
 

 

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

2DX 
 
Ref. F/15/75945 Received: 30/01/2015     (27/03/2015) 
 
 
APPLICANT: Mr Newberry & Mrs Northover 

 
PROPOSAL: Erection of a detached oak framed open bay double car 

port 
  
AMENDMENTS:  
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

 
 

 
 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS: 
 
(1) Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that the location of the 

proposed development will not result in any harm to or loss of trees on and 
adjacent to the application site, which are an important natural feature and 
characteristic of the Hiltingbury and Hocombe Park Special Policy Area, and 
which would be 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’. 

  
Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the assessment of the 
following plans:  PO1, PO1A, P02 & P03.  

 
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 in the interests of clarity and 
because there is a concurrent application relating to the same site. 

 
Description of Application 

 
1. This application seeks approval for the construction of a detached two bay 

double car port which would be positioned in the eastern corner of the 
application site. 

 
Topography, Trees & Boundary Treatment 

 
2. 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 

 
3. 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. 

 
4. 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. 

 
5. 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 

 
6. 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 Craft’ 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 

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

application dwelling has no other planning history. However, there is a 
concurrent application for a the construction of a pair of detached five 
bedroom dwellings following the demolition of the existing house (F/14/75684), 
which is also due to be determined at the same Chandler’s Ford and 
Hiltingbury Local Area Committee as this application for the car port. 

 
Representations Received 

 
8. At the time or writing no representations have been received which relate to 

this application. 
 

Consultation Responses 
 

9. Head of Countryside & Trees (Tree Services Manager) – “I currently have a 
holding objection regarding the above planning application. The submitted, 
detailed Arboricultural Development Statement refers to a previous application 
for the demolition of the existing house and construction of two new dwellings 
and differs to what is proposed in the most recent application. I need to be 
satisfied that the proposed new drive and garage will not harm the significant 
trees both on and adjacent to the site. The proposal would seem to indicate 
that no trees will be required to be felled to incorporate the drive and car port. 
If this is possible, it is a positive move but no evidence as to how this can be 
achieved has been submitted.” 

 
10. Head of Transportation & Engineering – No objection. 

 
11. “The car port itself is not specifically required for parking, with adequate space 

remaining on the extensive gravel driveway to more than accommodate needs 
in accordance to the EBC Parking Standards. 

 
12. As such, no highway implications are anticipated as a result of the proposals. 

 
13. On a design / practicality note however, it would be suggested that if a car port 

is required, it would perhaps be better located on-site. The chosen location is 
not particularly well chosen in terms of manoeuvring space, with a relative 
long reversing movement on a narrow section of driveway being required to 
either access or egress the facility. It is suggested that for convenience, a 



 

 

location to the east of the house or at the end of the driveway (south of the 
house) may be preferential in terms of access?” 

 
14. Chandler’s Ford Parish Council – No comments have been 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: 59.BE & 

181.LB 
 

• Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, July 2014 Policies: 
DM1 & DM24 

 
15. 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) 

 
National Planning Policy Framework 

 
16. 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. 

 



 

 

Policy Commentary 
 

17. The above policies combine to form the criteria against which this application 
will be assessed with particular regard to the principle of that proposed, its 
layout and design, impact on trees, the residential amenity of neighbouring 
properties, parking and the character of the Special Policy Area. 

 
Assessment of Proposal: Development Plan and / or Legislative 
Background 

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

 
19. "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." 

 
20. In this case policy issues for consideration include: 

 
Principle 

 
21. 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. 

 
22. Saved Policy 181.LB related 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, 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. 

 
23. In this instance the reference within saved Policy 181.LB to plot size and 

back land development is not relevant. However, the proposed 
development does need to meet the other requirements of the policy, i.e. 



 

 

the loss of trees and being compatible with the Arcadian character of the 
area. 

 
Layout & Design 

 
24. 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”. 

 
25. In terms of the proposed car port’s size, scale and design there are no 

particular concerns. It is not excessive in size or scale and its timber clad 
sides and tiled roof would fit in well with the semi-wooded Arcadian 
character of the SPA. However, there are concerns with regards to its siting 
and the potential resulting impact upon trees. 

 
Trees 

 
26. The second criterion of Policy 181.LB states that proposals should “not 

involve the loss, or prejudice the retention of existing healthy mature trees 
on the site”. While the submitted scheme does not propose the loss of any 
trees, it does propose to position the car port within the root protection area 
of a number of trees and thread a new section of driveway between the 
trees to the site frontage, again within the root protection area of a number 
of trees, some of which are subject to preservation orders. 

 
27. While it may be technically possible to construct both the car port and 

driveway without having any adverse impact upon these trees, no 
information to demonstrate exactly what is proposed or how this would be 
achieved has been submitted with the planning application. As such, it 
cannot be guaranteed that no damage to these trees would occur. 

 
28. Without this information to demonstrate that the proposal will not “prejudice 

the retention of existing healthy mature trees on the site”, the application is 
considered to be contrary to saved Policies 59.BE and 181.LB of the 
adopted Local Plan, Policy DM1 of the Submitted Local Plan and the 
Council’s Supplementary Planning Documents ‘Quality Places’ and 
‘Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury Character Areas’. 

 
Residential Amenity 

 
29. 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. In this instance the only relevant amenity 
issue to consider is its resulting visual impact. Given its relatively modest 
scale and proposed position, it will have no adverse impact upon the 
amenity of any neighbouring properties. 

 
Parking 

 



 

 

30. The existing frontage parking areas in front and to the side of the house can 
easily accommodate the minimum of three off-road parking spaces required 
by the Council’s ‘Residential Parking Standards’ SPD. There is also an 
existing attached garage to the northern end of the house but this is a little 
small for modern cars to easily park in, meaning that there is no covered 
parking on the site to protect vehicles from things like tree sap and bird 
droppings. 

 
31. While there is no objection to the erection of a car port, as has been 

mentioned above, there are concerns within regards to its proposed 
location. Not only could this result in damage to trees or have an adverse 
impact upon their health, but it would also be rather difficult to easily 
access. Not only would cars have to thread between trees but without any 
turning area adjacent to the car port, drivers would have to reverse some 15 
to 20 metres either into or out of the car port from the existing driveway and 
parking area. Not only would this be rather inconvenient but it also raises 
further concerns that trees may be damaged by cars hitting them or driving 
over roots. 

 
32. It is unclear as to why this location has been chosen when there are two 

much more obvious and convenient locations on the site frontage. These 
are either to the east in front of the house at the end of the current parking 
area where there are no significant trees, or to the south at the side of the 
house where there is an existing parking area directly opposite the main 
driveway. Both of these locations are unlikely to have any adverse impact 
upon trees and have scope to provide appropriate turning space. 

 
Area Character 

 
33. With regards to the character of the SPA, the construction of the car port 

proposed would not usually raise any concerns. However, without any 
certainty that it and its proposed location would have any adverse impact 
upon trees, the concern remains that it could result in their loss, which in 
turn would have a negative impact upon the character and appearance of 
the SPA. As such the application is considered to be contrary to saved 
Policies 59.BE and 181.LB of the adopted Local Plan, Policy DM1 of the 
Submitted Local Plan and the Council’s Supplementary Planning 
Documents ‘Quality Places’ and ‘Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury Character 
Areas’. 

 
Other Material Considerations 

 
34. 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 

 



 

 

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