
 

 

CHANDLER'S FORD & HILTINGBURY Wednesday 25 March 2015 Case Officer Gary Osmond 
 
 
SITE: 237 Winchester Road, Chandler's Ford, Eastleigh, SO53 

2DX 
 
Ref. F/14/75684 Received: 05/12/2014     (30/01/2015) 
 
 
APPLICANT: Mr Anthony Newberry & Mrs Angela Northover 

 
PROPOSAL: Erection of 2No. five bedroom dwellings with detached 

carports and associated parking, cycle store and 
landscaping following demolition of existing 

  
AMENDMENTS: 08/01/2015 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

 
 

 
 

 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS: 
 
(1)  The proposed development, by virtue of the resulting plot sizes, as well as the 

siting, spacing, form and design of the dwellings proposed and loss of trees, 
would not be respectful to the existing pattern of development within, nor the 
nature and appearance of the Hiltingbury and Hocombe Park Special Policy 
Area, to the detriment of its character and visual amenity. As such the application 
is considered to be contrary to saved Policies 59.BE and 181.LB of the Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policy DM1 of the Submitted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and the Council’s Supplementary Planning 
Documents ‘Quality Places’ and ‘Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury Character Area 
Appraisals’. 

  
(2)  Insuffiicent information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposed 

development, including the demolition of the existing dwelling will not result in 
any harm to bats, which are a protected species, or the destruction of a breeding 
or resting place used by bats. As such the application is considered to be 
contrary to to saved Policy 25.NC of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 
(2001-2011) and Policy DM9 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
2011-2029. 

  



 

 

Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the assessment of the 
following plans: PO1, PO1A, PO2 Rev B, PO3, PO4, PO5 Rev A, PO6, PO7 Rev 
A, PO8 Rev A, PO9, PO10, PO11, PO12 & PO13. 

 
In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, Eastleigh Borough Council takes a positive approach to the handling 
of development proposals so as to achieve, whenever possible, a positive 
outcome and to ensure all proposals are dealt with in a timely manner. 

 
All references to the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan relates to the 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014, comprising:  
-              Revised Pre-submission Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, 

published February 2014; and  
-              Schedule of Proposed Minor Changes, submitted to the Secretary of 

State in July 2014 
  

 
 

Report: 
 

This application has been referred to Committee by Councillors Atkinson, 
Grajewski, Hughes and Olson. 

 
Description of Application 

 
1. This application seeks approval for the construction of a pair of two storey five 

bedroom detached dwellings, each with a detached double car port, parking 
areas, cycle store and amenity space, following demolition of the existing 
dwelling on site. 

 
Site Area & Residential Density 

 
2. The application site is approximately 2316 square metres in area including 

access drive or 1954 square metres not including driveway. With the two 
dwellings proposed this equates to between 8 and 10 dwellings per hectare, 
with the average density in the immediate area being approximately 5 to 6 
dwellings per hectare. 

 
Topography, Trees & Boundary Treatment 

 
3. The site is generally flat and level but there is a very slight rise from 

Winchester Road along the access drive up to the main part of the application 
site. Mature trees are present on every site boundary, some of which are 
subject to preservation orders, the most prominent of which are those along 
the access drive, a group at the south-eastern end of the site, as well as a 
number along the north-eastern and north-western boundaries. Within the site 
are quite a number of ornamental and fruit trees. The majority of the site 
boundaries are marked by mature planting and trees, although there is 1.8 – 
2.0 metre timber fence along part of the north-east boundary where there is a 
gap in the planting adjacent to No.1 Thornbury Heights. 



 

 

 
Site Characteristics 

 
4. The present property is a two storey detached house dating from the 1920s in 

an ‘Arts and Crafts’ inspired style. It has been extended to the northern side 
but still retains many of its original character features, such as its front door, 
stained glass windows and timber panelling internally. While it is in need of 
some refurbishment it is by no means in a dilapidated state and can still easily 
be lived in. 

 
5. The property is set well back from Winchester Road behind No.239 and is 

accessed by a long driveway which is flanked on either side by trees and 
mature boundary planting, giving the feel of a private county lane which opens 
onto a gravel parking area in front of the house. To the front of the house is a 
group of mature trees, some of which are subject to preservation orders and 
which give the feel of a woodland glade. 

 
6. To the rear is a good size garden which consists of mainly ornamental and 

fruit trees, as well as other mature planting which is a little overgrown at 
present. There is also a shed and summerhouse. Whilst being within a 
suburban area and close to a main road and motorway, the site still has a feel 
of being private and secluded. 

 
Character of Locality 

 
7. The surrounding area is made up of large well-spaced detached mainly two 

storey dwellings on large generally well screened plots. Most of the houses 
date from the 1920s and 30s and are in a simple ‘Arts and Crafts’ style, 
although there are a number of more modern additions and in-fills. The area 
has also been identified as being a Special Policy Area due to its attractive 
character. 

 
Relevant Planning History 

 
8. Other than a two storey side extension which was approved in 1995 the 

application dwelling has no other planning history. However, the neighbouring 
plot to the front, No.239 Winchester Road, has had some relevant recent 
planning history. 

 
9. In 2011 an application to construct an additional dwelling between Nos.237 & 

239 within the rear garden of 239 was submitted (F/11/69061) but was 
withdrawn, as it was to be recommended for refusal. This application was 
followed by a revised application in 2012 (F/12/70213) which was refused and 
later dismissed at a planning appeal. 

 
10. Also of some relevance is a concurrent application for a detached car port 

(F/15/75945) which is also due to be determined at the same Chandler’s Ford 
and Hiltingbury Local Area Committee as this application for the new 
dwellings. 

 



 

 

Representations Received 
 

11. A total of three representations have been received raising the following 
issues and concerns: 

 
• Loss of trees. 
• Overlooking and loss of privacy from the first floor bay windows to the rear. 
• This is an opportunity to better manage trees and boundary planting and 

set height limits. 
 

Consultation Responses 
 

12. Head of Countryside & Trees (Tree Services Manager) – “In regard to the 
proposed planning application I have assessed the proposal in correlation with 
the Arboricultural Development Statement dated October 2014 and can 
confirm that I raise no objection. There will the requirement to remove trees to 
facilitate the proposed development but these trees are either graded U or C 
in regard to tree quality following the recommendations of the current British 
Standard : Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction.  

 
13. Concern has been raised about the removal of trees to the front of the current 

property. Although I do not necessarily agree with the U categorisation for 
some of these trees, they are at best C grade. It is generally considered that 
Category A (high quality) and Category B (moderate quality) trees are 
considered potential constraints on any development proposal, whereas those 
belonging to Category C (low quality) are considered to be generally less 
important. Category U trees are in such poor condition that they are 
considered unsuitable for retention as they cannot realistically be retained as 
living trees in the context of the current land use for longer than 10 years. 
Therefore, these trees can be effectively discounted in the context of the 
planning process.” 

 
14. Conditions with regards to tree protection measures are also recommended. 

 
15. Head of Countryside & Trees (Biodiversity Officer) – Object. The 

ecological assessment submitted with the application has found evidence of 
bats roosting in the building. Further survey information is required to establish 
the bat species and type of roost present. Once these have been undertaken, 
the impact of the development can be assessed and a suitable mitigation 
strategy can be proposed. The application should not be determined until this 
information has been provided. 

 
16. Head of Transportation & Engineering – No objection. Sufficient parking is 

proposed for each property, as is on-site turning space. A bin collection point 
at the end of the driveway is also proposed 

 
17. Chandler’s Ford Parish Council – No response received. 

 
Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site 

 



 

 

• Within Built-up Area Boundary 
• Within Established Residential Area 
• Within Special Policy Area 

 
Development Plan Saved Policies and Emerging Local Plan Policies 

 
• Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 saved Policies: 28.ES, 

34.ES, 59.BE, & 181.LB 
 
• Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, July 2014 Policies: 

DM1, DM2, DM9, DM24, DM25 & DM29 
 
18. The Submitted Local Plan comprises: the Revised Pre-submission Eastleigh 

Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, published February 2014; and the Schedule 
of Proposed Minor Changes, submitted to the Secretary of State in July 2014. 

 
Supplementary Planning Documents 

 
• Supplementary Planning Document: Quality Places (November 2011) 
• Supplementary Planning Document: Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury 

Character Area Appraisals – Hiltingbury and Hocombe Park Special Policy 
Area (January 2005) 

• Supplementary Planning Document: Residential Parking Standards 
(January 2009) 

• Supplementary Planning Document: Environmentally Sustainable 
Development (March 2009) 

 
National Planning Policy Framework 

 
19. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that applications for 

planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Para 14 sets out a 
general presumption in favour of sustainable development and states that 
development proposals which accord with the development plan should be 
approved without delay. Where the development plan is absent, silent, or 
relevant policies are out-of-date planning permission should be granted unless 
the adverse impacts of the development would outweigh the benefits; or 
specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted 
(paragraph 14). Local plan policies that do not accord with the NPPF are now 
deemed to be “out-of-date”. The NPPF requires that due weight should be 
given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of 
consistency with the NPPF. In other words the closer the policies in the plan 
accord to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be 
given. 

 
20. It goes on to state in paragraph 56 that “The Government attaches great 

importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect 
of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should 
contribute positively to making places better for people.” Paragraph 60 states 
that “policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles 



 

 

or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or 
initiative…” It goes on to state that “It is, however, proper to seek to promote 
or reinforce local distinctiveness.” 

 
21. Paragraph 53 of the NPPF states that “Local planning authorities should 

consider the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate development 
of residential gardens, for example where development would cause harm to 
the local area.” 

 
Policy Commentary 

 
22. The above policies combine to form the criteria against which this application 

will be assessed with particular regard to the relevant planning policies and 
principle of that proposed, its layout and design, impact on trees, the 
residential amenity of neighbouring properties, parking and highway safety, 
environmental sustainability, impact on the street scene and character of the 
Special Policy Area and upon nature conservation. 

 
Assessment of Proposal: Development Plan and / or Legislative 
Background 

 
23. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:- 

 
24. "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." 

 
25. In this case policy issues for consideration include: 

 
Policy 

 
26. The application site lies within the urban edge where the basic principle of 

development is considered to be acceptable, with any formal planning 
approval being based upon the exact nature, design and impact of that 
proposed being considered appropriate and in accordance with the relevant 
local plan policies and supplementary guidance. The most relevant policy in 
this case is saved Policy 59.BE of the Local Plan which requires 
development to take full and proper account of the context of the site 
including the character and appearance of the locality and be appropriate in 
mass, scale, materials, layout, design and siting. It also requires a high 
standard of landscape design, have a satisfactory means of access and 
layout for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians, make provision for refuse and 
cycle storage and avoid unduly impacting on neighbouring uses through 
overlooking, loss of light, loss of outlook, and noise and fumes. Also of 
relevance is Policy DM1 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
2011-2029, July 2014, which essentially reiterates the above requirements. 

 
27. Saved Policy 181.LB relates specifically to the ‘Hiltingbury and Hocombe 

Park’ Special Policy Area (SPA). This policy states that the sub-division or 



 

 

redevelopment of plots will not be accepted if it would result in any 
proposed plot being significantly smaller than those in the immediate 
vicinity, and involve the loss or prejudice the retention of existing healthy 
mature trees. Proposals must also be compatible with the Arcadian 
character of the locality and must not involve back land or tandem 
development and also must be accompanied by a detailed planting 
scheme. 

 
Principle 

 
28. While the application site lies within the urban edge it is also within the 

Hiltingbury and Hocombe Park SPA where saved Policy 181.LB of the 
adopted Local Plan, as well as a number of other policies are relevant. This 
policy is intended to protect the attractive character of this part of Hiltingbury 
and sets out a number of requirements or criteria for new development, the 
first of which is that the subdivision or redevelopment of plots will not be 
considered acceptable if the size of the proposed plot/s would be “significantly 
smaller than those in the immediate vicinity of the site”. While it is 
acknowledged that the two plots proposed are not small, this is not what the 
policy requires. If “the immediate vicinity” is taken to mean those plots which 
immediately adjoin the application site and which are also within the SPA, – 
i.e. Nos.235 to 243 Winchester Road and No.1 Thornbury Heights – the plots 
proposed equate to 56% of the average site area of the immediate 
neighbouring plots. However, it could be argued that this is not a sufficient 
sample in order to establish a reasonable average. That being the case, if a 
wider sample is taken, - Nos.223 to 247 Winchester Road and Nos.1 to 3 
Thornbury Heights – the proposed plots sizes equate to 63% - 64% of this 
average plot size. 

 
29. While planning decision should not be based entirely on statistical figures, 

which can be manipulated to better suit one argument over another, the policy 
is clear as to what is required of new development with regards to resulting 
plot size. At between 54% and 64% of the average plot size in the surrounding 
SPA, it would be hard to argue that these figures are not “significantly smaller 
than those in the immediate vicinity of the site”. Were they 90% or even 80% 
of the size then perhaps this would be acceptable, but at less than two thirds 
the size they are significantly smaller and do not therefore meet the first 
requirement of saved Policy 181.LB of the adopted Local Plan. 

 
Trees 

 
30. The second requirement of Policy 181.LB is that proposals “do not involve 

the loss, or prejudice the retention of existing healthy mature trees on the 
site”. The submitted scheme does propose the loss of a number of trees 
within the application site, although those around its boundaries and which 
are subject to Tree Preservation Orders are to be retained. The trees to be 
lost are a number of ornamental and fruit trees within the rear garden, as 
well as a number of sizable Bay trees within the site frontage. 

 



 

 

31. While there is no real concern with regards to the loss of the ornamental 
and fruit trees, the loss of the Bays to the site frontage will have a quite 
significant impact upon the character and feel of this part of the site and its 
immediate surroundings, which currently has an attractive semi-wooded 
feel. However, these trees are not the best of examples and are certainly 
not worthy of any preservation order. That being the case they could be 
removed without requiring any consent from the Council and without an 
objection from the Borough’s Tree Services Manager it would be hard to 
substantiate a reason for refusal purely on the grounds of loss of trees. 

 
Layout & Design 

 
32. The third requirement of Policy 181.LB is that “the design, siting, size, scale 

and type of the proposed development is compatible with the Arcadian 
character of the locality and does not involve back land or tandem 
development.” With regards to back land or tandem development, while the 
present dwelling is set behind its neighbour, No.239 Winchester Road, 
which fronts directly onto the street, the application dwelling is one of the 
original houses which were built in the 1920s. This part of the requirement 
is not therefore relevant in this instance. 

 
33. With regards to the design of the dwellings proposed, while not poor enough 

to warrant a refusal in normal circumstances, it is considered that they are not 
of sufficiently high quality for the SPA. They are neither modern nor traditional 
in their appearance and certainly do not reflect the attractive and simple Arts 
and Crafts inspired style of the original Winchester Road properties, of which 
No.237 is one. Those proposed would result in an uncomfortable mix of 
hipped and gabled roof forms and projections. The sizable areas of glazing 
and some of the fenestration also appear to sit uncomfortably with the 
intended use of traditional materials and detailing. 

 
34. It is acknowledged that the current house is in need of some refurbishment 

and modernisation but this has meant that it retains many of its original 
features both internally and externally, as well as the original character that 
many of its contemporaries have lost. It is also of a character and design 
which is well suited to the wooded feel of the site and its surroundings. This is 
not to say that any replacement dwelling/s must follow the existing character 
and style of the present dwelling, in fact paragraph 60 of the NPPF states that 
“policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or 
particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative…” 
although it goes on to state that “It is, however, proper to seek to promote or 
reinforce local distinctiveness.” In the case of the SPA, whatever design is put 
forward should be respectful to the wooded and Arcadian character of the 
area. 

 
35. A further characteristic of the area is that dwellings are well spaced and have 

a fairly generous setting, usually positioned well away from site boundaries, 
except for the odd garage. Those proposed would be less than two metres 
away from the site boundaries and only four metres apart. While this may be 
acceptable in a modern estate type development or an area of denser 



 

 

suburban development, this is not a characteristic of the SPA where dwellings 
are spaced much further apart. 

 
36. Overall therefore, it is considered that the proposed development does not 

meet the third criteria of saved Policy 181.LB of the adopted Local Plan. 
 

37. The final criteria of Policy 181.LB is that proposals should be accompanied by 
a detailed planting scheme. Some indicative landscaping and planting is 
shown on the submitted site layout plan but no details are given. However, in 
this instance it is felt that these details could be secured via a suitably worded 
condition should the application be approved. 

 
Residential Amenity 

 
38. Due to the large plot sizes, well-spaced properties and good natural 

screening within the SPA, there are not usually any issues with regards to 
adverse impact upon the amenity of neighbouring properties in terms of 
loss of privacy, light or outlook. However, concerns have been raised by 
occupiers of No.1 Thornbury Heights that the first floor bay windows to the 
rear of the proposed dwellings would allow sideways views into their 
property. Given the depth of the bay and proximity to the site boundary 
some overlooking towards No.1 could occur. Equally, there would be the 
potential for overlooking between the proposed dwellings and into the rear 
garden of No.235a Winchester Road. While this may be the case, it could 
be easily remedied by ensuring that the side panes of these bays are 
obscure glazed or solid panels, thereby preventing any possible overlooking 
and loss of privacy. 

 
39. While the issue of disturbance during construction has not been raised in 

this instance, it has proved to be a problem in the past with other 
development in the area. However, the amenity of surrounding properties 
could be protected during the construction process through appropriate 
conditions to restrict working hours, noise, etc. 

 
Parking & Highway Safety 

 
40. The proposed frontage parking areas and car ports can easily 

accommodate the minimum of three off-road parking spaces for each 
dwelling as required by the Council’s ‘Residential Parking Standards’ SPD. 
The application is therefore considered to comply with this element of saved 
Policy 59.BE of the current Local Plan and Policy DM24 of the Submitted 
Local Plan. 

 
41. Concerns were raised as part of the applications at No.239 Winchester 

Road with regards to increased vehicle movements and potential resulting 
highway safety issues. This was assessed at the time by the Borough’s 
Head of Transportation and Engineering and the Planning Appeal 
Inspector, both of whom did not raise this as a significant issue. Given that 
this application would again only result in one additional dwelling, it would 



 

 

be hard to argue that the vehicle movements associated with this would 
have any adverse highway safety implications. 

 
Environmental Sustainability 

 
42. The Council’s ‘Environmentally Sustainable Development’ SPD requires all 

new dwellings to meet a specific minimum of code level of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes depending on when the application is submitted, 
together with a number of other mandatory requirements on water and 
energy conservation. In this instance, the code level required is 4 and a pre-
assessment estimator report has been submitted with the application to 
demonstrate that the proposed dwellings would be capable of meeting this. 
The proposal therefore accords with the SPD, saved Policy 34.ES of the 
adopted Local Plan and Policy DM2 of the Submitted Local Plan. 

 
Street Scene & Area Character 

 
43. The proposed dwelling due to its set back position behind other 

neighbouring development will have no impact upon the street scene of 
Winchester Road but as has been set out above there are a number of 
significant concerns with regards to the proposed scheme’s impact upon 
the character of the Hiltingbury and Hocombe Park SPA. These concerns 
principally relate to the resulting plot sizes in comparison to neighbouring 
plots and the area average, as well as the space available for an 
appropriate setting and spacing to ensure that the proposed dwellings sit 
comfortably and respectfully within the existing character of the SPA, 
together with their design and appearance and the resulting loss of trees. 
This being the case, the proposals are not considered to comply with the 
requirements of saved Policies 59.BE and 181.LB of the adopted Local 
Plan, Policy DM1 of the Submitted Local Plan, or the Council’s ‘Quality 
Places’ and ‘Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury Character Area Appraisals’ 
SPDs. 

 
Nature Conservation 

 
44. Following an initial objection from the Borough’s Biodiversity Officer an 

Ecological Assessment was submitted in support of the planning 
application. This initial assessment of the application site and dwelling 
found evidence of the house having been used as a potential bat roost, 
although it was unclear if it is still in use. The assessment therefore 
recommends that further survey work, including emergence surveys needs 
to be undertaken to establish if this is the case. However, this survey work 
cannot be undertaken during the winter months when bats are hibernating. 

 
45. Without any evidence to establish if bats, which are a protected species, 

are using the existing dwelling the Local Planning Authority cannot grant 
planning approval in case it would result in the destruction of a breeding or 
resting place. That being the case, this lack of evidence is considered to be 
contrary to saved Policy 25.NC of the current Local Plan and Policy DM9 of 



 

 

the Submitted Local Plan and will form one of the recommended reasons 
for refusal. 

 
46. With regards to other biodiversity issues, the proposal is not considered to 

result in a likely significant impact on a European Protected site (SPA, SAC 
or Ramsar). A HRA (Habitat Regulations Assessment) screening was not 
required for this development as it falls outside the designated zone of 
impact. 

 
47. The site falls outside the 5.6km buffer zone for the Solent SPA. A contribution 

is not therefore required to mitigate the increased recreational pressure 
resulting from the development. 

 
Planning Obligations / Considerations 

 
48. The ministerial statement of 28th November 2014 from The Minister of State 

for Housing and Planning, and subsequent changes to the National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) has increased the threshold for when tariff based 
planning obligations can be required by new development. This means that 
developments of ten units or less (and which have a maximum combined floor 
space of no more than 1000 square metres) will be exempt from the need to 
provide tariff based planning obligations or affordable housing. The two 
dwellings proposed would have a total floor area of approximately 700 square 
metres and would therefore be exempt from the need to provide planning 
obligations. 

 
Other Material Considerations 

 
49. Also of relevance is the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, 

July 2014.  While not yet adopted it does carry weight by virtue of being 
intended as the current local plan’s replacement.  With regards to this 
application, the new policies essentially echo those of the current plan and are 
not considered to affect the recommendation put forward. 

 
Conclusion 

 
50. For the reasons set out above, the application is recommended for refusal. 
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