
 

 

11/01/2016 
 
APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED FOR DECISION 
 
HEDGE END, WEST END & BOTLEY Monday 11 January 2016  
Case Officer Dawn Errington 

 
 
SITE: Land off Bubb Lane, West End, Southampton, Hampshire,  
 
Ref. O/15/77112 Received: 25/08/2015     (18/01/2016) 
 
 
APPLICANT: Gladman Developments Ltd 

 
PROPOSAL: Outline: Residential development of up to 200no. 

dwellings with all matters reserved. 
  
AMENDMENTS: None 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 
REFUSE OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS: 
 
(1) The proposal represents an inappropriate and unjustified large residential 

scheme beyond the defined built up areas which would significantly 
diminish and urbanise the narrow and sensitive area of designated 
countryside and Strategic Gap  between Hedge End and West End and 
erode the separate identities of these settlements.  As such the proposal 
is contrary to saved policies 1.CO and 2.CO of the adopted  Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011),  policy S9 of the Submitted 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2011-2029) and the NPPF paras. 10, 14, 
17, 109 152 and 156. 

  
(2) The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the intrinsic 

character of the landscape and area and would therefore be in conflict 
with saved policies 18.CO and 59.BE of the adopted Eastleigh Borough  
Local Plan Review (2001-2011) , Policy S9  of the Submitted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan (2011-2029) and NPPF guidance. 

  



 

 

(3) The proposed Scheme for Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDS) does not 
provide adequate drainage and filtration so as to ensure that the  
Moorgreen Meadows SSSI, Solent Maritime SAC and Solent and 
Southampton Water SPA are properly protected, contrary to Policy 22.NC 
of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review and Policy DM9 of 
the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and NPPF 
guidance. 

  
(4) The application fails to secure provision for developer contributions and 

obligations through a completed Section 106 agreement for on and off-
site provision for facilities and infrastructure and mitigation works 
(including affordable housing provision, public open space, education, 
sustainable transport, health and  community infrastructure, Solent 
recreational pressure mitigation, Moorgreen Meadows SSSI nitrogen 
deposition and recreational pressure mitigation, public footpath 
enhancement, and public art) made necessary by the development or to 
mitigate against any increased need or pressure on existing facilities.  As 
such the proposal is contrary to saved policies, 22.NC, 74.H,147.OS and 
191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan, policies DM9, 28 
and  DM32 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 
and paragraphs  50, 70 and 73 of the NPPF. 

  
Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the 
assessment of the following plans: 6041-L-04, 6041 -L-101 Rev F.  

 
In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework, Eastleigh Borough council take 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 

  

 
Report: 
 
This application has been referred to Committee because it is a major 
development which is contrary to the Development Plan, affects a public right 
of way and is controversial.     
 
The site and its surroundings 
 
1. The site is located adjacent to the northern edge of Hedge End and to 

the east of West End/Southampton in a strategic gap between these 
two settlements.  

 
2. The south eastern boundary is defined by Tollbar Way and the Grange 

Park/Dowds Farm residential developments, the northern and western 
boundary by Bubb Lane / Moorgreen Road beyond which are open 
fields, a crematorium and a garden centre, and to the south west by the 
Moorgreen Meadows SSSI.  The site also adjoins three existing 



 

 

dwellings and the Berrywood Business Village (which formerly 
comprised farm buildings).  

 
3. The site is clearly open to public views. It comprises gently sloping 

grassed fields of medium size that are divided by low trimmed 
hedgerows or fencing, with occasional hedgerow trees and ditches. 
The south western boundary is demarked by a significant tree belt. 

 
4. Adjacent to the site the residential area comprises modern housing 

estates laid out in a medium density and irregular pattern of winding 
main streets and cul-de-sacs. Semi-detached and detached properties 
are interspersed with rows of terraces and apartments. 

 
5. Berrywood Business Village consists of larger scale buildings as do the 

garden centre and the crematorium. As well as scattered individual 
properties within the area around the site there is a ribbon of residential 
properties fronting Moorgreen Road. 

 
6. To the south of the site within Dowds Farm estate residential density is 

higher with a predominance of linked and terraced properties.  A 
network of connected areas of open space divides the housing estates. 
Further to the south, towards the M27 motorway junction residential 
properties give way to large scale commercial buildings. The local 
residential character of West End is that of more sporadic and lower 
density form, dating predominantly from an earlier post-war period and 
separated by allotments. 

 
7. The site and its immediate context are gently sloping at around 25-

35metres above ordnance datum (AOD). Within the site the land 
slopes broadly east starting at around 34 metres AOD and falling to 28 
metres AOD. 
 

Description of application 
 
8. The application is an outline application for residential development on 

18.88 hectares of agricultural land of which 5.44ha is proposed for 
residential development of up to 200 dwellings and 2.37ha is proposed 
for amenity/semi-natural green space, including a play area.  A further 
0.67ha is for structural tree planting and 0.2ha is indicative attenuation 
basins. The remainder of the application site has no development 
proposals within this application 

 
9. All matters have been reserved for future determination, including final 

access details. Indicative vehicular accesses are shown off Tollbar 
Way and Bubb Lane. New footpath/cycle paths are proposed and the 
existing public right of way between Tollbar Way and Bubb Lane is 
shown retained. 

 



 

 

10. The application is accompanied by the following reports and technical 
assessments which have been updated as necessary throughout the 
course of the application:-  

 

 Air Quality Assessment  

 Arboricultural Report; 

 Affordable Housing Statement; 

 Flood Risk Assessment; 

 Noise Impact Assessment (updated); 

 Archaeology Assessment; 

 Foul Sewage & Utilities Assessment; 

 Lighting Assessment; 

 Socio-Economic Impact Report; 

 Planning Statement; 

 Design & Access Statement; 

 Landscape & Visual Assessment; 

 Transport Assessment  

 Travel Plan; 

 Ecology Report (updated); 

 Biodiversity Statement 
 
11. The proposal has been screened out under the Town and Country 

Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England) Regulations 
2011 as needing an Environmental Statement and subsequent EIA. 

 
Relevant planning history 
 
12. Outline application O/15/75166 for residential development of up to 328 

dwellings on the site was refused permission in February 2015 and is 
at appeal, with the public inquiry due to commence on 12 April 2016. 

 
Representations received 
 
13. Six letters of objection were received from adjoining residents and 

those living locally with concerns relating to: 
 

 Traffic impacts, including cumulative impact from other 
developments nearby 

 Road safety concerns including dangerous access off Bubb Lane 

 Risk of crime; 

 Impact of traffic fumes 

 Development within Countryside and Strategic Gap; 

 Joining of settlements unwanted 

 Schools impact as schools already full 

 Increased risk of surface water runoff and flooding on a site that 
already floods; 

 Satellite surgery not needed on site 

 Disruption as a result of the development; 



 

 

 Impact on wildlife including deer; 

 Concerns regarding the impact on emergency services response 
times; 

 Visually Intrusive to the area  

 Loss of privacy from new development 

 Will not solve housing shortage but ruin local area 
 
Consultation responses (some responses are summarised) 
 
14. Head of Countryside and Trees - Biodiversity Officer:  The 

amendments to the ecological report have resolved many earlier 
concerns but objection maintained to proposed scheme of Sustainable 
Urban Drainage (SuDS).   The application site is situated immediately 
adjacent to the Moorgreen Meadows SSSI and drains to the 
internationally protected River Hamble and Solent.  There is a risk that 
both water quality and water flows could be impacted by the 
development in combination with other developments proposed or 
permitted. It is important that all possible impacts are examined and 
avoided or mitigated within the final development. This is the second 
application and is for fewer houses. However reduction in housing 
results in little change to the severity of impacts on Moorgreen 
Meadows SSSI and the Solent Complex. The Solent Maritime SAC has 
not been shown to be adequately protected as the drainage strategy 
does not provide adequate filtration.  This is also the case for the 
Solent and Southampton Water SPA. The River Itchen SAC is not 
impacted. 
 
Recreational Pressure: The site lies within the 5.6km buffer of the 
Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area and Ramsar 
site and in order to mitigate against recreational pressure from new 
developments within this buffer area contributions towards the Solent 
Disturbance and Mitigation project are required. 
 
Moorgreen Meadows SSSI: The revised ecological report provides for 
adequate mitigation for air quality and recreational pressure from the 
development on Moorgreen Meadows SSSI through a proposed 
Woodland Improvement Project. 
 
Bats: There is some low level commuting by generally common bat 
species on site with most activity being along H1 and H9 which run 
parallel. These are within the green infrastructure and, with majority of 
other hedgerows, are conserved and buffered. To ensure commuting 
habitat is protected and bats continue to use these corridors a bat 
mitigation condition is recommended for any permission granted. 
 
Green Infrastructure: The green infrastructure proposed now provides 
adequate naturalised open space and planting. 
  

15. Head of Countryside and Trees: Tree Services Manager: no 
objection in principle. 



 

 

 
16. Head of Countryside and Trees:  Parks and Open Spaces 

Manager:  suitable, usable and easily accessible well designed 
landscaped public open space must be provided and the amount of 
Public Open Space to be provided should be in line with Council Policy 
for the nature and size of a major development such as this. Public 
open spaces and greenways should be in desirable, safe and 
accessible locations  

 
17. Any Public Open Spaces must be no less than 0.2ha of usable space. 

Within the public open spaces it will be expected that facilities to cater 
for infants, children and young people are provided. Facilities should 
include (though not limited to) informal kick about areas, young 
people’s hang out shelters and children’s play areas to no less than the 
LEAP standard. Advice given on adoption requirements for open 
spaces. 

 
18. Head of Regeneration and Planning Policy and Design:   Relevant 

policy and guidance is provided by the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review (2001-2011) (EBLPR) and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). The Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
2011-2029 was found unsound at examination and as such its policies 
and strategy are of very little weight. However, the Plan has not been 
withdrawn and as such it technically remains a material planning 
consideration and is the most recent statement of the Council's 
development strategy for the borough. It is therefore relevant to note 
that this site was not proposed to be allocated for development over 
the period 2011-2029. 

 
19. The site falls outside the urban edge and within the countryside area.  

Saved policy 1.CO of the EBLPR aims to protect the countryside from 
inappropriate development, including residential development.  
However, the most recent quarterly update of the housing supply paper 
(September 2015) shows that the Council does not have a 5 year 
supply, compared to the Council’s interim housing target of 615 
dwellings per annum. 

 
20. National Planning Policy Framework states due weight should be given 

to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of 
consistency with the framework (the closer the policies in the plan to 
the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be 
given). Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states that relevant policies for the 
supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local 
planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 
housing sites.  As the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing 
supply, then policy 1.CO, insofar as it restricts housing development, is 
considered out of date. 

 
21. The site falls within the Southampton – Hedge End / Bursledon/Netley 

Strategic Gap, as defined in policy 2.CO of the EBLPR.  It is 



 

 

considered that this saved policy is still relevant in the determining of 
planning applications.  Its purpose is to prevent to coalescence of 
Southampton with the settlements of Hedge End, Bursledon and 
Netley.  Policy 2.CO states that planning permission will not be granted 
for development which would physically or visually diminish a strategic 
gap.  Given the current position regarding a lack of 5 year supply of 
housing, in this instance the benefits of securing a contribution towards 
the housing need in this area must be weighed against the impact on 
the gap and the separation of West End and Hedge End.  The 2011-29 
Plan also identifies this area as gap, with Policy S9 of that document 
identifying a gap between West End and Hedge End. 

 
22. In other locations and circumstances, the Council has granted planning 

permission for residential development where it is considered that the 
impact on a designated gap is acceptable given the other benefits.  
However, the comments by the landscape officer demonstrate the 
harm done to the gap, countryside and landscape and in this instance, 
the development of this site for housing is considered to have an 
unacceptable impact upon the gap which would serve to significantly 
erode the separation between Hedge End and West End and therefore 
undermine the aims of the gap policy, to prevent coalescence and 
maintain the separate identities of these settlements. 

 
23. Therefore recommend refusal. 
 
24. Landscape and Design officer advises that the development 

proposed would seriously undermine the function of the gap between 
Hedge End and West End and have a major impact on the landscape 
character of the site and its immediate surroundings (detailed advice in 
main report text). 

 
25. Economic Development: Employment and Skills Plan required under 

Section 106 Agreement 
 
26. Head of Environmental Health: No objection subject to conditions:  
 
27. Noise: amended report received. The development site is located 

immediately adjacent to the B3342, Bubb Lane/ Tollbar Way, and has 
the potential to be impacted by noise from road traffic. There are also a 
number of committed developments in the area that are likely to 
increase traffic on the routes around the development site. This 
includes an approved proposal for the creation of a link road from Bubb 
Lane (B3342) to Burnetts Lane (Chalcroft Distribution Centre) which 
will significantly alter traffic flows in the area and potentially increase 
noise levels on the development site. The main Eastleigh to Fareham 
railway line is located approximately 70m from the development site. 
This railway line is utilised by both passenger and freight trains through 
the day and night, so there is the potential for noise from the railway to 
impact on the site. The development site is also located adjacent to 
Berrywood Business Village, which is permitted for offices, light 



 

 

industry and B2 uses. There is the potential for equipment such as air 
conditioning/ air handling plant as well as noise from vehicles 
movements to impact on the development site. Conditions therefore 
recommended for noise mitigation.   

 
28. Air Quality: amended report received.  The development site is 

located directly adjacent to the B3342, Bubb Lane/ Tollbar Way, 
therefore there is the potential for poor air quality from road traffic to 
impact on the development site. The development is for up to 200 
dwellings which will increase traffic in the local area potentially causing 
an impact to existing air quality. There is also the potential for dust to 
be generated during the construction phase and unreasonably impact 
on nearby existing residential dwellings.  We agree with the 
conclusions reached within the air quality assessment, that no 
mitigation on site is necessary to protect either existing receptors or 
proposed on-site receptors, as impacts from road traffic are negligible. 
During the construction phase dust needs to suitably managed and a 
condition is recommended. 

 
29. Head of Housing: This site would be a qualifying site for affordable 

housing provision and in line with our adopted Affordable Housing SPD 
would need to provide 35%, which on the basis of the maximum 200 
units overall, would equate to 70 affordable homes. The affordable 
housing mix proposed is as follows: 
 

 23 x 1 bed apartment 

 31 x 2 bed terrace 

 16 x 3 bed terrace 
 

30. Whilst the number of affordable homes proposed aligns with our 
requirements, the level of 1 bedroomed units is too high.  The 
affordable housing mix should be broadly reflective of the total housing 
being provided on the site. The usual tenure split is 65% affordable rent 
(46 homes) and 35% shared ownership (24 homes), and the mix would 
need to be agreed. All the affordable dwellings must be built to Lifetime 
Homes Standards in line with our Affordable Housing SPD and 3% to 
be built to wheelchair Accessible Standards as ground floor 
accommodation. Pepper-potting of units within each phase required. 
 

31. Head of Transportation and Engineering: Transport Policy Officer: 
HCC provide highway authority advice in regard to impacts on the local 
highway network and any requirements for mitigation works and 
associated developer contributions.  The internal layout will need to 
take into account Manual for Streets guidance and provide good 
connectivity for cycles and walking and comply with the Council’s 
Policy. EBC parking standards and bin collection requirements to be 
met and autotrack plans for refuse vehicle movements. Externally, two 
points of access to Bubb Lane and Tollbar Way supported in principle. 
Pedestrian and cycle links necessary to encourage sustainable 
transport option for site. A signalised pedestrian crossing on Tollbar 



 

 

Way adjacent to the site must be required to assist sustainable travel 
and safer routes to school and must be provided by the developer if the 
application were to proceed. 

 
32. HCC to assess the TA and to advise whether it demonstrates the 

highway effects over a wide enough area and sites as without evidence 
to the contrary it could result in a severe impact on the local highway 
network.  TROs should be secured to provide restrictions on junctions 
and bends and also investigate/implement reduced speed limit of 
30mph for Bubb Lane. This scheme prejudices suggestions for longer 
term transport planning of area including potential alternative link road 
to bypass West End centre. 

 
33. Direct Services: No comments at this stage. 
 
34. Hampshire Highways: The Highway Authority raise no objection to 

the proposed development subject to the applicant entering into a 
Section 106 Agreement to secure the following; 
 

 Financial contribution of £280,000 for highway works including 
junction improvements 

 Framework Travel Plan and bond to cover the costed measures 

 Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees of £16,500. 

 Provision and approval of a construction management plan 

 Exploration and delivery of a mitigation scheme at SJ5 (Tollbar 
Way/Maunsell Way should the proposed access not be provided in 
this location. 

 
35. Hampshire County Council Archaeologist: No objection, subject to 

conditions. 
 
36. Hampshire County Council School Organisation Officer:  

Planning application for up to 200 dwellings (194 eligible), on land off 
Bubb Lane sits in the catchment area of Saint James Primary School, 
West End, which we anticipate expanding at a cost of £4.358M to 
provide 210 additional places (£4.358m/210 = £20,752 per place). 
Based on the current understanding of 194 eligible dwellings, HCC 
Children’s Services seek a contribution of £1,203,638 (194 x 0.3 yield = 
58 x £20,752). All primary schools in the West End/Hedge End are full 
and are forecast to remain so for the foreseeable future. The funding 
sought for the secondary places is based on the provision of a new 
secondary school rather than an expansion of an existing school and 
therefore Children’s Services seek a contribution of £1,156,938 (194 x 
0.21 = 40.7 x £28,426). All contributions are based on 4th Quarter 2015 
prices (BCIS All in TPI), are CIL compliant and are currently within the 
pooling restrictions. 

 
37. Hampshire County Council Public Rights of Way: West End 

Footpath No 8 crosses the site between Tollbar Way and Bubb Lane 
and West End Footpath no. 9 runs adjacent to the south western 



 

 

boundary (this is not a bridleway as shown on the application).  Where 
the access road crosses Footpath 8 there should be a level, signed 
crossing point.  Cycle use of footpaths will need correct legal order and 
the shared path width is recommended at 2.5m. Works to upgrade 
footpaths need a S278 and commuted sum for maintenance and new 
kissing gates. Advice given regarding requirements to protect public 
footpaths during construction. 
 

38. West End Parish Council: Object to this application on the grounds 
of: 

 

 The outline application is contrary to the Emerging Local Plan and 
the previous Local Plan 

 The site is near to a Site of Special Scientific Interest 

 The proposed development is in the recognised Strategic Gap 

 The site is a known flood plain 

 The developer has recognised that it would be sensible to have 
access of Tollbar Way but other access points should be removed 
to stop the road being used as a rat run from Hedge End on to 
Moorgreen Road and cause congestion on Moorgreen Road and 
other surrounding roads in West End. 

 
39. Hedge End Town Council: Objection.  Proposals develop flood zone; 

strategic gap compromised; adverse effect on Moorgreen Meadows 
SSSI; Bubb Lane access dangerous, especially due to lorries from 
Chalfont Industrial Park; narrow lanes and no footways; increase in 
traffic and risk to children needing to cross fast major feeder road; 
further ribbon development potential along Tollbar Way; environmental 
impact of development. 

 
40. West End Surgery: No specific objections to this development.  

However, the proposed scheme, together with other proposed 
development in the area, would increase pressure on this service 
which is already stretched at West End.   
 

41. Highways England: We will be concerned with proposals that have 
the potential to impact the safe and efficient operation of the M27. We 
do not offer an objection to this proposal, however we strongly 
recommend that the site promoters seek opportunities to encourage 
trips outside of peak periods, this might be through a travel plan and a 
Construction Management Plan to support proposals. This would be 
conditioned in any permission you choose to give. We remain 
concerned about the potential cumulative impacts from growth on the 
safe and efficient operation of M27 Junction 7, hence the need for 
continued engagement with all partners to ensure growth can be 
delivered sustainably. To mitigate against the risk of traffic queuing 
back to the mainline carriageway as a result of growth, an improvement 
to M27 Junction 7 will be required. It is understood that it has been 
agreed that £150k (through S106) will be contributed by another 
development (now permitted) to implement a SCOOT system or similar 



 

 

at M27 Junction 7. We request urgent discussions with Eastleigh 
Borough Council to ensure an improvement is delivered timely, which 
will likely be required in the early phasing of proposed development. 

 
42. Environment Agency: no objection in principle subject to suitable 

SuDS scheme. 
 
43. HCC Floodwater team: no objection in principle subject to suitable 

SuDS scheme.  
 
44. Southern Water: there is currently inadequate capacity in the local 

network to provide foul sewage disposal to service the proposed 
development, with associated risk of flooding.  Improvements to sewers 
to provide capacity can be requested. Conditions necessary for details 
of foul and surface water (including Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems). 

 
45. Natural England: This application site is close proximity to a European 

designated site (also commonly referred to as Natura 2000 sites) and 
therefore has the potential to affect its interest features which are 
protected under the Habitats Regulations. The European sites are the 
Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  The sites are 
also listed as Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar site and also 
notified at a national level as Upper Hamble Estuary and Woods Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  In addition the application site is 
adjacent to Moorgreen Meadows SSSI.  The Local Planning Authority 
is the competent authority to consider the site interest under the 
Habitats Regulations (through a Habitats Regulations Assessment). 

 
46. Internationally designated sites (Solent and Southampton Water SPA): 

no objection subject to contributions to mitigate against adverse effects 
from recreational disturbance on the Solent SPA sites, as agreed by 
the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership. 

 
47. Nationally designated sites (Moorgreen Meadows SSSI): no objection 

with conditions.  NE is satisfied that there is not likely to be an adverse 
effect on this site if carried out in strict accordance with the submitted 
application details.  Any forthcoming permission will need to secure the 
enhancements proposed in paragraph 4.17 of the Ecological Appraisal 
report due to air quality impacts. Refer to NE standing advice for 
protected species and need for licences from NE. 

 
48. The proposals are not within, or within the setting of, any nationally 

designated landscape.  All proposals however should complement and 
where possible enhance local distinctiveness and by guided by your 
Authority’s landscape character assessment where available, and the 
policies protecting landscape character in your local plan.  It is 
expected the Local Planning Authority (LPA) will assess and consider 



 

 

the other possible impacts resulting from this proposal on the following 
when determining this application:  

 

 local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity)  

 local landscape character  

 local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species.  
 
49. The application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into 

the design which are beneficial to wildlife, such as the incorporation of 
roosting opportunities for bats or the installation of bird nest boxes. The 
LPA should consider securing measures to enhance the biodiversity of 
the site from the applicant, if it is minded to grant permission for this 
application.  Any further comments following submission of revised 
Ecological report to be reported. 

 
50. Esso Pipelines Team: Site falls outside of the zone of interest for 

Esso Petroleum Company Ltd. 
 
51. Fisher German: The Government Pipelines and Storage System 

(GPSS) may be affected by the proposed scheme.  No works or activity 
should be undertaken without first contacting the GPSS Operator for 
advice and, if required, Section 16 Consent.  Landowners and third 
parties have a duty of care not to carry out any works that have the 
potential to damage GPSS apparatus. This duty of care applies even if 
the works themselves are situated more than 3 metres from the 
pipeline. Examples of such works are mineral extraction, mining, 
explosives, piling and wind farms. 

 
52. Health and Safety Executive (HSE): would not advise against 

development in locations indicated which ensure protection of 
Government oil pipeline. 

 
53. Moorgreen Residents Association – no comments received 
 
54. NHS England – no comments received 
 
55. The Ramblers’ Association:  The site is crossed by Footpath No 8 

West End and it is shown to be retained in an appropriate setting which 
is positive point. Its physical relationship to the proposed ponds will 
need to be considered.  Bubb Lane is a pedestrian unfriendly narrow 
historical road – the new foot/cycle path adjacent should be 
incorporated into Bubb Lane as public highway and adopted.  Without 
this permanent provision permission should be refused. Safe 
arrangements for crossing Bubb Lane would be needed at the bend 
opposite the Crematorium exit. There is also a proposed entry/exit into 
the development nearby. Footpath 13 West End runs parallel and to 
the south of the railway line between Bubb Lane and Burnetts Lane 
and there needs to be a better connection between the proposed 
development and that path than exists at the moment.  There needs to 
be strong emphasis put on securing adopted pedestrian routes in a 



 

 

number of directions, including schools and the railway station, Tollbar 
Way and Bubb Lane should be reduced to a 30 mph area with traffic 
lights at the Bubb Lane / Tollbar Way junction with a pedestrian phase; 
and West End Footpath No 8 should have crossing facilities within the 
carriageway; stiles replaced with kissing gates (and Footpath 13) and 
at least a gravel surface.  

 
Policy context:  designation applicable to site 
 

 Designated Countryside; 

 Designated Strategic Gap; 

 Solent Mitigation and Disturbance Zone; 

 Government Oil Pipeline; 

 Tree Preservation Orders on individual and group trees. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
56. The 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. 

 
57. Three dimensions of sustainability given in paragraph 7 are to be 

sought jointly: economic (supporting economy and ensuring land 
availability); social (providing housing, creating high quality 
environment with accessible local services); and environmental 
(contributing to, protecting and enhancing natural, built and historic 
environment) whilst paragraph 10 advises that plans and decisions 
need to take local circumstances into account, so they respond to the 
different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in 
different areas. 

 
58. Para 17 sets out 12 core planning principles that include; 
 

 proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to 
deliver the homes, infrastructure and thriving local places that the 
country needs. Every effort should be made to identify and then 
meet the housing and other development of an area  and respond 
positively to wider opportunities needs  



 

 

 ensuring that the local plan meets the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market 
area, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery 
of the housing strategy over the plan period 

 housing applications should be considered in the context of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development    

 always seeking to secure high quality design and a good standard 
of amenity for all existing occupiers of land 

 actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use 
of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant 
development ion locations which are or can be made sustainable  

 
59. Para. 32 advises that for traffic impact development should only be 

refused if cumulative impacts are severe.  Sustainable modes of 
transport should be maximised.  

 
60. Para. 47 requires local authorities to meet local needs for affordable 

and market housing, and identify a 5-year supply of housing. 
 
61. Para. 49 states that housing applications should be considered in the 

context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered 
up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year 
supply of deliverable housing sites 

 
62. Para. 56 – Requirement for good design. 
 
63. Para. 58 – Policies and decisions should aim to ensure developments 

establish a strong sense of place; optimise the potential of the site; 
respond to local character and history; create safe and accessible 
environments; are visually attractive as result of good architecture and 
appropriate landscaping 

 
64. Para. 60 – Policies and decisions should not attempt to impose 

architectural styles or particular tastes. It is proper to seek to promote 
or reinforce local distinctiveness 

 
65. Para. 61 – Securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond 

aesthetic considerations. Planning decisions should address the 
connections between people and places and the integration of new 
development into the natural built and historic environment 

 
66. Para 69 – Decisions should aim to achieve places which promote 

meetings between members of the community, safe and accessible 
environments and developments containing clear and legible 
pedestrian routes, high quality public space which encourages the 
active and continual use of public areas. 

 



 

 

67. Para. 70 – Decisions should plan for the provision and use of shared 
space, community facilities etc. and ensure an integrated approach to 
the location of housing and other uses. 

 
68. Para.73 – Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for 

sport and recreation can make an important contribution to the health 
and well-being of communities. Information gained from assessments 
should determine what open space, sports and recreational provision 
are needed. 

 
69. Para. 103 – Ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere. 
 
70. Para. 109 – Seeks to minimise impacts on biodiversity and protect 

unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution and 
remediating contaminated land where appropriate.  

 
71. Para. 118 – Decisions should aim to conserve and enhance 

biodiversity. If significant harm cannot be avoided, mitigated or 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused. If 
development is likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI, an 
exception should only be made where the benefits clearly outweigh the 
impacts. Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around 
development should be encouraged. Permission should be refused for 
proposals resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, 
including ancient woodland unless the need for and benefits of 
development clearly outweigh the loss. 

 
72. Para. 120 – Decisions should ensure that sites are suitable for their 

new use taking into account ground conditions, any pollution from 
former activities and any pollution to general amenity.  

 
73. Para. 121 – Ensure sites are suitable for their new use in terms of 

ground conditions, land stability, etc.  
 
74. Para 123 – Avoid, mitigate and reduce noise which gives rise to 

significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life. 
 
75. Para. 128 – Where a site on which development is proposed includes 

or has the potential to include heritage assets with archaeological 
interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit 
an appropriate desk-based assessment, and where necessary a field 
evaluation. 

 
76. Para. 192 – The right information is crucial to good decision-taking, 

particularly where formal assessments are required (such as 
EIA/HRA/FRA). 

 
77. Para 196 indicates that planning law requires that planning applications 

are dealt with in accordance with the development plan unless material 



 

 

considerations indicate otherwise. The NPPF is such a material 
consideration. 

 
78. Para 203 - LPAs should consider whether otherwise unacceptable 

development could be made acceptable through the use of conditions 
or planning obligations. 

 
79. Para 204 – Obligations should only be sought where they are 

necessary, directly related, related fairly and reasonably in scale and 
kind to the development.  

 
80. Para 216 - Decision-takers can give weight to relevant policies in 

emerging plans according to the stage of preparation, the extent to 
which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies and the 
degree of consistency to the relevant policies in the emerging plan to 
the policies in the NPPF.  

 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
81. Where material, this guidance should be afforded weight in the 

consideration of planning applications.  
 
82. Determining a planning application – To the extent that development 

plan policies are material, a decision must be taken in accordance with 
the development plan unless there are material considerations that 
indicate otherwise. Where the plan is absent, silent or out of date, an 
application must be determined in accordance with the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. 

 
83. Travel Plans, transport assessment and statements in decision taking – 

supports the provision of Transport Assessments where a Local 
Planning Authority makes a judgement as to whether a proposal would 
generate significant amounts of movement. 

 
84. Design – Good quality design is an integral part of sustainable 

development. Achieving good design is about creating places, 
buildings or spaces that work well for everyone, look good, will last well 
and adapt for the needs of future generations. Good design responds 
in a practical and creative way to both the function an identity of a 
place. It puts land, water, drainage, energy, community, economic, 
infrastructure and other such resources to the best possible use over 
the long as well as the short term. 

 
85. Contamination – Local Planning Authorities need to be satisfied that 

they understand the contaminated condition of the site and that the 
development proposed is appropriate as a means of remediation and it 
has sufficient information to be confident that it will be able to grant 
permission in full at a later stage bearing in mind the need for the 
necessary remediation to be viable and practicable. 

 



 

 

86. Natural Environment – Local Planning Authorities should take into 
consideration various publications when taking biodiversity into account 
and should look for net gains. Sufficient information should be sought 
through ecological surveys etc. 

 
87. Planning Obligations – these should mitigate the impact of 

unacceptable development in order to make it acceptable. Obligations 
should be directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind. 

 
88. Water Supply, wastewater and water quality – adequate water and 

wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
development. Conditions can be used to ensure adequate 
infrastructure. 

 
The Development Plan 
 
89. The Development Plan is the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 

(2001-2011), adopted in May 2006 with an end date of 2011.  A 
number of relevant policies of this plan were formally “saved” in 2008 
by virtue of a Direction from the Secretary of State. The development 
plan also comprises the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013 - 
The application site does not lie within a Minerals Safeguarding Area. 

 
Saved Policies of the Adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 
(EBLP 2001-2011)  
 
90. The key policies of the adopted local plan are: 
 

 1.CO - seeks to limit development in the countryside to a range of 
appropriate uses - the site adjoins the urban edge as defined on the 
proposals map.  

 2.CO - planning permission will not be granted for development 
which would physically or visually diminish a strategic gap as 
identified on the proposals map  

 18.CO – seeks to limit development which has an adverse effect on 
the character of the landscape  

 22.NC – promotion of biodiversity 

 45.ES – Sustainable  Drainage requirements 

 59.BE - seeks to ensure the high quality design and landscape of 
new development, taking full and proper account of the context of 
the site including the character and appearance of the locality  

 72.H – Density – minimum 35 dwellings per hectare unless local 
circumstances and context indicate otherwise. 

 74.H – Affordable housing.- on site requirement 

 100.T – Requires development to be well served by sustainable 
forms of transport, to provide measures to minimize impact on the 
network, minimize travel demand, provide a choice of transport 
modes  



 

 

 101.T - development to provide contributions towards sustainable 
transport. 

 102.T – Requires new development to provide safe accesses that 
do not have adverse environmental implications and are to 
adoptable standard. 

 190.IN –  Infrastructure provision 

 191.IN – Developer contributions  
 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029  
 
91. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 was submitted for 

examination in July 2014.  In December 2014, the Planning Inspector 
issued his preliminary conclusions on housing need, housing supply 
and economic growth and on 11 February 2015 his final report which 
recommended non-adoption as a result of the unsoundness identified 
to date. The findings of the Inspector in relation to the borough’s 
housing requirements clearly undermine the Plan’s strategy and 
policies for guiding future development. The other proposed allocations 
and ‘Development Management’ policies remain untested. 

 
92. Overall, the weight that can be attributed to the policies of the Eastleigh 

Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 is extremely limited. Nevertheless the 
Plan has not been withdrawn and it represents the most recent 
statement of the Council’s development strategy for the borough and 
as such will be used so far as possible to guide new development 
proposals. The most relevant policies are:  

 

 S1 – promoting sustainable development 

 S2 – support for residential and other development including the 
presumption in favour of new development within the main built-up 
areas as defined by the urban edge  - the site is adjacent to, but 
outside the urban edge 

 S3 – seeks to focus as much new housing development as possible 
within the existing urban area 

 S5 – the council will seek to achieve the provision of publicly 
accessible open space including amenity spaces  

 S8 –  Footpath, cycleway, bridleway links supported   

 S9 – there is a presumption against new development in the 
countryside (all areas outside the urban edge). Development which 
physically or visually diminishes a countryside gap, or has an 
urbanising effect detrimental to the openness of the gap, the 
character of the countryside or the separate identity of the adjoining 
settlements will not be permitted     

 S11/DM9 – the land adjoining the site is significant for nature 
conservation interest  

 S12 – Heritage assets including archaeology protected 

 DM1 – includes general criteria for development including that it 
should not have an unacceptable impact on the character and 
appearance of urban areas and the countryside and that proposals 



 

 

should take full account of the context of the site (character, 
appearance, compatible with adjoining uses, scale, materials, 
density, design etc.)  

 DM2 – sets out detailed requirements for development to be 
environmentally sustainable  

 DM4 – flood  

 DM5 – Sustainable surface water and watercourse management 

 DM7 – protection from pollution 

 DM9 – seeks to protect Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Sites 
of Interests for Nature Conservation from development which may 
have a direct or indirect adverse effect. Where the benefits of 
development clearly outweigh the adverse effects on the 
conservation value of the site, measures can be taken to mitigate 
or, if this is not possible to compensate for the adverse effects.   

 DM23 – Transport – general development criteria 

 DM24 – Parking criteria given 

 DM28 – Affordable housing requirement given 

 DM29 – Minimum internal space standards specified 

 DM33 – New and enhanced recreation and open space facilities 
requirements 

 DM37 – Funding infrastructure through planning obligations 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 
 

 Supplementary Planning Document: Quality Places (November 
2011) 

 Supplementary Planning Document: Environmentally Sustainable 
Development (March 2009) 

 Supplementary Planning document : Biodiversity (December 2009) 

 Supplementary Planning Document: Residential Parking Standards 
(January 2009) 

 Supplementary Planning Document: Planning Obligations (July 
2008, updated 2010) 

 Supplementary Planning Document: Affordable Housing (July 2009) 
 
Assessment of proposal 

  
93. Sections 70(2) and 79(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

and Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
require a decision-maker determining an application to do so in 
accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. This is the starting point for consideration of the 
application.  

 
94. In terms of “other material planning considerations”, the National 

Planning Policy Framework and Guidance constitute material 
considerations of significant weight.  

 



 

 

95. It is acknowledged that the Council cannot presently demonstrate a 5 
year deliverable housing land supply and therefore housing will need to 
be provided on current countryside sites in the Borough to meet this 
requirement.  Policy 1.CO, the restrictive policy in the adopted plan in 
respect of new development in the countryside, can thus be considered 
to be a relevant policy for the supply of housing and therefore out-of-
date by virtue of NPPF paragraph 49.  It is, however, considered that 
Policy 2.CO is consistent with the NPPF and therefore can be afforded 
weight.    

 
96. Other material considerations also include the three strands of 

sustainable development and planning obligations which can indicate 
both benefits and harmful impacts as a result of the development 
proposed. 

 
97. The “Planning Balance” requires all these considerations to be weighed 

up both for and against the development proposed in the light of the 
status and weight given to them. 

 

Strategic Gap impact 
 
98. The site lies outside the urban edge in a visually prominent area of 

countryside which is also designated as part of the Strategic Gap 
between Hedge End and West End with the purpose of ensuring that 
the settlements are physically and visually separate, so safeguarding 
and enforcing their character and identities. The diminution of the 
Hedge End West End Southampton gap area would have a clear 
impact on the gap’s robustness. This is one of the main issues for 
consideration. 

 

99. In response to the discussion about the effect of the proposed 
development at Bubb Lane on the Gap designations and the landscape 
the Council’s Landscape Officer advises that the Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA) submitted does not include a proper 
analysis of the effect of the development on the designated strategic 
gap as defined in the adopted local plan under Policy 2.CO or the 
countryside gap policy S9 in the submitted plan. The LVIA does not 
explore the gap between settlements as part of the characteristics and 
function of the landscape but only considers the visual effects on the 
gap, asserting that the site plays no visual role in maintaining a gap 
between settlement boundaries and that the tree and woodland cover 
along the south western boundary provide for the physical and visual 
separation of Hedge End and the site from West End /Southampton. 
This approach demonstrates only a partial understanding of the 
purpose and function of the gap designation. With regard to the 
function of land in the countryside one of the core principles of the 
NPPF (section 17) states that development should: 

 
‘take account of the different roles and character of different areas, 
promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green 



 

 

Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it’; 

 
100. In addition to the site’s intrinsic countryside character its role in 

contributing to maintaining the separation of the settlements of Hedge 
End and West End/Southampton needs to be acknowledged in 
accordance with the above extract from the NPPF (which is not quoted 
in the LVIA or the planning statement). 

 
101. The purpose of the Strategic Gaps identified in the adopted Local Plan 

and the Countryside Gaps identified in the submitted plan are to help 
maintain the individual identity and character of settlements, avoiding 
coalescence and helping to shape settlement patterns. This principle is 
expanded in Policy 15 of the ‘South Hampshire Strategy a framework 
to guide sustainable development and change to 2026’,(not referred to 
in the LVIA) published by PUSH in October 2012 and adopted as a 
non-statutory document by the local authorities in South Hampshire to 
encourage a consistent approach across the sub region: 

 
102. Policy 15: Gaps 

 The following Gaps will be designated by PUSH authorities:- 

 between Southampton and Eastleigh/Chandlers Ford 

 between Southampton and Hedge End/Bursledon/Netley 

 between Fareham and Fareham Western Wards/Whiteley 

 between Fareham/Gosport and Stubbington/Lee-on-the-Solent. 

 The following criteria will be used by PUSH authorities to designate 
the 

 location of other Gaps and to define the boundaries of all Gaps:- 

 the designation is needed to retain the open nature and/or sense of 
separation between settlements; 

 the land to be included within the Gap performs an important role in 
defining the settlement character of the area and separating 
settlements at risk of coalescence; 

 the Gap’s boundaries should not preclude provision being made for 
the development proposed in this Strategy; 

 the Gap should include no more land than is necessary to prevent 
the coalescence of settlements having regard to maintaining their 
physical and visual separation 

 Once designated, the multifunctional capacity of Gaps should be 
strengthened wherever possible’. 

 
103. Although gaps between settlements may also provide access to green 

infrastructure and informal recreation for those living in adjoining 
settlements (as could other areas of countryside), gaps between 
settlements do not necessarily have any special landscape qualities 
apart from being predominantly undeveloped and therefore contributing 
to a perception of leaving one settlement before entering another. 

 



 

 

104. There is already a clear merging of West End and Southampton, so in 
the case of the Southampton-Hedge End/ Bursledon/ Netley Strategic 
Gap identified in the adopted local plan, the aim of maintaining 
separation between Southampton and Hedge End can only be 
achieved in places by protecting a recognisable break between West 
End and Hedge End. This is recognised in the Submitted Local Plan 
where this element of the former Strategic Gap is described as the 
‘West End and Hedge End Countryside Gap’. 

 
105. The site lies within the EBC countryside character area 9 and on the 

edge of area 11 as set out in the landscape Character Assessment for 
Eastleigh Borough. Within area 9 it is noted that there is visual intrusion 
of existing settlement edges (with reference to Hedge End) and with 
regard to area 11 (M27 Corridor) that this area could easily be 
compromised by further development. In the context of the application 
site the narrow gap between the settlements of West End and Hedge 
End is very vulnerable to development pressures in the countryside 
between Bubb Lane and Tollbar Way, given the presence of existing 
development on Moorgreen Lane, effectively extending part of the 
West End settlement across the M27 right to the edge of the proposed 
development site. It is therefore evident that the designated gap 
between Bubb lane and Tollbar Way represents the minimum area of 
land required to provide separation between the two existing 
settlements. 

 
106. However well screened the proposed development site may be from 

outside after several years its presence would be very obvious at close 
quarters to those travelling on the local roads adjoining the site and to 
those living and working in the surrounding area. The erosion of the 
gap would also be apparent to those using the footpath network to the 
south and west of the site (and clearly from the path crossing the site) 
and it is not evident that the visual impact of development from 
Moorgreen Road would be negligible after 10 years as suggested in 
the LVIA. The vehicle access points, street lights, traffic generated from 
the development and glimpses of the houses would all contribute to the 
obvious urbanisation of the gap between settlements and would 
effectively undermine the perception of leaving one settlement before 
entering another. The development would reduce the width of the gap 
between properties on Moorgreen Road and the site and the proposed 
development would therefore bring the two settlements together with 
little break on Bubb Lane.  This application does not recognise the 
importance of the site’s contribution to the gap between settlements 
and the proposals rely far too much on the medium/long term effect of 
visual screening which could not effectively mitigate the inevitable 
urbanisation of the site. 

 
107. The revised disposition of development and open space, with the 

undeveloped part of the site now located at the south west end 
following earlier discussions is a positive step and would reduce the 
impact of development on the designated gap in comparison with the 



 

 

earlier proposals. However, there are concerns about the long term 
future of the remaining undeveloped land at the southern end of the 
site which remains within the control of the applicant, not in public 
ownership, and severs the farm use.  It is clearly vulnerable to pressure 
for further development. 

 
108. Saved Policy 2.CO has been confirmed in recent appeal decisions for 

Sovereign Drive and Grange Road as an up-to-date policy of 
considerable weight and, for the purposes of the NPPF, is not a 
relevant policy for the supply of housing in NPPF terms.  By 
contravening Policy 2.CO, the development proposed also clearly does 
not comply with the adopted Development Plan and Section 38(6) 
therefore directs refusal. 

 
Landscape Impact 

 
109. The extension of built development into ordinary farmland is 

intrinsically harmful, not least due to the very loss of countryside and its 
natural landscape. With regard to the loss of the existing land use 
(pasture) the applicant has treated the effect in combination with the 
impact on specific landscape elements and concluded that the overall 
landscape effects following mitigation through planting would be 
minor/moderate after 10 years. The change from countryside to 
residential would clearly be fundamental, irreversible and incapable of 
direct mitigation.   

 
Visual Impact 

 
110. With regard to the impact on existing trees and hedges on the site 

there is no reason to doubt that the mitigation approach outlined as 
part of the proposals could be effective in the long term. At close 
quarters, from overlooking dwellings and from the public rights of way 
within and around the site there is no doubt that the development 
would be quite visible in the long term although designed within a 
landscape setting which would have a noticeable effect after several 
years. It appears that the intention is to enclose the site with boundary 
vegetation which would soften the appearance of the built elements. 
However, the desire to screen the development would also weaken any 
integration with the existing Hedge End settlement, which would 
already be difficult due to the busy Tollbar Way separation.   

 
111. Thus there are also significant concerns in terms of landscape and 

visual impact.  The combination of lack of screening from Tollbar 
Way/Bubb Lane/Moorgreen Road, topography (the site rises to a 
central ridge running the length of the site) and the existing public 
footpath views from within the site make it a highly visible countryside 
site with attractive fields and vegetation, forming a valuable area of 
landscape and countryside gap which is widely open to public view. 
Development of the site as indicated, irrespective of whether hedges 
on site boundaries can be retained, would prevent a scheme which is 



 

 

acceptable in visual or landscape terms. In summary, the development 
proposed would undermine the function of the gap between Hedge End 
and West End and have a major impact on the landscape character of 
the site and its immediate surroundings. Although the visual mitigation 
proposed may screen or soften the development in the medium to long 
term, this needs to be considered against the limited integration 
available with the adjoining part of Hedge End if the proposals were to 
go ahead. Also of concern is the future vulnerability of the south 
western end of the site which will not apparently be protected as open 
space in public control and this is a clear concern.  

 
112. Clearly the proposed development would have an adverse impact on 

the intrinsic character of the landscape in terms of the effect described 
above and would therefore be in conflict with saved policy 18.CO as 
set out in the adopted Local Plan and policy S9 in the submitted plan in 
addition to Policies 1.CO, 2.CO and 59.BE which aim to protect the 
countryside, manage the risk of settlement coalescence, protect 
landscape character and protect the character and appearance of the 
area.  

 
Access, accessibility and Highway Safety 

 

Access by Sustainable Modes 
 

113. The proposed development indicates 4 points of pedestrian and cycle 
access from Bubb lane, Moorgreen Road and Tollbar Way. Footpath 
Number 8 which runs through the site is to be upgraded and the 
developer has committed to providing a financial contribution to enable 
the Highway Authority to implement a controlled crossing on Tollbar 
Way in this vicinity in order to integrate the site with the existing 
residential area and onward journeys to key facilities.  The Transport 
Assessment also lists a commitment to provide the following 
pedestrian/cycle infrastructure: 

  3m pedestrian and cycle route on the south side of Bubb Lane 
between the proposed site access 1 (Bubb Lane) and Tollbar Way as 
shown on drawing 1382/07/C 

 3m pedestrian and cycle route on both sides of site access 2 (Tollbar 
Way) to connect to existing infrastructure as shown on drawing 
1382/11/B 

 Extension of existing footway provision on Moorgreen Road 
 

114. These works are agreed by HCC Highways and should be 
implemented if permission were granted. The Transport Assessment 
demonstrates that the site is within a reasonable walking distance to 
the majority of key facilities and a description of the existing routes 
available is set out.   A wider range of services are also available within 
a reasonable cycling distance and this is set out on an isochrones map. 
 

115. The TA also considers how the site will integrate with the nearby ‘West 
of Horton Heath’ site (WE1) which has been allocated for 950 



 

 

dwellings, a local centre and primary and secondary school and a 
commitment to provide a contribution to enable the Highway Authority 
to implement a shared footway/cycleway between Bubb Lane and 
Burnetts Lane along the eastern boundary of the crematorium site is 
acknowledged and considered necessary to provide a link between the 
proposed residential area and future school and community provision. 
 

116. Existing bus stops are located within 400m of the centre of the site and 
can be enhanced together with the installation of new stops on 
Moorgreen Road and Tollbar Way (through a financial contribution to 
HCC).  Accessibility improvements between the site and West End 
village would also be necessary if permission were to be granted. 
Hedge End Rail Station is located approximately 1150m west of the 
site with cycle storage and car parking.  There are frequent services to 
Portsmouth Harbour, Eastleigh, London Waterloo and Winchester.  
 
Access Arrangements 
 

117. The TA is supported by indicative access proposals: Site Access 1 
(Bubb Lane) includes a footway/cycleway and visibility splays which 
are to Manual for Streets standard. A Stage 1 Safety Audit has also 
been submitted for this new access. Site Access 2 (Tollbar Way) 
proposes the introduction of a fourth arm and junction enhancements 
at the existing Tollbar Way/Maunsell Way roundabout  junction. Access 
is not for consideration with this outline application and whilst the 
indicative information confirms that safe access is capable of being 
provided, this would need further assessment at reserved matters 
stage. 
 
Traffic Impact and Highway Safety 
 

118. Trip rates forecast for the development equate to 113 two way 
movements during the morning peak period (0800-0900) and 125 two 
way movements during the evening peak period (1700-1800). Because 
the points of access are not for formal consideration HCC has had 
some difficulty in considering the access strategy and trip distribution 
and assignment. It is assumed that 65% of trips will enter/exit via 
Tollbar Way with 35% onto Bubb Lane.  If the access proposals were 
to change then a revised assessment and traffic mitigation 
considerations would be needed. The Transport Assessment and 
HCC’s assessment of it includes scenario testing up to 2024 
(committed development). This scenario includes the trips associated 
proposed development at land West of Horton Health (Chalcroft Farm). 
This scenario therefore represents the worst case.  Junctions in the 
local road network have been assessed and, without mitigation works, 
many would operate over capacity during both AM and PM peak 
periods in the future year, post development scenario.  The preferred 
approach is to secure a combination of highway works and financial 
contribution towards improvement schemes in order to tackle the 
cumulative impacts of development. This would include accessibility 



 

 

improvements between the site and West End Village Centre; 
footway/cycleway improvements between Bubb Lane and Burnetts 
Lane; the installation of new bus stops on Moorgreen Road and Tollbar 
Way; a controlled crossing on Tollbar Way; junction improvements at 
Tollbar Way/Charles Watts Way/Turnpike Way and Moorgreen 
Road/Botley Road/High Street and High Street/Telegraph Road. 
 

119. A residential Travel Plan is also proposed and would be required to 
assist in reducing traffic impact and promoting sustainable modes of 
transport for the development.  This would require a bond and 
monitoring fees following final approval (under a Section 106 
agreement).  In addition a construction management plan would need 
to specify agreed lorry routes. 
 

120. Impact on Junction 7 of the M27 is assessed by Highways England, 
who raise no objection, but would wish to see the works for the 
Chalcroft Farm development implemented and a comprehensive travel 
plan for the development to assist in reducing impacts on this junction. 

 
121. Overall, therefore, with a comprehensive package of conditions and 

Section 106 obligations, and on the advice of the two highway 
authorities, it is considered that the highway impacts of the 
development can be mitigated and safe access provided. 
 

Drainage and Flood Risk 
 

122. The housing proposed does not lie within a designated flood risk area. 
However, on a sloping site, with watercourses and existing pooling on 
site, there is a need to ensure no flooding would result as well as a 
need to ensure that the hydrology of the adjacent Moorgreen Meadows 
SSSI and Solent Complex beyond is protected.  The flood risk test is to 
ensure that surface water run-off from a developed site is no worse 
than would have been the case if the site had not been developed. The 
applicants have proposed a scheme of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
System (SUDS) to ensure that this test is met and this would comprise 
new surface water drainage works including attenuation basins. In 
principle, this is accepted and supported by HCC and the Environment 
Agency as relevant floodwater management consultees. 

 
123. Southern Water’s comments on foul drainage capacity are that there is 

currently inadequate capacity in the local network and upgrades would 
be required.  These would be funded by the developer separately to 
other infrastructure required under Section 106. 
 

Trees and Biodiversity 
 

124. Refer to the detailed consultation responses from Natural England and 
the Head of Countryside and Trees.  The application site is situated 
immediately adjacent to the Moorgreen Meadows SSSI.  It is important 



 

 

that all possible impacts are examined and avoided or mitigated within 
the final development.  
 

125. The Council’s Biodiversity Officer has reviewed the revised ecology 
report and objects to the proposed SuDS scheme which currently does 
not provide adequate filtration and the development therefore risks 
impacting water quality and flows for the Solent Complex. This 
constitutes a reason for refusal. 
 

126. No rare flora species were found within the surveys undertaken on site. 
The fields nearest to the SSSI contained no orchids or other species 
associated with the SSSI.  All protected species surveys have been 
undertaken.  Great Crested Newts are not found in the SSSI. 
 

127. Increases in nitrogen deposition and acidification due to car 
movements would affect the Moorgreen Meadows SSSI woodland.  
With agreement from Natural England mitigation through a Moorgreen 
Meadows Woodland Improvement Project has been discussed and 
agreed with the applicants.  The further recreational pressure on the 
SSSI is also relieved by providing new walking routes to deflect people 
and dogs away from the SSSI. 
 

128. The proposal to conserve the hedgerow and ditch network and 
maintain current drainage across the site is supported in principle. 
There are trees of value on the site which are to be retained in this 
reduced scheme.  
 

129. In relation to Habitats Regulations Assessment, the Local Planning 
Authority, as the ‘Appropriate Authority’ under the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended), has undertaken 
an assessment of the impact of this development on the integrity of 
Natura 2000 sites that have the potential for the affected by the 
development and concluded that, with mitigation and conditions, an 
Appropriate Assessment is not required.  The identified Natura 2000 
sites are the River Itchen SAC, located approximately 1.3km to the 
northwest; and the Solent Maritime SAC and Solent and Southampton 
Water SPA and Ramsar, located approximately 3.5km and 4.6m to the 
south east respectively. 
 

Form, Layout and Design 
 

130. The application is submitted in outline with no detailed matters for 
consideration.  It is supported, however, by site analysis and indicative 
proposals which seek to demonstrate that the proposals are realistic in 
terms of site constraints and the quantum of development proposed.  
Constraints to development on this site, such as topography, existing 
protected trees, biodiversity, existing adjoining properties and drainage 
constraints have all be taken into account and addressed in the 
indicative principles shown for, layout and design of the proposals.  

 



 

 

131. It is proposed that the dwellings are laid out at average densities of 
37dph, which is considered appropriate for the site.  A mix of property 
types and tenures are proposed (including 35% affordable housing as 
required by Saved Policy 74.H), leaving sufficient land for a soft 
landscaping and open space within the public realm (primarily at site 
edges adjacent Moorgreen Road and Bubb Lane and Berrywood 
Business Village) and adjacent public footpaths and watercourses). 
 

132. The indicative architecture of the dwellings is proposed to be 
predominantly traditional with references made to examples within the 
local area. In accordance with Saved Policy 147.OS it is proposed that 
new public open space and play area would be provided and the 
existing public footpath which crosses the site between Tollbar Way 
and Bubb Lane would be retained.  HCC have sought upgrades to this 
path if permission were to be granted. 
 

Sustainable Development 
 

133. In investigating whether this site can be said to be sustainable, the 
NPPF sets out three ‘threads’ to sustainability: economic; social; and 
environmental. It goes on to state that “These roles should not be taken 
in isolation, because they are mutually dependent.”  
 

134. Economic Sustainability: One of the core planning principles of the 
NPPF is to proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development to deliver, amongst other things, the homes that the 
country needs. As with any new housing, it’s would bring people into 
the area which would be a continuing economic benefit that would 
support growth in the local economy. A New Homes Bonus would also 
be paid and the development would create construction jobs.  In 
addition to this development comes the ability to collect financial 
developer contributions to offset certain impacts of the development, 
such as transport contributions towards improvements to the local 
network and contributions towards the provision of enhanced 
community infrastructure. Provided they are offered and do outweigh 
the impacts of the scheme, these are all considered benefits and 
overall, the proposals are considered to be economically sustainable. 
 

135. Social Sustainability: The proposal, as well as providing market 
housing, also includes the provision of 35% affordable housing which 
would support social wellbeing through the provision of a mixed and 
balanced community.  In the context of the acknowledged shortfall 
against need, new housing provision is a social benefit which weighs in 
favour of the scheme. However, the scheme does little to contribute 
toward social cohesion or the protection of individual community 
identity. 
 

136. Environmental Sustainability: whilst offering environmental benefits 
through the green infrastructure proposed with the development and 
being sited in a sustainable location in terms of transport access to 



 

 

services, facilities and employment, there is considerable harm to the 
countryside, strategic gap and character of the area as detailed in full 
above. There are also concerns around the adequacy of the SuDS 
scheme in relation to ecologically sensitive areas. Because of the 
social and environmental impacts the development is not considered to 
constitute “sustainable development” in NPPF terms. 
 

Planning obligations 
 

137. In accordance with the guidance contained within the NPPF, Saved 
Policies 74.H, 101.T, 147.OS and 191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM32 and DM37 of 
the Submission Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, the Council’s 
‘Planning Obligations’ SPD and the requirements of Regulation 122 of 
the Community Infrastructure Regulations, there is a requirement for 
planning obligations to ensure on and off-site provision for facilities and 
infrastructure made necessary by the development, or to mitigate 
against any increased need/pressure on existing facilities. This is in 
addition to the requisite on-site provision of affordable housing. 

 
138. Contributions / Obligations towards the provision of the following 

infrastructure would need to be secured via a Section 106 agreement 
index linked as per the Planning Obligations SPD and HCC 
requirements. These are not, however, yet agreed with the applicants 
and are not exhaustive and are without prejudice: 
 

 On-site public open space provision, adoption and maintenance 

 On-site play area provision, adoption and maintenance 

 On-site footway link improvements and adoption/maintenance 

 35% on-site affordable housing  

 Primary and secondary education contributions 

 Public art provision 

 Health facilities contributions 

 Travel plan provision and monitoring 

 Transport infrastructure contributions and highway works 

 Road Traffic Order contributions 

 Community Infrastructure contributions 

 Sustainable drainage management 

 Moorgreen Meadows SSSI nitrogen deposition and recreational 
impact mitigation contributions 

 Employment and Skills Plan provision and implementation 

 Solent Disturbance Mitigation Project contributions 
 

139. The projects and measures identified for contribution expenditure 
would comply with the 3 tests set out in Regulation 122 of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. 
 
 
 



 

 

Conclusion 
 
140. Despite plan amendments for this second application which reduce the 

area and quantum of housing proposed, the development would result 
in the significant loss of undeveloped countryside and Strategic Gap 
land and would be detrimental to the objective of protecting and 
enforcing the identity of the existing settlements and communities of 
West End and Hedge End by in effect joining them physically and 
visually.  The loss of this countryside would also significantly harm the 
landscape character and visual amenity of this area. This is in clear 
conflict with the saved and up-to-date policies of the Development Plan 
including Policies 2.CO, 18.CO and 59.BE, which are not housing 
supply policies.  The application should be refused unless other 
material considerations, including the NPPF, are considered to be 
overriding. 
 

141. From the above assessment, the development can demonstrate 
elements of being economically, socially and environmentally 
sustainable and, in the  current absence of a 5 year housing supply, 
these NPPF considerations must be afforded due weight. However, the 
proposals are not considered to be fully sustainable given, the 
significant impacts and harm which would result, and there is no overall 
benefit in terms of sustainability. 
 

142. The impacts of the development are considered to significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh its benefits and in the absence of material 
considerations which clearly demonstrate that the proposals should be 
determined other than in accordance with the development plan, the 
application is therefore recommended for refusal of outline permission. 
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