
 

 

07/11/2016 
 
APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED FOR DECISION 
 
HEDGE END, WEST END & BOTLEY Monday 07 November 2016   Case Officer Gary Osmond 

 
 
SITE: 67 - 71 High Street, West End, Southampton, SO30 3DS 
 
Ref. F/16/78928 Received: 15/07/2016     (14/11/2016) 
 
 
APPLICANT: Mr N Evans 

 
PROPOSAL: Change of use of part of rear garden of no. 9 Severn Way 

to provide parking for existing car dealership and erection 
of single storey extension to workshop building to provide 
an additional service bay 

  
AMENDMENTS:  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

 
 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS: 
 
(1) The proposed change of use of existing domestic garden land into 

parking/hardstanding for the neighbouring car dealership is considered to be an 
unacceptable and excessive expansion of a non-conforming commercial 
operation into a residential area, to the detriment of the pattern of development in 
the locality and the prevailing character of the area. As such the application is 
considered to be contrary to saved Policies 59.BE, 120.E & 133.TC of the 
adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM1, DM11 
& DM12 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014, 
and the Council's 'Quality Places' and 'Character Area Appraisals' 
Supplementary Planning Documents. 

  
(2) The proposed change of use of neighbouring domestic garden land into 

parking/hardstanding and the erection of an additional workshop/serving bay 
would result in an unacceptable overdevelopment and over intensification of a 
use which is no longer considered compatible with the nature of the surrounding 
area, to the detriment of the area's amenity and prevailing character. As such the 
application is considered to be contrary to saved Policies 59.BE, 120.E & 133.TC 
of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM1, 
DM11 & DM12 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 



 

 

2014, and the Council's 'Quality Places' and 'Character Area Appraisals' 
Supplementary Planning Documents. 

  
(3) Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that the proposed 

development - both the change of use of land and new workshop/servicing bay - 
together with the resulting intensification of use, will not result in an unacceptable 
level of disturbance through noise, lighting and odours to surrounding residential 
properties and other neighbouring uses, to the detriment of occupiers of those 
properties and contrary to saved Policies 29.ES, 32.ES, 36.ES, 59.BE & 120.E of 
the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM1, 
DM7 & DM12 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 
2014, and the Council's 'Quality Places' Supplementary Planning Document. 

  
(4) The proposed development would provide insufficient on-site parking to serve the 

needs of the car dealership and will result in continued use of the public highway 
for the parking of staff and business vehicles. This, together with the use of the 
public highway for the loading and unloading of car transporters will continue to 
inconvenience local residents and reduce available public parking for other High 
Street businesses, to the detriment of their amenity and the wider vitality and 
viability of West End local centre. As such the application is considered to be 
contrary to saved Policies 59.BE, 120.E & 133.TC of the adopted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM1, DM11 & DM12 of the 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014, and the 
Council's 'Quality Places' Supplementary Planning Document. 

  
(5) The proposal fails to make contributions towards off-site transport works, the 

need for which will increase as a direct result of the development proposed. The 
proposal is therefore contrary to Supplementary Planning Document 'Planning 
Obligations', saved Policies 101.T & 191.IN of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review (2001-2011), Policies DM23 & DM37 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough 
Local Plan 2011-2029, and paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

  
Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the assessment of the 
following plans: Loc 01, 02, 03, 04, 05 & 06. 

 
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. 

  
 

 
 
 
Report: 

 
This application has been referred to Committee on the basis of a previous 
scheme being determined by committee for this site and because of the public 
interest shown. 



 

 

 
Description of Application 

 
1. The application seeks consent for the change of use of a substantial part of 

the rear garden of No.9 Severn Way to provide additional parking/external 
display space for the neighbouring Viking Kia car dealership, together with the 
erection of an additional workshop bay to the existing workshop building at the 
rear of the main dealership building. This will require the creation of additional 
hardstanding and retaining walls, as well as new boundary treatment. 

 
Site Area 

 
2. The land relating to the proposed change of use equates to approximately 540 

square metres in area, which is an increase of just under 30% of the total site 
area of the existing dealership. 

 
Topography 

 
3. The natural topography in the immediate area slopes steeply down from east 

to west, with the nearby Lower New Road siting in a natural valley. The 
gardens to properties in Severn Way and Lower New Road, as well as the 
rear service areas of the current dealership are tiered, with the dealership 
having an upper and lower level with ramped access between the two, as well 
as retaining walls. The area proposed for the additional parking would be an 
extension of the upper level, which sits approximately two metres higher than 
the lower level. This upper parking level in turn sits around two metres lower 
than the gardens to the east and around four to five metres higher than the 
neighbouring gardens in Lower New Road. 

 
Trees & Boundary Treatment 

 
4. There are no trees centrally within the proposed site but the western boundary 

with Lower New Road properties are lined by tall conifers and with more mixed 
species along the boundary with No.8 Severn Way. Work has already been 
undertaken to remove and lop these conifers and the proposals include their 
complete removal and replacement with new evergreen shrub planting. 

 
Site Characteristics 

 
5. The dealership fronts onto West End High Street, where it also has its main 

access. There is a secondary access available from Lower New Road but this 
does not provide vehicular access to the rear parking areas. The site was 
previously used as a petrol filing station but has been in use as a car 
dealership since the 1970s, although activities on site have expanded 
considerably over recent years with additional workshop, showroom and 
display space being created. 

 
6. The area proposed for the change of use is currently unused by the current 

occupiers of No.9, who are renting the property from the applicant and do not 
have access to what is the original garden to the property. The site is currently 



 

 

unkempt and has been used to deposit soil and rubble from recent works to 
the rear of No.2c Lower New Road, the garden of which has also been turned 
into additional parking for the dealership. 

 
Character of Locality 

 
7. The current dealership site lies within the main West End commercial centre, 

albeit the total area covered by the dealership has expanded in recent years. 
This local centre includes mainly retail and leisure uses, as well as residential, 
and while the dealership has used the site for many years it is a use that does 
now sit a little at odds with the prevailing character of the High Street.  

 
8. The land proposed for change of use sits outside the defined local commercial 

centre boundary within an area which in planning terms is considered to be 
residential in nature. 

 
Relevant Planning History 

 

REFERENCE DESCRIPTION DECISION 

WIR21097000
00 

Erection of filling station and car 
wash and retention of low level 
workshop following demolition of 
filling station and workshop. 

PERMIT 
OUTLINE – 
26/07/1971 

WIR21097001
00 

Construction of service areas and 
erection of canopy, following 
demolition of existing canopy, kiosk 
and service area. 

PERMIT – 
24/07/1972 

WIR21097002
00 

Redevelopment as self-service 
garage with ancillary offices stores, 
vehicle repair workshops and 
showroom, in place of that permitted 
under WIR.21097/1. 

PERMIT – 
27/04/1973 

Z/25682/000/0
0 

Erection of a workshop. PERMIT – 
13/11/1981 

Z/25682/001/0
0 

Erection of single storey building to 
be used as a car cleaning and 
preparation bay. 

REFUSED – 
04/12/1981 

Z/25682/002/0
0 

Construction of two storey car park. PERMIT – 
15/02/1985 

Z/25682/003/0
0 

Alterations to existing garage 
including enlarged showroom, paint 
spray booth, change of use of flat to 
office accommodation. 

PERMIT – 
04/08/1987 

Z/25682/004 Change of use from part of garden to 
2B Lower New Road to hardstanding 

PERMIT – 
14/11/1994 



 

 

REFERENCE DESCRIPTION DECISION 

within curtilage of Viking Garages 
Ltd. 

Z/25682/005/0
0 

Front extension to show room and 
addition of covered display area and 
amendment to elevations. 

PERMIT – 
16/01/1995 

Z/25682/009/0
0 

Relief from condition 3 on application 
25682/5 lifting restriction on areas for 
parking of staff and customer 
vehicles. 

PERMIT – 
12/11/1996 

Z/25682/010/0
0 

Installation of satellite antenna. PERMIT – 
06/03/1997 

Z/25682/012/0
0 

Single storey front extension to bring 
shop front in line with existing 
showroom. 

PERMIT – 
16/01/2004 

F/04/51051 Construction of additional showroom 
to replace part of existing external 
sales area. 

PERMIT – 
24/06/2004 

F/11/69233 Increase in height and provision of 
new roof on side and rear elevation, 
recladding of part of building, 
refurbishment of existing workshop 
areas, provision of mezzanine and 
ground works with retaining structure 
to provide car parking to rear at 
lower ground floor. 

PERMIT – 
14/09/2011 

F/15/75788 Change of use from domestic garden 
to provide ancillary parking for 
existing car dealership. 

REFUSE – 
13/03/2015 

F/15/76543 Change of use from domestic garden 
to provide ancillary parking for 
existing car dealership 
(resubmission). 

PERMIT – 
29/09/2015 

 
9. As can be seen, the dealership site – at least its frontage – has been used as 

a filing station and for car repairs since and prior to the early 1970s. Over the 
last 45 years there has been a gradual expansion of the site and facilities, 
particularly in the last decade or so. While some of these approvals were not 
implemented, the dealership has grown considerably and is now one of two 
main Kia dealerships covering Southampton/Winchester and the wider 
surrounding area. 

 
Representations Received 

 



 

 

10. At the time of writing, a total of 29 representations have been received from 18 
addresses, 12 of which are immediate or very close neighbours to the 
application site. All raise objections and concerns to the proposals and 
highlight the following points/issues: 

 

 Loss of garden land 

 Encroachment into a residential area 

 Loss of trees 

 Increased area of hardstanding 

 Overdevelopment  

 Drainage 

 Flooding  

 Noise 

 Light pollution 

 Smells 

 Disturbance/disruption 

 No thought for neighbouring residential properties 

 Increased traffic and customers 

 Stability of neighbouring ground 

 Land contamination 

 Pollution 

 Existing car wash area is not properly drained 

 Encroachment onto neighbouring land 

 Overlooking and loss of privacy 

 Visually intrusive 

 Cars already park in public laybys and neighbouring residential streets 

 Transporters unloading on the High Street, pavements and in the bus stop 

 Has outgrown existing site and no longer suitable for West End High Street 

 Dealership needs to move to a proper industrial site 

 Further expansion will result in more harm to village 

 No consultation with neighbours 

 Land did not ‘unexpectedly’ become available, the applicant actively 
approached the previous owner of the site to sell 

 If approved, where will the expansion stop? 

 No community benefits to proposals 

 Most employees are not local to West End and cause parking problems 

 Concerns that Severn Way could be used to access the site 
 

Consultation Responses 
 

11. Head of Transportation & Engineering (Transport Planner) – No objection. 
 

12. Whilst it may be that the dealership is essentially outgrowing the site, and 
realistically requires an alternative location, as outlined in previous comments 
and with the additional information provided, it would not be anticipated that 
the application would have a severe additional impact on the local highway 
network. As such in line with the NPPF, there is no viable reason for refusal on 
highway grounds. 



 

 

 
13. However, it was commented that if the dealership has a site available at 

Chalcroft Business Park for vehicle storage, and that considering the vast 
majority of vehicles delivered are onwards driven out to Chalcroft Business 
Park, it would make sense that this was made the transporter destination.  The 
purpose of the bus stop is for buses, not deliveries, and as such if the change 
in drop-off location can be made as outlined, this would be beneficial to the 
current situation. 

 
14. It was also highlighted that if the current number of demonstrator vehicles 

parked on the public highway stands at 8, and this will reduce to 3 following 
the development, then this is beneficial. However, it should be pointed out that 
the highway should not be utilised for private business parking, and as such it 
would be requested that the garage do its best to be a considerate neighbour 
and ensure parking is on-site as much as possible. Continued complaints from 
residents could potentially result in TRO restrictions, and as such it would be 
beneficial to the garage themselves to reduce their highway parking needs as 
far as possible. 

 
15. Head of Transportation & Engineering (Development Management 

Engineer) – The submitted drainage strategy appears acceptable in principle 
but further details with regards to the proposed parking area’s construction are 
still required in order to ensure that water is retained and drains to the 
proposed storage crates system and does not flow off the parking surface into 
neighbouring gardens. 

 
16. Head of Environmental Health – Following complaints from neighbours noise 

measurements have been taken on site. Based on these measurements the 
existing noise levels would not be sufficient in Environmental Health terms to 
amount to a statutory nuisance, although it is acknowledged that this was only 
a very short sample period on one morning. 
 

17. With regard to the current application, the main uncertainty, relates to the 
likely growth of activities generating noise that might arise. While it is unlikely 
there would be any new types of noise, there might be more occasions when 
noise is generated. No specific information on this matter has been provided in 
support of the application to help on this point. This uncertainty does raise 
concern and this is also reflected in the significant community concern about 
noise that the application has triggered. A review of the additional information 
submitted still does not adequately address this issue. However, the 
suggested mitigation measures put forward by the applicant, such as ensuring 
workshop doors are kept closed are welcomed, although it has been noted 
that the workshop doors usually appear to be left open whenever Council 
officials have visited. 

 
18. West End Parish Council – No objection on planning grounds but concerns 

of objectors were noted. 
 

Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site 
 



 

 

 Within Built-up Area Boundary 

 Within West End Local Centre 

 Within Established Residential Area 
 

Development Plan Saved Policies and Emerging Local Plan Policies 
 

 Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 saved Policies: 25.NC, 
29.ES, 32.ES, 36.ES, 45.ES, 59.BE, 63.BE, 101.T, 120.E, 133.TC & 
191.IN 

 

 Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, July 2014 Policies: 
DM1, DM5, DM7, DM9, DM11, DM12, DM23, DM24 & DM37 

 
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: Character Area Appraisals – Hedge 
End, West End and Botley (January 2008) 

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

 
National Planning Policy Framework 

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

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

 
20. Also of relevance are paragraphs 17, 19 and 23. Paragraph 17 states that one 

of the twelve core principles of the NPPF is that planning should “proactively 
drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, 
business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the 
country needs.” Paragraph 19 states that “The Government is committed to 
ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support 
sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not 



 

 

act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight 
should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the 
planning system.” Paragraph 23 states that planning “should be positive, 
promote competitive town centre environments and set out policies for the 
management and growth of centres”. 

 
21. Paragraph 17 sets out twelve core principles that underpin the planning 

system, one of which is that planning should “always seek to secure high 
quality design and good standard of amenity for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings”. 

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

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

 
23. Paragraph 56 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that “The 

Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. 
Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from 
good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for 
people.” 

 
24. It goes on to say in paragraph 64 that “Permission should be refused for 

development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for 
improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.” 

 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance  

 
25. Where material, this guidance should be afforded weight in the consideration 

of planning applications.  
 

Policy Commentary 
 

26. The above policies and guidance combine to form the criteria against which 
this application will be assessed with particular regard to: the principle of that 
proposed; the stated reasons for the application; its layout, design and impact 
upon the street scene; impact upon the character of the area; parking and 
highway safety issues; flooding and drainage; noise, disturbance and the 
amenity of surrounding uses, particularly in relation to residential properties; 
trees, landscaping and nature conservation. 

 
Comment on Consultation Responses and Representations Received 

 
27. All comments are noted and responses to the main planning related issues 

are given below. 
 

Assessment of Proposal: Development Plan and / or Legislative 
Background 

 



 

 

28. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:- 
 
29. "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." 

 
30. In this case policy issues for consideration include: 

 
Principle 

 
31. 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 Planning Documents. The most 
relevant policy in this case is saved Policy 59.BE of the adopted 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, a satisfactory means of access and 
layout for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians, to 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. 

 
32. Also of relevance are saved Policies 29.ES and 32.ES which relate to issues 

of noise and pollution. Policy 29.ES states that “Industrial or commercial 
development which would result in any noise-sensitive premises being subject 
to a loss of amenity by means of an excessive increase in noise and/or 
vibration exposure, will not be permitted.” Whereas Policy 32.ES states that, 
“Proposals for uses which may generate air, land or water pollution, will only 
be permitted if the Borough Council is satisfied that they have been designed 
to control their impact to an acceptable level.” 

 
33. Saved Policy 36.ES relates to lighting and states that “Permission will be 

refused for proposals which do not incorporate well designed lighting, where 
lighting is necessary.” This is also one of the requirements of Policy 63.BE 
which relates to good car park design. 

 
34. Saved Policy 45.ES relates to surface water disposal and states that 

“Development proposals must incorporate adequate measures for the disposal 
of surface water from the development including, where practicable, source 
control techniques and sustainable drainage systems, incorporating future 
maintenance of the system.” 

 
35. Saved Policy 120.E relates to the redevelopment or extension of existing 

employment sites which lie outside of the designated industrial employment 
areas. The policy sets out a number of criteria which must be met if a proposal 



 

 

is to be considered acceptable of which numbers i. & ii. are most applicable. 
These state that development will only be considered acceptable if “They: i. 
cause no demonstrable harm to the amenities and environment of occupiers 
of nearby existing or proposed housing;” and “ii. do not generate traffic which 
would result in unacceptable traffic levels on adjoining roads or endanger 
other road users”. 

 
36. Also of relevance is saved Policy 133.TC which relates to development within 

identified town, local and village centres. This policy is intended to help protect 
existing centres by ensuring that any development within them is appropriate 
and will not undermine the centre or other nearby local centres. However, the 
development proposed in this instance does not easily fit in with the 
requirements of the policy due to the nature of the existing use and the fact 
that the main element of the application – the change of use of residential land 
– falls outside the identified West End village centre. 

 
37. In very basic principle terms therefore, that proposed is acceptable. However, 

the acceptability of the development put forward and any granting of planning 
approval will be entirely dependent upon the likely resulting impact of that 
proposed upon neighbouring properties, in particular residential properties, as 
well as the wider West End village centre. 

 
Reasons for Application 

 
38. The principle reason stated for the application is to provide additional space 

for the current business, which struggles at present to accommodate all the 
vehicles associated with the dealership – new cars, demonstrators, used cars 
for sale, servicing of vehicles, customer and staff parking, etc. – with the 
business regularly having to use the public highway for staff and demonstrator 
car parking. The proposed change of use of land is intended to provide 
additional hardstanding for car sales display, which will free up some of the 
existing external sales area for further customer and demonstrator parking. 

 
39. The other part of the application is for the construction of an additional vehicle 

servicing and workshop bay to provide for increased customer demand. This 
will result in some existing parking spaces being lost but these would be 
compensated for by the additional parking provided by changing the garden of 
No.9 Severn Way into additional hardstanding. 

 
Layout, Design & Street Scene 

 
40. The proposed new service and workshop bay would be located behind the 

main building and sit to the right of the existing pair of service bays to the 
eastern side of the building, although would be accessed from the rear. This 
would result in the loss of three parking spaces to make way for the extension 
and a further two spaces on the other side of the existing vehicle ramp and 
opposite the new workshop door in order to provide room to manoeuvre 
vehicles in and out. Although resulting in the loss of spaces, this would be 
compensated for within the larger change of use element of the application. In 
terms of its appearance and physical size, the additional workshop raises no 



 

 

concerns with regards to impact upon the street scene or general visual 
character of the area. 

 
41. Equally, the proposed conversion of the majority of the rear garden to No.9 

Severn Way into hardstanding/parking raises no significant issues in terms of 
the street scene, given that it is set well back from the site frontage and would 
only be visible from the street through the existing main site access. However, 
the proposed gabion retaining structures and the large area of hardstanding 
would appear as a rather alien and developed feature when viewed from the 
surrounding green residential gardens. 

 
Area Character 

 
42. The main issue of concern however is the impact that such a large expansion 

of the current dealership into a residential area would have upon the visual 
and physical character of the area, as well as the inevitable intensification of 
use. It is acknowledged that the residential site affected does sit on the 
existing edge of the West End local centre. However, that proposed is a clear 
and quite dramatic encroachment into domestic gardens and well outside the 
accepted edge of the commercial activities of the local centre. It is accepted 
that permissions have been granted over the years for expansion of the 
dealership site, most recently last year, and it is clear from the shape of the 
site and neighbouring plots that various surrounding gardens have been 
bought up and converted into additional areas of parking and hardstanding 
over the years. However, none have been on the scale of that currently 
proposed, which at 540 square metres would represent an almost 30% 
increase in the current size of the dealership site. It would also result in more 
residential properties directly bordering the site and provide more potential for 
conflict between residential and commercial uses. 

 
Parking & Highway Safety Issues 

 
43. The parking of Kia demonstrator cars on the High Street and surrounding 

streets has been raised as a matter of concern by a number of objectors to the 
application. This is obviously not good practice and results in reduced public 
parking for customers of other businesses within the local centre and 
inconvenience for residents. The applicant acknowledges that this is a regular 
practice and has used this as one of the reasons to justify the proposed 
expansion of the dealership site. However, even the applicant’s supporting 
information states that if approved the proposal would only result in the 
removal of five of the current eight demonstrator vehicles which currently 
regularly park on the highway, meaning that three valuable public spaces 
would still be unavailable for members of the public to use. 

 
44. While an improvement over the present situation, the fact that an expansion of 

the scale proposed will still not provide sufficient room on site for the 
dealership’s demonstrator vehicles does raise the important question of 
whether the site is still suitable for a dealership of this size to run on a day to 
day basis without having any negative impact upon surrounding uses or other 
businesses within the local centre. 



 

 

 
45. If shortage of parking for demonstrator vehicles was the only issue raised, 

then perhaps this is something that could be dealt with through appropriate 
management. However, concerns have also been raised that dealership staff 
regularly park in surrounding streets as there is insufficient space on-site. The 
proposed scheme would provide no on-site staff parking, meaning that the 
current problems of on-street parking by dealership staff would not be 
addressed were the application approved. The applicant does highlight that a 
number of the sales staff have access to the demonstrator vehicles for travel 
to and from work. While this could free up on-street parking in the evenings 
and overnight, it provides no benefit during the day when the dealership is 
open, which is also the time when the vast majority of other local businesses 
also require public parking for customers. 

 
46. Again, the lack of ability to provide any form of staff parking despite the 

increase in size raises the question of whether the site is still suitable for a 
modern dealership of this size. 

 
47. A further highway concern which has been raised is the loading and unloading 

of car transporters on the High Street, given that there is no room on site for 
transporters to pull off the road. The applicant has stated that this is a regular 
practice which has been ongoing for a number of years and that there is an 
‘understanding’ between the dealership and the local police. The applicant has 
also stated that transporters make use of a nearby bus stop layby to ensure 
that through traffic on the High Street is not obstructed. However, some 
objectors have noted that this has resulted in buses being unable to stop 
safely and that on occasions transporters have parked on the pavement to 
load and unload. The applicant has stated that there are on average one or 
two deliveries a week, and that the vast majority of cars delivered are then 
driven onward to a storage site at Chalcroft Business Park. Although this may 
appear to be a relatively small number of deliveries in a week, the nature of 
the car industry is such that this number can substantially increase during the 
busy periods when new registrations become available. 

 
48. Given the narrow and quite constrained nature of West End High Street, the 

presence of any large HGV, such as a car transporter will inevitably cause 
some inconvenience to other traffic. It is accepted that neighbouring 
businesses such as the Asda supermarket will have regular and more frequent 
deliveries but this is a business with a dedicated on-site loading bay and 
service yard and which will have the majority of its deliveries outside of peak 
traffic periods, thereby not inconveniencing neighbouring uses and residents. 

 
49. Although no formal objection has been raised by the Head of Transportation 

and Engineering, this is purely on the grounds that these are established 
practices, thereby making it difficult to object on planning grounds given that 
theoretically the existing situation would be made no worse. However, it is also 
clearly highlighted in the consultation response that the regular practice of 
using the public highway for the parking of business vehicles and the loading 
and unloading of transporters is not something that is encouraged, and that 



 

 

the applicant should do their upmost to limit and ideally stop these 
occurrences. 

 
50. It also queries why car transporters regularly use the High Street to load and 

unload when the dealership has access to a storage site at Chalcroft Business 
Park. Not only is Chalcroft far better suited for use by HGVs, but the 
transporters would be able to make their deliveries more easily and efficiently. 
It would also stop the practice of new cars being driven from the dealership to 
the storage site only to have to be driven back later when required by a 
customer, thereby reducing traffic and inconvenience for other West End 
businesses and residents. The applicant has said that they will endeavour to 
alter where deliveries are made, although it should rightly be questioned why 
this has not been done before if the dealership has access to an alternative 
storage site? 

 
51. The provision of additional customer, demonstrator and servicing parking on 

site would certainly help the present situation and assist in freeing up on-street 
parking for its originally intended purpose, i.e. for the public to use. While 
welcome, this benefit will only be sustained if the level of activity at the 
dealership remains at its present level. However, that is obviously not the 
intension of the applicant given that the application also includes an additional 
service bay to provide three in total, a theoretical 50% increase in capacity. 
The provision of three further dedicated parking spaces for servicing of 
vehicles also implies an intension to expand capacity on site, all of which 
would appear to corroborate the concerns of objectors regarding further 
intensification of use on site and all that entails. 
 

52. Notwithstanding the lack of a formal objection from the Head of Transportation 
and Engineering, officers are of the view that the present situation of business 
vehicles utilising public parking areas, no provision of staff parking on site and 
the regular use of the High Street to load and unload transporters is entirely 
unacceptable. If the proposed development could alleviate these issues 
entirely, then it would add more weight in favour of the application. However, 
even the applicant acknowledges that many of the current practices would 
continue despite the sizable expansion proposed for the site. As such it is felt 
more than reasonable to include a reason for refusal based on the inability of 
the resulting development to meet the minimum parking requirements of a 
dealership of this size. 

 
Flooding & Drainage 

 
53. A serious concern that has been specifically raised by residents in Lower New 

Road is that of flooding and drainage. Lower New Road runs along the bottom 
of a fairly steeply sloped valley and acts as a natural route for surface water. 
Properties along the eastern side of the street already suffer from severe 
drainage issues which have resulted in residents having to spend 
considerable amounts of money on major repairs to their properties. While 
there is nothing to suggest that the existing large areas of hardstanding to the 
rear of the dealership are to blame, the concerns expressed that the proposed 



 

 

substantial increase in hard surfacing and loss of planted garden could make 
the present drainage situation much worse are entirely understandable. 

 
54. Following a request from the case officer additional information in the form of a 

possible drainage strategy has been submitted to support the application. This 
proposes a system of gullies connected to an underground storage tank where 
water would then be discharged into the existing public sewer via a flow 
control valve. In principle this would appear to be a feasible strategy and 
would be significantly better than the originally intended basic soakaways but 
further construction details are required to ensure that there would be no 
overflow of water onto neighbouring gardens. Confirmation is also likely to be 
required that Southern Water would be willing to allow the proposed drainage 
system to link to the public sewer and if Environment Agency consent is also 
required. 

 
55. If these consents can be obtained and it is demonstrated that the proposed 

strategy would work in practice, then it has the potential to greatly improve the 
present situation for properties in Lower new Road, provided it is constructed 
and maintained to the necessary standards. While there is still a question 
mark over the issue of drainage, it is considered that the additional details 
required could be secured via a suitably worded condition should planning 
approval be granted. 

 
Noise, Disturbance & Amenity 

 
56. The majority of those living close to the site and who have commented on the 

proposals have highlighted ongoing issues of noise and disturbance due to 
activities at the dealership. These include the constant manoeuvring of 
vehicles – which is not helped by the shingle surface of the lower parking area 
– the noise of the pressure washer and compressor in the car wash area, the 
sound of air tools and other workshop noises, radios, horns beeping, car 
alarms, doors slamming, engines revving, etc., as well as poorly positioned 
security lights. In their defence, the applicant points out that there has been a 
garage on site for many years and by living next to a commercial area, 
residents should be willing to expect a degree of disturbance. While not an 
entirely unreasonable argument, there is some sympathy with the comments 
made by residents. 

 
57. Yes, it is accepted that there has been a garage including some form of car 

repairs on site for many years. However, this was on a much smaller scale 
than the present dealership and that which would result if the application is 
approved. As can be seen from the site’s planning history, there has been a 
steady expansion of the business and the amount of land it uses over recent 
years. This increase in scale inevitably brings with it increased levels of 
activity, which in turn will have a greater impact upon those living nearby in 
terms of disturbance. 

 
58. Saved Policy 29.ES of the adopted Local Plan states that “Industrial or 

commercial development which would result in any noise-sensitive premises 
being subject to a loss of amenity by means of an excessive increase in noise 



 

 

and/or vibration exposure, will not be permitted.” Equally, saved Policy 36.ES 
which relates to lighting states that “Permission will be refused for proposals 
which do not incorporate well designed lighting, where lighting is necessary.” It 
therefore needs to be demonstrated by the applicant that the proposed 
development and the increase in operations on site which it would allow will 
not result in any further unacceptable loss of amenity for those living nearby, 
in particular for those sensitive neighbouring residential properties. While the 
number and location of security lights could be controlled via a suitably 
worded condition as part of a planning approval, the impact of disturbance 
from the other site operations is less clear. 

 
59. Following a request from the case officer, further information in relation to 

noise and disturbance was submitted in support of the application. This has 
been reviewed by the Head of Environmental Health, who is also investigating 
recent noise complaints relating to activities at the dealership. As can be seen 
from the consultation response above, while existing noise levels do not 
appear to be to a level where enforcement action is required, concerns remain 
that inadequate information/evidence has been provided to demonstrate that 
the proposed development and resulting intensification of use on site will not 
result in any unacceptable impact upon the amenity of neighbouring 
occupiers. As such this lack of evidence forms one of the suggested reasons 
for refusal. 

 
Trees, Landscaping & Nature Conservation 

 
60. The loss of garden land and trees has been raised as one of the reasons for 

objecting to the application, together with impact upon local wildlife and 
biodiversity. While some trees on site have been felled, none were subject to 
any preservation orders. In terms of biodiversity, the garden to No.9 being laid 
mostly to lawn is likely to have very limited habitat potential. These could not 
therefore be used as any reasonable grounds to refuse the application. New 
evergreen landscaping is proposed around the edges of the site. While it may 
well provide suitable visual screening it would do little in terms of enhancing 
biodiversity. 

 
Planning Obligations / Considerations 

 
61. The proposed additional workshop and servicing bay will result in additional 

custom for the dealership, which in turn will result in increased movements to 
and from the site, thereby raising the need for transport contributions to 
mitigate the increase pressure on the local road network. A figure has been 
calculated by the Head of Transportation and Engineering which the applicant 
has agreed to secure should there be a resolution to approve the application. 

 
Other Material Considerations 

 
62. Concerns have been raised by a number of neighbours to the site that the 

proposals would result in encroachment onto their land and that all the land 
shown within the application site red line is not in the ownership of the 
applicant. If this is the case, then notice would need to be served upon those 



 

 

adjoining land owners and Certificate ‘B’ on the planning application form 
signed. However, Certificate ‘A’ has been signed which states that all of the 
land within the identified application site is within the ownership/control of the 
applicant. While issues of land ownership and boundary disputes are not for 
the Local Planning Authority to become involved in, if the incorrect certificate 
has been signed then technically the application is not valid and the Local 
Planning Authority would not be in a position to determine the application, 
whether that is to approve or refuse. 

 
63. The applicant has not been able to conclusively demonstrate that all of the 

land within the application red line is within his ownership. However, neither 
have the neighbouring objectors been able to demonstrate that the land is not. 
That being the case, it is considered that the applicant should be given the 
benefit of the doubt in terms of whether the application can be determined, 
particularly as the recommendation is to refuse. 

 
64. 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 

 
65. While in very basic principle terms that proposed may initially appear to be 

acceptable, the Local Plan policies set out above make it very clear that the 
development or expansion of an existing commercial/industrial use will only be 
considered acceptable if it can be demonstrated that there will be no adverse 
impact upon neighbouring uses, particularly if those neighbouring uses are 
sensitive uses such as residential housing. Based on what information has 
been provided in support of the application, officers are not satisfied that the 
applicant has adequately demonstrated that the likely impact associated with 
the resulting development proposed will not result in harm to the amenities of 
neighbouring uses and occupiers. As such the application is considered to be 
contrary to saved Policies 29.ES, 36.ES, 59.BE and 120.E of the adopted 
Local Plan. 

 
66. Equally it has not been demonstrated that if approved the increased activities 

associated with the intensification of use will not continue to negatively impact 
upon vitality and viability of West End local centre as a whole. Notwithstanding 
the argument that Viking Kia is a long standing local business, it has now 
grown to such a size that the current site can no longer accommodate all the 
basic requirements of a modern car dealership and has spilled out into West 
End, taking over public parking provision for its own use. While the current 
lack of space has been used as a reason to support the application, there is 
nothing to say that even if approved that more neighbouring sites will not be 
required to accommodate future expansion of what appears to be a successful 
business, to the detriment of other High Street businesses. The view could 
equally be taken that the more successful the dealership is, the harder it will 
become for much smaller and unconnected neighbouring businesses to thrive. 



 

 

 
67. Even if it can be demonstrated that the proposed expansion of the site and 

activities upon it will not have any demonstrable impact upon neighbouring 
occupiers and the vitality and viability of West End local centre, officers are of 
the opinion that an expansion of the scale proposed into an established 
residential area and so far beyond the defined commercial centre boundaries 
is fundamentally unacceptable. If this amount of additional land is required by 
the current dealership, and even at the applicant’s own admission will still not 
be sufficient to address all current operational requirements, then it is clear 
that the business has outgrown the available land, even if planning approval 
were to be granted for the proposed change of use. Rather than continual 
encroachment into neighbouring residential land, perhaps the option of moving 
to a more suitable site in a more appropriate location would not only be better 
for the dealership but also for West End as a whole. 

 
68. As such the application is recommended for refusal. 
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