised by some local 
residents. If permitted conditions are recommended to require drainage 
details to be agreed prior to commencement of development. The 
developer has been asked to provide a statement on how the site could 
be drained. 

 
Planning obligation /considerations 
 
63. Under the provisions of Circular 05/2005, saved policies 101.T 147.OS, 

191.IN of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and the 
guidance set out in the background paper Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD): ‘Planning Obligations and the use of Developers’ 
Contributions’ contributions are sought to offset the impact of the 
proposal on local infrastructure. In this instance contributions are 
sought towards community infrastructure, sustainable transport, public 
open space and public art and on-site affordable housing is required.  

 
64. The applicant has agreed to enter into a Unilateral Undertaking to 

secure the contributions, but this has not to date been completed and 
therefore this matter is a reason for refusal. 

 
 



 
Other material considerations 
 
65. It is considered that there are no other material considerations to 

warrant a decision otherwise than in accordance with the Development 
Plan and / or legislative background. 

 
Conclusion 
 
66. The proposed development has not responded to the concerns raised 

by the Inspector in terms of the mass and scale of the previous scheme 
for 12 units. The development is not considered to be sympathetic to 
the character of the area and is therefore recommended for refusal.  
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