
HEWEB – Hedge End, West End and Botley Local Area Committee Monday 22 
January 2018. 
 
Application 
Number: 

 
O/17/80927 

Case Officer: David Huckfield 
Received Date: 30 June 2017 
Site Address: Former Budgens Store, 1 Upper Northam  Road, 

Southampton, SO30 4DY 
Applicant: Hedge End Holdings Ltd 
Proposal: Outline planning application for mixed use redevelopment 

scheme within use classes A1 (shops), A2 (financial and 
professional services), A3 (restaurant/café), A4 (drinking 
establishment), A5 (hot-food takeaway), C3 (residential 
apartments up to 77 units) and D1 (non-residential 
institution), within two separate blocks, together with access, 
car parking, landscaping and associated works (all matters 
reserved).  
 

Recommendation: REFUSE OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION  
 
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
 

(1) The proposals fail to demonstrate that the site could be developed for the nature 
and level of development proposed without unacceptable detriment to the 
character and visual amenity of the locality and to this extent are considered to 
represent an inappropriate overdevelopment of the site. The application is 
therefore contrary to Saved Policy 59.BE of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review (2001-2011), and the provisions of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 

(2) The proposals fail to demonstrate that the site could be developed for the nature 
and level of development proposed without the amenity of its future residential 
occupiers being undermined through the impacts of odours, noise and 
disturbance, and without unacceptable impact upon the amenity of the occupiers 
of existing neighbouring dwellings by way of visual intrusion, loss of privacy, loss 
of outlook, overbearing impact, odours, noise and disturbance. The application is 
therefore contrary to the requirements of Saved Policies 30.ES, 59.BE and 
142.TC of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) and the 
requirements of Paragraphs 17 and 109 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  
 

(3) The application fails to demonstrate that a satisfactory level of on-site car 
parking, cycle storage and a suitable internal layout for vehicles could be 
provided without detriment to highway safety and amenity. The proposals are 
therefore contrary to the requirements of Saved Policies 59.BE and 104.T of the 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011, the Council’s adopted 
Residential Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document and 
Paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 



(4) The proposals would result in a significant and unjustified loss of A1 retail 
floorspace within the designated primary shopping zone of Hedge End District 
Centre and would thereby have an unacceptably detrimental impact upon its 
vitality and viability. The application is therefore contrary to Saved Policy 137.TC 
of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and paragraphs 17 and 
23 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

(5) Insufficient information has been provided to the Local Planning Authority, as the 
competent authority, to enable it to determine that a suitable scheme for 
sustainable urban drainage for the proposed development would be provided 
which would both adequately manage surface water arising from the 
development and protect the hydrological and ecological interests of the Solent 
Complex, as set out in the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010. The application is therefore contrary to the requirements of Saved Policies 
25.NC and 45.ES of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and 
Paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

(6) The application fails to secure the required developer contributions for the on and 
off-site provision of facilities and infrastructure (including affordable housing, 
education, the Solent disturbance mitigation project, community infrastructure, 
off-site public open space, public art) made necessary by the development or to 
mitigate against any increased need or pressure on existing facilities. As such the 
application is contrary to policies 25.NC, 74.H, 147.OS, 165.TA, 191.IN of 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Eastleigh Borough Council's 
Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document and Paragraphs 17, 
203 and 204 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the assessment of the 
following plans: 16008_A(SV)S0-000, 16008_A(SV)S0-001, 16008_A(SV)S0-
002, 16008_A(SV)S0-003, 16008_A(20)S0-001, 16008_A(20)S0-002, 
16008_A(20)S0-003, 16008_A(20)S0-004, 16008_A(20)SO-007, 
16008_A(20)A0-100, 16008_A(20)A0-101, 16008_A(20)A0-102, 16008_A(20)A0-
103, 16008_A(20)A0-104, 16008_A(20)A0-105, C21563-0500 Revision P2, 
T411_02. 
 
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: 
 
1. This application has been referred to Committee because it is a Major 

development which is considered to be controversial.         
 

Description of application 
 
2. The application seeks outline approval for a mixed use development comprising 

of up to 77 residential apartments, together with a range of commercial / non-



residential uses, totalling 488.1sqm sqm of floor space within use classes A1 
(retail), A2 (financial and professional services), A3 (restaurant/café), A4 
(drinking establishments), A5 (hot food takeaway) as well as D1 (non-
residential institutions). The proposals also incorporate a range of associated 
works including access, car parking and landscaping.  
 

3. The application seeks to establish the principle of development on the site, with 
all other matters of detail which include the exact access arrangements, the 
appearance, scale and layout of the development and the detailed landscaping 
provisions, being reserved for consideration at a separate reserved matters 
stage (the second part of a two-stage planning process) should outline 
permission be granted.  
 

4. The application is, however, accompanied by a range of indicative plans which 
seek to establish parameters for future development and demonstrate how the 
site may be developed for the scheme proposed. These include: proposed 
areas of land use; proposed ground levels; proposed building extents; 
proposed development heights; and, the proposed extent of car parking. In 
addition, artist’s impressions have also been provided to give an indication as 
to how the buildings may appear, along with floor plans to show how they may 
be internally laid out. Whilst, as noted above, the application is in outline form, 
these plans are a material consideration in the determination of the application. 
 

5. These drawings show the development comprising of two separate individual 
blocks. One on the corner of Upper Northam Road and Wildern Lane in place 
of the existing retail store which would contain residential apartments on the 
upper storeys with the commercial uses along with an area of undercroft car 
parking at ground floor level, and one in the rear car park area of the site with 
undercroft car parking and residential apartments above. The former is 
indicated to be 4 storeys in height, with the latter a mix of primarily 4 and 5 
storeys, with a reduced central section of a lesser height. The site layout and 
submitted Transport Assessment outlines that up to 110 associated car parking 
spaces would be provided. 
 

6. In addition to the aforementioned parameter plans, the application is also 
accompanied by the following reports and technical assessments: 

 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Planning Statement 

 Transport Statement 

 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 

 Flood Risk Assessment  

 Below Ground Drainage Strategy 

 Financial Viability Assessment  
 
7. The application has been considered in respect of the Town and Country 

Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. The proposal 
does not constitute Schedule 1 development and does not exceed the 
threshold for Schedule 2 development (category 10 – urban development 
projects incorporating more than 1 hectare of non-dwellinghouse development, 



more than 150 dwellings, or more than 5 hectares in overall site area). As such, 
a screening opinion is not required and the development is not considered to 
constitute ‘EIA development’. An Environmental Statement is not therefore 
deemed to be necessitated.  

 
The site and its surroundings 

 
8. The application site comprises the former Budgens supermarket store which 

occupies a prominent corner location at the junction of Upper Northam Road 
and Wildern Lane in Hedge End, as well as an extensive area of hardstanding 
which provides for ancillary car parking to the west and north. The building is of 
brick construction and varies between one and two stories in height, with a 
taller vertical projection to the rear which is understood to house a lift-shaft. The 
site as a whole is irregular in shape and covers an area of approximately 0.46 
hectares in size. It is relatively flat in terms of its topography with no significant 
changes in levels across its extent. Vehicular access is provided from Wildern 
Lane to the east whilst the supermarket building itself has its primary shop front 
onto Upper Northam Road, with a secondary customer access as well as a 
delivery access from the car park to the rear. The site is currently vacant with 
the store having ceased trading in 2016.  
 

9. The site is situated within the urban edge and falls within the primary shopping 
zone of Hedge End District Centre, as set out within the Council’s adopted 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011. The shopping zone is 
comprised of a mixture of commercial and town centre uses, including retail 
stores, banks, estate agents, cafés and hot food takeaways. The supermarket 
store is bordered by some of these uses to its western side, as well as to the 
opposing sides of both Wildern Lane and Upper Northam Road, with these 
being set within a mixture of single and two-storey buildings of varying periods, 
designs and scales.  
 

10. There are residential uses to the north and east, including Ascot Place, a three-
and-a-half storey block of flats which borders the application site along parts of 
its eastern and northern boundaries, with these being demarcated by a mixture 
of close-boarded timber fencing and hedging. The remainder of Wildern Lane 
moving northwards is comprised of lower profile residential properties, including 
two-storey houses and single-storey bungalows. To the west of the site is Greta 
Park, a relatively extensive area of open space which contains sports pitches, a 
basketball court, separate children’s play area, as well as the Hedge End 
Library building. The boundary of the car park area is substantively marked by 
metal palisade fencing, which runs along its southern, western and northern 
sides, beyond the latter of which is an area of protected trees which also fall 
within the redline boundary of the application site. To the west, the palisade 
fencing is supplemented by a verdant hedge which runs along the length of the 
site’s boundary with Greta Park.   

 
Relevant planning history 

 
11. The planning history of the site consists of a range of applications pertaining to 

its retail/supermarket use. These include those for the display of 



advertisements as well as the undertaking of extensions and other minor 
alterations to the store and its shopfront.  
 
Representations received 

 
12. A total of 89 letters of representation have been received in relation to the 

application, with these comprising 88 letters of objection and 1 letter of 
comment. 
 

13. The objections raised are in relation to the following matters (summarised): 
 
Design, scale and impact on the character of the area: 

 

 The design, height, scale and visual appearance of the development is 
out of keeping with the area and the village feel of Hedge End. 

 The development has no sympathy with existing low level buildings. 

 Overdevelopment of the site.  

 The development is too large and will have a dominant appearance and 
overbearing impact on Hedge End Village Centre.  

 
Traffic, parking and highway safety 

 

 Impacts of additional traffic created by the development.  

 Traffic surveys were not carried out at realistic times and not allowing for 
school traffic.  

 More traffic will increase the risks to school children and pedestrians. 

 Highway safety concerns in relation to the proximity of the access to 
nearby junctions / traffic lights.  

 No allowance for delivery vehicles in the design.  

 Lack of car parking.  

 Hedge End needs a decent car park for residents to have a good and 
varied shopping experience.  

 Public car parking should be provided.  

 Existing parking problems since the Budgens store closed with local 
streets already struggling with overspill parking from town centre activities.  

 
Impact on Hedge End Centre 

 

 Flats are not needed in the middle of the village. 

 There are already enough pubs, cafés and takeaways in Hedge End.  

 The village has poor retail offerings and needs another supermarket. 

 A low cost supermarket is needed or an express store with long hours.  

 Another supermarket would support the village centre and provide more 
employment.  

 A better range of restaurants, pubs or a supermarket is needed.  

 There are already empty small shop units struggling to find tenants, more 
are not needed. 



 To ensure the future survival of Hedge End village, an increase in retail 
properties is required to encourage local residents to visit and shop in the 
village.  

 A smaller number of dwellings and a pub would be welcome competition. 

 Budgens does need a facelift and this is a golden opportunity to build 
something better for the community.  

 The development will not enhance the existing facilities in anyway.  
 

Amenity 
 

 Impact of amenity of residents of Wildern Lane and Ascot Place, through 
loss of light, disturbance, loss of views, overlooking and loss of privacy. 

 Excessive noise, dust and smells. 

 Concerns regarding safety of residents when demolition is taking place.  
 
Impact on infrastructure and local services 

 

 Impacts on local services which are already stretched including doctors, 
dentists, roads, and schools.  

 Something for the community is required and the space should be used to 
provide something practical for everyone.  

 
Impact on Greta Park 

 

 Close proximity of the development to the Park and football pitches.  

 Impact on people’s enjoyment of the Park.  

 The development is likely to generate complaints from future residents 
from activities in the Park including football matches and the carnival.  

 Concerns for safety of children playing in the Park. 

 Concerns regarding the direct access from the Budgens site being 
opened up to Greta Park.  

 
Other 

 

 Affordable homes should be built, not flats.  

 There is already too much housing in Hedge End. 

 More homes are not needed, there are already hundreds if not thousands 
of homes being built in the area.  

 Flooding and storm drains are not equipped to take extra water.  

 Impacts on biodiversity in respect of the hedgerows on the boundary of 
the site and the tree preservation area.  

 Undercroft car parking could encourage anti-social behaviour.  
 
14. The 1 letter of comment received on the application made the following 

observation: 
 

 I personally don’t have a problem with this, look at the people who don’t 
have anywhere to live, however, more schools are needed in the area to 



take the amount of children from Boorley Green and now this 
development.  

 
Consultation responses 

 
Biodiversity  

 
15. Recreational Pressure: The site is within the 5.6km buffer of the Solent and 

Southampton SPA. To ensure that the impact from new housing is mitigated 
the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership has been formed and a strategy 
formulated to manage visitors in sensitive areas. To fund this strategy all 
housing within the 5.6km buffer must pay a contribution of £184 per dwelling. 
 

16. Drainage: The site is within the locality of the Wildern Stream and there may 
therefore be a need for mitigation for in-combination water quality issues and 
the Natura 2000 and Ramsar network. However, it would appear from the 
drainage plans that the site is thought to discharge into the sewer with the 
stream being some distance from the site. To be sure of no impact, it is advised 
that the discharge point is established before planning permission is granted to 
ensure no pollution of the Wildern Stream, a tributary of the River Hamble.  
 

17. Bats and Reptiles: The ecological survey has assessed the site as having low 
potential for bats and reptiles. All appropriate surveys have been undertaken. 
Due to the possibility of reptiles being disturbed when the hedge is removed 
and the possibility that bats could colonise the gap opportunities for roosting 
within building 1, the recommendations for there to be an ecological watching 
brief for the hedgerow removal and soft strip of the building are supported. A 
condition is recommended to this effect.  
 

18. Biodiversity Enhancement: A further condition is recommended to require a 
biodiversity enhancement strategy to be submitted in relation to the 
development.  
 
Head of Environmental Health  

 
19. The outline application is particularly wide ranging making it difficult to comment 

upon the likely amenity and pollution impacts with any confidence. Overall in 
the submission to date, the applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed 
wide mix of uses could be accommodated on site without causing an 
unacceptable impact upon amenity to existing and future residential uses due 
to the emission of noise and odour. It is recommended that permission should 
not be granted until these matters are resolved.  
 

20. Noise Impacts: It is not clear in the illustrative layout how the commercial units 
can be serviced by deliveries or how the impact of noise from this activity could 
be managed to acceptable levels. In addition, there are concerns regarding 
music noise (and to an extent patron noise) from A4, certain D1 uses and to a 
lesser extent A3 uses with these being structurally attached to residential units 
located above. Airborne and structure borne noise could give rise to an 
unacceptable impact on residential amenity. Whilst it is possible to design a 



building to retain reasonably high music noise levels, the acoustic design needs 
to take into account the intended end use. Seeking such a wide range of uses 
makes it difficult to assess the likely impacts or indeed condition building design 
appropriately. Deigning for the worst case scenario will involve significantly 
increased cost.  
 

21. Some of the proposed uses are expected to have a relatively benign impact 
outside of normal working hours. Other uses (especially A4 and potentially A3 
and A5 uses) to be economically viable, will operate late into the evening and 
risk causing impacts upon amenity. This creates potential conflicts with the new 
residential elements of the building and also has implications for layout and 
design. It is noted here that balconies are shown facing onto the main streets 
immediately above the ground floor commercial use.  
 

22. Whilst traffic noise impact is unlikely to make the proposals unviable, the 
indicative plan should consider the likely impact of traffic noise on the proposed 
residential units. This would require an assessment of likely noise levels. The 
indicative plan shows a large number of balcony areas on the frontage facing 
the main roads. There is a risk, in particular, that this form of design would not 
provide high quality external amenity space if that is its intended function.  
 

23. Cooking Odours: It is not clear how the impact of cooking odour on new 
residential uses from the new A3, A4, A5 uses and the existing A3/A5 uses can 
be managed to acceptable levels. The provision of high buildings and the 
introduction of new residential receptors may either increase the risk of poor 
dispersion of odours and create amenity issues where none currently exist and 
/ or impact upon the viability of the existing commercial uses, if financial 
investment is required to improve odour abatement in these premises. High 
level discharges for these uses will not be practicable. Low level discharges 
may require additional investment in odour abatement technology and be more 
onerous to maintain.  
 

24. Other: Further concerns relate to the control of plant noise, external lighting and 
the contamination found on the site could be controlled by condition.  

 
Head of Direct Services 

 
25. Details of the waste and recycling arrangements for the site should be provided 

to include the location, size and number of bins required and the R.C.V. 
tracking.  

 
Head of Housing Services  

 
26. The site would be a qualifying site for affordable housing provision and in line 

with the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD would need to provide 35% 
affordable homes which on the basis of 77 units overall would equate to 27 
affordable homes. However, it is noted that the applicant is not proposing any 
affordable housing due to viability issues and that they have submitted a 
viability appraisal in support of this. It is assumed that this is being verified and 
will await the outcome in due course. Additionally the planning statement 



highlights a case for the Vacant Building Credit being applied.  
 
Trees  

 
27. As part of the application tree constraints have been considered. Given the 

significant trees are grouped to the north, and there appears to be a consensus 
that these will be retained, no objection is raised to the outline proposals. At 
reserved matters stage, I would expect to see an arboricultural report from an 
appropriately qualified consultant to include an arboricultural impact 
assessment, tree protection plan and arboricultural method statement.  

 
Hampshire County Council Archaeologist  

 
28. No objection. There are no archaeological issues raised in this instance.  
 

Hampshire County Council Highways Development  
 
29. A holding objection is raised subject to clarification and the amendment of 

issues in the following respects: refuse vehicle tracking that demonstrates 
available space for on-site turning; EBC confirmation that the parking quantum 
accords to the EBC Parking Standards; any shortfall in vehicle parking quantum 
being addressed; and, confirmation of the cycle parking provision, inclusive of 
storage drawings.  

 
30. Access: Pedestrian, cycle and motorised vehicle access into the site is 

unchanged from the existing situation, and this is accepted given that the 
provision conforms to current standards.  

 
31. Internal Layout: The internal site layout is generally acceptable, however, it is 

unclear how a refuse vehicle will enter and exit the site in a forward gear and as 
such additional vehicle tracking drawings are requested to show an Eastleigh 
Borough Council (EBC) refuse vehicle’s turning movement. EBC Direct 
Services will also need to provide comments in relation to refuse.  

 
32. Vehicle Parking: A review of parking has been undertaken given that there 

appears to be shortfall that onwards generates highway concerns given that 
this appears to be significant. The overall dwelling specific parking spaces 
would be 107. On top of this, would be the required 20% uplift for visitor parking 
(22 spaces), 15 spaces of which should be formally laid out with the remainder 
(7 spaces) being in informal non-obstructive parking locations on site. Clearly 
the informal parking spaces cannot be accommodated due to the layout, 
however, even if this element were to be eliminated this results in a minimum of 
122 residential parking spaces on site.  

 
33. In regard to commercial related parking, the HCC parking guidance was 

withdrawn in April 2013, with local planning authorities to set levels according to 
local needs. It is understood that the EBC commercial standards are currently 
going through a consultation process but generally reflect the HCC standards. It 
is understood that end uses for the commercial element will include food sales, 



and as such the appropriate standard would be 1 space per 14sqm, which 
would equate to a minimum of 35 vehicle parking spaces.  

 
34. As such, overall, it is understood that the accord with the EBC Parking 

Standards (both adopted and current in consultation), a minimum of 157 vehicle 
spaces would be required, with only approximately 110 being proposed. Given 
the significant shortfall, it is requested that confirmation be given by EBC that 
their assessment agrees with the above and, if so, this shortfall would 
constitute a highway objection. 

 
35. Whilst car parks are located in the area, these are all private, and as such 

would not be open for general users of the application site. With parking issues 
already being reported in the surrounding streets there would be a highway 
safety concern given that overflow parking could result in parking at access 
junctions that causes a loss of visibility, on footways that obstructs pedestrian 
movement, etc. 

 
36. Additionally, details of how the on-site parking would be managed would be 

requested. At present there does not appear to be any differentiation between 
the residential and commercial parking, which could onwards cause significant 
issues. Ideally the parking would be separated to ensure each user group has 
adequate parking available.  

 
37. Cycle Parking: In accordance with EBC Parking Standards, cycle parking will 

need to be provided but does not appear on plans. For residential elements, the 
standard is 1 space per dwelling, in a shared lockable and covered facility (77 
cycle spaces overall). These spaces need to be shown on plans. Additionally 
the commercial element will also need a provision, although this may be offset 
by any existing publicly available cycle parking.  

 
38. Trip Generation and Transport Developer Contributions: Trip generation has 

been assessed on a proposed less existing development basis, which 
demonstrates that overall a reduction in associated trips would be anticipated. 
This will onwards have highway benefits, which is welcomed. As overall trip 
rates are anticipated to reduce as a result of the development proposals, no 
transport DC’s are required.  
 
HCC Flood & Water Management  

 
39. Further clarification is required on the proposals in order for a response to be 

provided. This includes: evidence that the applicant understands the sensitivity 
of discharge points relating to the receiving water body; a plan showing the 
existing drainage network for previously developed areas (brownfield) of the 
site; existing and proposed run-off calculations (1 year and 1:100 year plus 
climate change); information on general maintenance regimes; and, an 
allowance of 10% to be added to all impermeable areas to allow for urban 
creep.  
 

  



Southern Water  
 
40. Foul sewerage: Southern Water is currently unable to accommodate the needs 

of the application without the development providing additional local 
infrastructure. A condition is therefore recommended to require the submission 
and approval of a drainage strategy prior to the commencement of any 
development works being undertaken.  
 

41. The proposed drainage layout shows a pumping station close to an existing 
building. If the applicant wishes to offer a new on-site foul pumping station for 
adoption, this would have to be designed and constructed to the specification of 
Southern Water. It appears that the proposed new buildings will be built over 
the sewers, so should the sewers be built as shown, Southern Water would not 
be prepared to enter into an agreement to adopt the sewers.  
 

42. Surface water drainage: There is currently insufficient information available to 
confirm if surface water sewer capacity is available to serve the proposed 
development. Further investigation of the downstream sewerage network is 
required to confirm the downstream sewerage details to assess capacity. 
Alternatively the developer can discharge surface water flow no greater than 
existing levels if proven to be connected and it is ensured that there is no 
overall increase in flows in the surface water system.  
 

43. Potable water supply: Following initial investigations, Southern Water can 
provide a water supply to the site. A formal application for connection and on-
site mains will need to be made by the developer and an informative is 
requested in this regard.   
 
Natural England  
 

44. No objection subject to the required contribution towards the Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership being made to mitigate against the adverse effects from 
additional recreational disturbance arising from the development on the Solent 
& Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA). 
 
NHS (West Hampshire Clinical Commissioning Group)  

 
45. No comments received.  

 
Hedge End Town Council – 

 
46. Objection on the following grounds: 
 

 Proximity of dwellings to residences of Ascot Place, Wildern Lane. 

 Proposed pedestrian access and removal of hedgerow in Greta Park 
boundary. 

 Height and density.  

 Increased vehicular access to Wildern Lane. 

 Overdevelopment. 

 Insufficient public parking in view of the proposed retail outlet.  



 Lack of a tangible Transport Plan.  
 

Policy context:  designation applicable to site 
 

 Within the Urban Edge  

 Within a Designated Primary Shopping Zone (Hedge End District Centre) 

 Within the Solent Disturbance Mitigation Zone 

 Subject to a Tree Preservation Order 
 

Legislative provisions, development plan saved policies, emerging local 
plan policies, SPD’s and National planning policy 

  
Legislative provisions: 

  
47. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 38(6) of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require a local planning 
authority determining an application to do so in accordance with the 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
The Development Plan 

 
48. At the current time the Development Plan for the Borough comprises the Saved 

Policies within the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) and the 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (October 2013). 

 

The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 
 
49. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 was adopted in May 

2006. In November 2008, the Council submitted a list of proposed Saved 
Policies to the Secretary of State with a request that they be saved until they 
could be replaced by a new Local Development Framework. The following 
policies were Saved and are considered to be of relevance to the development 
proposals: 

 

 25.NC and 26.NC (biodiversity), 28.ES (waste collection and recycling), 
30.ES (noise-sensitive development), 33.ES (local air quality 
management), 34.ES (energy and climate change), 35.ES (contaminated 
land), 45.ES (drainage), 59.BE (promoting good design), 63.BE (car park 
design), 71.H (mixed use development), 72.H (housing densities), 73.H 
(creating mixed communities), 74.H (affordable housing), 100.T, 101.T and 
102.T (transport and new development), 104.T (parking), 133.TC (district 
centres, village and local centres, neighbourhood parades), 137.TC 
(changes of use and district centres), 140.TC (offices and residential), 
141.TC (upper floors), 142.TC (hot food outlets), 147.OS (public open 
space), 165.TA (public art contributions), 167.LB and 168.LB 
(archaeology), 190.IN (infrastructure and utilities), 191.IN (developer 
contributions).   

 
  



Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013  
 
50. The site consists of previously developed land and does not lie within a 

designated mineral or waste safeguarding or consultation area. In this instance, 
therefore, it is not considered that the provisions of this Plan are of specific 
material relevance to the determination of the particular development proposed 
as part of this application.  

 
Emerging Local Plan Policies 

 
51. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 was submitted for examination in 

July 2014. In the Inspector’s subsequent Report (11 February 2015), this Plan 
was found to have a number of shortcomings in relation to housing need, 
identified housing requirements and housing supply, sufficient that it was found 
to be unsound. The Council have ceased work on this Plan and are in the 
process of preparing a new plan to the period up to 2036 (see below). The Plan 
has, however, not been withdrawn and therefore continues to be a material 
consideration. As the Plan and the policies contained within it are not being 
progressed in their current form, however, extremely limited weight can be 
attributed to it in the determination of this application. 

 
52. Within the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 the site 

continues to fall inside of the urban edge and within a designated town centre. 
The following policies within this Plan are of relevance to the application 
proposal: S1 (Sustainable development); S2 (New development), S3 (Location 
of new housing), S11 (Nature conservation), S12 (Heritage assets), DM1 
(General criteria for new development), DM2 (Environmentally sustainable 
development), DM4 (Flood Risk), DM5 (Sustainable surface water 
management and watercourse management), DM7 (Pollution), DM9 (Nature 
Conservation), DM20 (Changes of use in retail frontages in district and local 
centres), DM23 (General development criteria – transport), DM24 (Parking), 
DM28 (Affordable housing), DM29 (Internal space standards for residential 
development), DM32 (Provision of recreation and open space facilities with new 
development), DM37 (Funding infrastructure). 

 
53. As noted above, a new emerging development plan (the draft Eastleigh 

Borough Local Plan 2016-2036) is currently being prepared and on the 11 
December 2017 the Council approved the draft plan for public consultation, 
subject to the finalising of the wording and content as well as the completion of 
technical studies, and the completion and updating of the evidence base. It is 
anticipated that the draft local plan will be out for consultation in Spring 2018. 
This plan is a material consideration in the determination of this application, 
however in light of its status, it is considered that only very limited weight can 
be attributed to it.  

 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 

54. The following supplementary planning documents are of relevance to the 
application: 

 



 Quality Places (November 2011) 

 Environmentally Sustainable Development (March 2009) 

 Biodiversity (December 2009) 

 Residential Parking Standards (January 2009) 

 Planning Obligations (July 2008, updated 2010) 

 Affordable Housing (July 2009) 
 

Other relevant documents 
 

 Public Art Strategy (2015) 

 Town Centres, Local Centres & Shopping Parades – Details of 
Occupancy Background Paper (September 2017) 

 
National Planning Policy Framework: 

 
55. At a national level, The National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’ or the 

‘Framework’) is a material consideration of significant weight in the 
determination of planning applications.  

 
Planning Practice Guidance  

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

planning applications. Whilst not an exhaustive list, the following sections are 
deemed to be of relevance to this application: air quality; design; determining a 
planning application; ensuring the vitality of town centres; flood risk; 
contamination; natural environment; noise; open space; planning obligations; 
travel plans, transport assessments and statements; tree preservation orders 
and trees in conservation areas; use of planning conditions; water supply, 
wastewater and water quality. 

 
Assessment of proposal:  

 
The Principle of Development 

 
57. The application site is located within the urban edge as well as forming part of 

the primary shopping zone of a designated district centre (Hedge End) as set 
out within the Council’s adopted local plan (the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review 2001-2011). The relevant policy provisions to the principle of 
development are therefore as follows.  
 

58. Saved Policy 71.H of the adopted local plan encourages mixed use 
developments where appropriate with the objectives of reducing the need to 
travel and introducing vitality into urban areas, whilst Saved Policy 72.H seeks 
to encourage high density development in sufficiently sustainable locations. In 
respect of town centre policies, the background paper for the local plan 
specifically identifies the part of the site containing the Budgens store building, 
along with the adjacent commercial units to its immediate western side, as 
constituting an area of poor design where the Council would particularly 
welcome redevelopment (Site F, Plan 42 – see paragraph 8.30 of the 



supporting text to the adopted local plan).  
 

59. In addition, Saved Policy 137.TC states that within the primary zones of the 
identified town and district centres, a change of use or redevelopment of a 
ground floor involving the loss of A1 retail floorspace will not be permitted if: it 
would result in the proportion of the total property frontage length in the primary 
zone not in A1 use exceeding 20%, or it would result in the loss of an A1 
premises of 200sqm (gross) or more.  
 

60. The application proposes a mixed use development within a town centre 
location, with this incorporating residential units at a high density (160.4 dph), 
as well as a range of commercial (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5) and undefined non-
residential uses within Class D1. The present retail store has an existing gross 
floor space within the A1 use class of 1317sqm and the proposals would see 
this reduced to a maximum of 488.1sqm. This would result in a loss of 
828.9sqm which is far in excess of the 200sqm permitted by Saved Policy 
137.TC and indeed, on the basis of the wide range of uses applied for, there is 
the potential for the present A1 use to be lost entirely. Based on the Council’s 
most up to date occupancy figures (September 2017), the percentage of the 
frontage length in the primary shopping zone within non-A1 use is already in 
excess of 20% and, therefore, there is also the potential for this percentage to 
be further increased as a result of the development.  
 

61. Whilst the general principle of redevelopment on this site with a high density 
mixed use scheme is therefore considered to be acceptable, the particular 
proposals put forward are in the strictest terms contrary to Saved Policy 137.TC 
of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011. The material effects of 
this upon the vitality and viability of Hedge End District Centre, along with the 
other economic, social and environmental impacts of the proposals are 
considered in the below sections of this report.  

 
The NPPF, sustainable development and five-year housing supply 

 
62. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is, as noted above, a 

significant material consideration in the decision making process. The NPPF 
states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development (Para. 6). Sustainable development is 
defined as containing three dimensions: economic, social and environmental 
(Para. 7) which should not be taken in isolation, because they are mutually 
dependent (Para. 8). The application proposals are therefore considered under 
each of these headings.  
 

63. Paragraph 14 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
with Paragraph 197 requiring that in assessing and determining development 
proposals, local planning authorities should apply this presumption. In doing so, 
due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing local plans according 
to their degree of consistency with the NPPF (Para. 215). 
 

64. For decision taking, the aforementioned presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, as set out in paragraph 14, means: 



 

 Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and 

 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-
date, granting permission unless: - any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or 

 Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted.  

 
65. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to identify a five-

year supply of deliverable housing sites, whilst paragraph 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.”  
 

66. The Council’s latest published position statement (December 2017) sets out a 
supply of 5.3 years of deliverable housing sites within the Borough, in excess of 
the aforementioned required 5-year supply requirement of the NPPF.  

 
Economic sustainability and the impact on the vitality and viability of 
Hedge End District Centre 

 
67. 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 and thriving local places that the country needs (Para. 17). The 
Framework also reiterates the Government’s commitment to securing economic 
growth in order to create jobs and prosperity. Paragraph 23 specifically seeks 
to ensure that planning policies are positive and promote competitive town 
centre environments. This includes recognising town centres as the heart of 
communities and pursuing policies to support their vitality and viability; 
promoting competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a diverse 
retail offer and which reflect the individuality of town centres; and, recognising 
that residential development can play an important role in ensuring the vitality 
of centres and set out policies to encourage residential development on 
appropriate sites.  

 
68. The application site is a brownfield town centre site that consists of the former 

Budgens supermarket store which ceased trading in 2016. The site is therefore 
currently vacant and the proposals would see it being brought back into a form 
of active use. In addition, the development would also serve to introduce upper 
floor uses and activity in the form of residential properties which, as noted 
above, is encouraged by both National planning policy as well as Saved Policy 
141.TC of the adopted Local Plan. This is something which can assist in 
achieving a concentration of people within a town centre location and thereby 
has the potential to add vitality into centres, with future occupiers also being 
likely to support local services and facilities.  

 



69. The proposals would also provide for some other associated economic 
benefits. These include employment opportunities that would be created during 
the construction phase of the development, which would in turn result in a level 
of increased spending within the local economy, for example on materials, 
goods and other services. Ongoing employment opportunities could also be 
created within the future commercial/non-residential uses proposed as part of 
the development. Albeit, these would likely be reduced relative to those 
provided within the retail store previously present on the site due to what is a 
significant reduction in floor space as well as the nature of some of the potential 
proposed end uses which have lower employment densities than others.  

 
70. Whilst the above benefits are noted, they must however be balanced against 

what would be the significant reduction in A1 floorspace within a designated 
primary shopping zone. In addition to the provisions set out above, Paragraph 
23 of the NPPF stipulates that local planning authorities should define the 
extent of town centres and primary shopping areas, based on a clear definition 
of primary and secondary frontages in designated centres, and set policies that 
make clear which uses will be permitted in such locations.  

 
71. The application site falls within the primary shopping zone of Hedge End 

District Centre as defined within the Council’s adopted local plan with Saved 
Policy 137.TC seeking to maintain an active retail offer and prevent the 
significant and unjustified loss of A1 uses within this zone. This policy states 
that a change of use or redevelopment of a ground floor involving the loss of A1 
retail floorspace will not be permitted if: it would result in the proportion of the 
total property frontage length in the primary zone not in A1 use exceeding 20%, 
or it would result in the loss of an A1 premises of 200sqm (gross) or more. As 
noted in the principle section of this report, the proposals are contrary to this 
policy and would result in the loss of between 829.9 and 1317sqm of retail 
floorspace (gross) as well as having the potential to further reduce the level of 
A1 frontage length within the primary shopping zone.  
 

72. Whilst the existing Budgens store has ceased trading, it is not considered that 
this alone represents sufficient justification for such an extensive loss of A1 
floorspace. No evidence, marketing or otherwise, has been provided as part of 
the application to demonstrate that demand no longer exists for this level of A1 
use within this location or, indeed, that some of the proposed potential 
replacement uses could provide for sufficient benefit to the local centre to go 
towards the mitigating of this loss and, thereby, maintain or support its vitality 
and viability. 

 
73. The application seeks permission for what would be a flexible use of the 

proposed non-residential floorspace comprising of either A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 or 
D1 uses, or potentially any combination of these. Uses within these classes 
have varying impacts upon the vitality and viability of town centres. For 
example, A1 retail uses can provide an active frontage throughout the day and 
in some cases into the evening, and generate footfall and linked-trips for the 
centre. Other uses, such as hot-food takeaways (A5) or drinking establishments 
(A4) conversely may only be open in the evenings and therefore could result in 
a dead/inactive frontage being presented throughout the day on what is a 



prominent corner site within Hedge End centre. Similarly, with regards to Class 
D1, this incorporates a range of uses under the heading of non-residential 
institutions. Whilst these can include end occupiers such as health centre uses 
and libraries which it can be argued may have wider community benefits whilst 
also generating a degree of footfall, other uses within this class such as halls 
and places of worship may be in use for only limited periods during the week.  

 
74. Due to the wide range of possible end uses therefore and the lack of clarity 

provided in this regard, as well as the lack of substantive evidence to justify 
what would be a significant loss of A1 retail floorspace within a designated 
primary shopping zone, it is considered that the proposals would have an 
adverse impact upon the vitality and viability of Hedge End centre and that this 
impact would not be outweighed by the economic benefits identified. The 
application is therefore considered to be contrary to Saved Policy 137.TC of the 
adopted Local Plan and the provisions of Paragraph 23 of the NPPF and would 
not, therefore, be economically sustainable.  

 
 Social Sustainability 
 
75. The social role of sustainability includes providing the supply of housing 

required to meet the needs of present and future generations in line with the 
NPPF’s aspiration to “deliver a wide choice of high quality homes in inclusive 
and mixed communities to meet the needs of different people” (paragraph 50). 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires that local authorities maintain a five-year 
supply of deliverable housing to meet their housing targets. As set out above, 
the Council is currently able to meet this requirement and demonstrate a supply 
in excess of the required five-years (5.3 years).  
 

76. Nonetheless, the proposals would provide for up to an additional 77no. open-
market residential units. In the context of the Council already being able to 
demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply of deliverable housing sites to meet 
the needs of the Borough however and, significantly, the proposals not making 
provision for any affordable housing, it is considered that this is a social benefit 
of only limited weight in the consideration of the application. It must also be 
noted, that such a social benefit could also be achieved from a residential 
development of this size in a different location.  

 
Environmental Sustainability 

 
77. The size and location of the application site is such that there are a number of 

environmental sustainability considerations and impacts that need to be taken 
into account. These include: 

 

 The layout, design and impact of the development on the character of 
the area  

 Residential amenity  

 Noise and odour impacts 

 Trees 

 Contaminated land 

 Archaeology 



 Nature conservation interests  

 Foul and surface water drainage 

 Transport matters, highway safety and accessibility 

 Sustainability measures 
 

These matters are discussed in detail below.  
 

Layout, design and impact of the development on the character of the area: 
 
78. Saved Policy 59.BE requires that development takes full and proper account of 

the context of the site including the character and appearance of the locality 
and that it is appropriate in a number of regards including its massing, scale, 
layout, design, siting and density. This local plan policy is considered to be 
consistent with the NPPF. In particular: paragraph 17 which sets out the core 
planning principles that should underpin decision taking, including that planning 
should “take account of the different role and character of different areas, 
promoting the vitality of our main urban areas”; and, Section 7 Requiring good 
design, which states 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” (Paragraph 64); 
 

79. As noted at the outset of this report, the application is in outline form with all 
matters reserved. Nonetheless, in seeking to establish the principle of the 
development for which permission is sought, it is necessary for sufficient detail 
to be provided to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority 
that the site can accommodate the level and nature of the development 
proposed in a satisfactory manner which does not, inter alia, result in 
unacceptable harm to the character of the area. In this regard the application is 
supported by a range of indicative plans which seek to establish parameters for 
development and demonstrate one way in which the proposals may be carried 
out on the site.  
 

80. These plans show two separate blocks of development, comprising of a four-
storey mixed-use building on the corner of Upper Northam Road and Wildern 
Lane in place of the current supermarket store, as well as a solely residential 
block situated within what is presently the car park area to the north which 
would be up to 5-storeys in height. These buildings are shown to be flat roof in 
nature and of a contemporary design and appearance. 
 

81. In respect of the development on the corner first of all, as noted above the 
present store forms part of a site identified within the adopted local plan as 
being an area of poor design where the Council would particularly welcome 
redevelopment (Site F, Plan 42). The supporting text for the town centre 
policies, within paragraph 8.29, sets out that development should enhance and 
add vitality to the centre by providing a varied and interesting design and that 
key corner sites should create local landmark buildings which help to give the 
centre a distinctive identity.  
 

82. Whilst the Local Planning Authority would seek to encourage a more 
comprehensive approach to redevelopment to be taken, to include the adjacent 



uses as identified in the aforementioned Plan 42, it is considered that in 
principle the site of the existing store has the capacity to accommodate a 
building of a greater height and scale than the present supermarket which 
suitably addresses the street scene, even if this was to be developed in 
isolation. This is subject to the final detailed form and appearance of any such 
building however being appropriate, with this being something in itself that 
could be addressed at reserved matters stage. In this regard, there is also no 
objection to a more contemporary approach being taken in terms of the design 
of buildings with there being no notable overriding architectural style within the 
present Hedge End centre which such development would necessarily be 
encouraged to seek to replicate.  
 

83. There are, however, significant concerns in respect of the overall level of 
development that is proposed and the extent, scale and height of the buildings 
that this would necessitate across the site as a whole. In particular, there are 
notable reservations in relation to the building shown to be proposed to the rear 
of the site. This building would be substantial in height with the majority of its 
extent being comprised of 4 and 5 storeys and it having a length of 
approximately 81m such that it would see the overwhelming majority of the 
western section of the current car park developed, with the building also being 
situated hard-up against the boundary with Greta Park. It is considered that the 
combined scale, footprint and the position of the structure, when viewed in the 
context of the narrow nature of this section of the site, as well as the close 
proximity of surrounding buildings, would result in a particularly cramped 
arrangement and what would be a gross overdevelopment of the site in both 
physical and visual terms.  
 

84. Because of this context and the sheer extent of the building, the structure would 
be eminently visually apparent from both Wildern Lane and, significantly, from 
Upper Northam Road where it would provide somewhat of an overbearing 
backdrop to, and be viewed against, the notably lower profile structures within 
this street scene on what is an important approach into Hedge End centre. It 
would also serve to significantly dominate views from the adjacent Greta Park 
given its length, height and physical proximity. To this effect, the block would 
appear as a particularly incongruous and visually obtrusive form of backland 
development from its surroundings and one which would have a detrimental 
impact upon the character of the area.  

 
85. For the reasons given, therefore, and on the basis of the resulting harm 

identified, it is considered that the proposals fail to demonstrate that the site 
could be developed for the nature and level of development proposed without 
unacceptable detriment to the character and visual amenity of the locality and 
to this extent are considered to represent an inappropriate overdevelopment of 
the site. The application is therefore considered to be contrary to Saved Policy 
59.BE of the adopted Local Plan, as well as the provisions of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

 
  



Residential amenity  
 

86. Saved Policy 59.BE (vii.) of the adopted Local Plan requires that development 
avoids unduly interfering, disturbing or conflicting with adjoining or nearby uses, 
in a range of manners including through overlooking, loss of light, loss of 
outlook, and the impacts of noise, dust and fumes. This policy is considered to 
be consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework; with Paragraph 17 
of the NPPF setting out that planning should always seek to secure a good 
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 
In this respect, therefore, there are two primary considerations, these being the 
ensuring of an acceptable level of amenity for the future occupiers of the 
development, and the impact of the proposals upon the amenity of the 
occupiers of existing neighbouring properties. In this regard, the Council’s 
Quality Places SPD provides design guidance in relation to a range of matters 
including residential amenity and outlines a variety of standards for new 
development in regards to issues such as privacy, daylight and sunlight, and 
minimum amenity space dimensions.  
 

87. In terms of the future occupiers of the development first of all. The Quality 
Places SPD sets out that in respect of flats, communal amenity space should 
be provided, the level of which should be determined by local context, although 
as a guide, a minimum of 25sqm of amenity space per dwelling should be 
provided. However, where a flatted development is directly adjacent to a 
useable recreation space, the SPD states that this requirement may be waived. 
In light of the proximity of Greta Park, therefore, which borders the site and 
comprises a relatively extensive area of open space, it is considered that 
communal external amenity space is not required to serve the development. 
Notwithstanding this, balconies are shown to be provided to serve some of the 
flats and these would be integrated into the design of the buildings, to provide 
at least a degree of unit-specific outdoor sitting space. In addition, the indicative 
floor plans show that an appropriate level of internal floor space could be 
provided for each unit and that there would be reasonable potential for an 
appropriate level of daylight to be received for habitable rooms.  
 

88. There are, however, notable concerns regarding the impact of the development 
on the amenity of existing neighbouring occupiers, with these being specifically 
in relation to the residential block that is proposed at the rear of the site. This 
block would be substantial in both scale and height, with it being between 4 and 
5 storeys for much of its extent and spanning approximately 81m in length in 
what is particularly close proximity to the shared boundary with Ascot Place to 
the east. These factors, when combined, are considered to result in a 
development which would be adversely overbearing and, due to its sheer 
physical extent, one which would have an oppressive visual impact and cause 
a significant loss of outlook for the residents of Ascot Place, a block of flats of a 
lesser overall height, scale and length, and which has both habitable windows 
across its facing elevation as well as an area of communal amenity space 
situated to its western side. Whilst noting that a modest proportion of the central 
section of the proposed block is shown to be reduced in height to seek to 
lessen such impacts, it is not considered that this would be in any way sufficient 



to address this issue.  
 

89. There are also significant reservations in respect of the matter of the impact of 
this proposed block upon the privacy of the occupiers of Ascot Place, as well as 
to a degree, those of the neighbouring dwellings to the immediate north of this 
along Wildern Lane. In this regard, the Council’s Quality Places SPD sets out 
minimum distances between facing habitable windows on the non-public side. 
For houses, this is 22m at first floor level, with the distance increasing by 5m for 
each additional storey. For apartments, however, the guidance stipulates that 
where these look onto other apartments, separated exclusively by public or 
communal space, they should be the minimum distance apart. In all cases, 
however, it is necessary to also consider the particular context and nature of a 
development when assessing this issue.  
 

90. The proposed block is formed of residential apartments which, internally, are 
separated by corridors running north to south within the building. Those to the 
eastern side of each floor are, in some cases, shown to be single aspect in this 
direction with all of them, even where they are dual aspect, having windows on 
the building’s eastern elevation. The submitted parameter plans show that the 
development would have a minimum separation distance of 22m from these 
windows to the habitable windows of Ascot Place. Such would be the extent of 
the proliferation of fenestration across this side of the building however, given 
its substantial length and significant relative height as noted above, that both 
the actual and, significantly, the perceived level of overlooking for the occupiers 
of the neighbouring residential properties would result in their privacy being 
unacceptably impinged, to the detriment of their residential amenity. 

 
91. For the reasons given, therefore, the proposals are considered to fail to 

demonstrate that the site could be developed for the nature and level of 
development proposed without an unacceptably detrimental resulting impact 
upon the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties, by 
way of overbearing impact as well as both loss of outlook and privacy. To this 
extent, the proposals are contrary to Saved Policy 59.BE of the adopted Local 
Plan and the provisions of Paragraph 17 of the NPPF.  

 
Noise and odour impacts 

 
92. Saved Policy 30.ES of the adopted Local Plan states that proposals for noise-

sensitive development, including residential uses, which would result in the 
occupiers of such development being exposed to unacceptably high levels of 
noise will not be permitted. Saved Policy 142.TC relates specifically to 
proposals for A3, A4 or A5 uses and states that they will only be permitted 
where they meet all of the following criteria: there are no residential units or 
other odour-sensitive premises which be detrimentally affected by the proposal 
due to their close proximity and / or local conditions; where appropriate, the 
proposal makes adequate and acceptable provision for neutralising odours and 
controlling noise; and, the proposal makes adequate provision for the disposal, 
storage and collection of waste.  
 



93. These policies are considered to be consistent with Paragraphs 17 and 109 of 
the NPPF which respectively require that planning should always seek a good 
standard of amenity for existing and future occupiers of land and buildings, and 
that the planning system should prevent new and existing development from 
contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely 
affected by, amongst other things, unacceptable levels of noise or air pollution. 
 

94. The proposals incorporate a range of commercial and non-residential uses 
within classes A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 and D1 which will be situated immediately 
below proposed residential apartments, as well as being adjacent to both 
existing and proposed residential uses. There are also existing hot food 
takeaways within the near vicinity. The Council’s Head of Environmental Health 
has raised a number of concerns in regards the wide range of uses applied for 
and the lack of supporting information that has been provided in respect of their 
potential impacts upon the amenity of residential occupiers notably in terms of 
noise and odours. These concerns include in relation to the potential for 
disturbance to result from deliveries to commercial uses, noise generation from 
music within possible A4 (drinking establishment) and some D1 (non-residential 
institutions) uses, disturbance from late night uses including hot-food 
takeaways (A5) and drinking establishments (A4), and odour abatement issues 
from hot-food takeaways in particular and, to a lesser extent, from possible A3 
(cafes/restaurants) uses in light of the proposed provision of high-buildings with 
residential receptors above. 
 

95. Whilst recognising that the application is in outline form, it is considered 
necessary that a sufficient level of detail is provided at this stage to justify that 
the uses for which permission has been sought would be appropriate for the 
locality and could, thereby, be suitably accommodated without unacceptable 
detriment to the amenity of the occupiers of both the proposed as well as 
existing neighbouring properties. In the absence of any such information, it is 
considered that the application is contrary to Saved Policies 59.BE and 142.TC 
of the adopted local plan and Paragraphs 17 and 109 of the NPPF. 

 
Trees 

 
96. Saved Policy 59.BE (i.) of the adopted Local Plan requires that development is 

appropriate both in itself as well as in relation to natural features and trees 
worthy of retention. The area to the northern extent of the application site is 
subject to a woodland tree preservation order (TPO 674) which covers all tree 
species. As this stage the application does not include the removal of any of 
these trees and indicates that they would be retained as part of any subsequent 
detailed scheme. The Council’s Tree Officer has assessed the proposals from 
an arboricultural perspective and is satisfied with this approach subject to a 
condition requiring the submission of a detailed arboricultural statement as part 
of any subsequent reserved matters application. There is therefore considered 
to be no conflict with Saved Policy 59.BE (i.) in respect of the impact of the 
development upon protected trees.   

 
  



Contaminated land 
 
97. Saved Policy 35.ES of the adopted Local Plan requires that it be demonstrated 

that land that is known or suspected to be contaminated will be remediated to a 
suitable standard for the proposed end use. This requirement is considered to 
be consistent with those of Paragraphs 109 and 121 of the NPPF which 
stipulate that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural 
environment through remediating and mitigating contaminated land and that 
decisions should ensure that sites are suitable for their new use(s), taking 
account of ground conditions and former activities. 
 

98. The site is previously developed land with it being comprised of a supermarket 
store and extensive areas of hardstanding and the development proposal 
incorporates sensitive end uses in the form of residential apartments. No 
information has been submitted with the application to assess the ground 
conditions or potential sources of contamination and usually the Local Planning 
Authority would expect at least a desk-top assessment to have been provided 
in this regard. In this case, however, the Council’s Head of Environmental has 
considered the proposals and the site context and has advised that the matter 
of land contamination could adequately be covered by way of planning 
conditions. Such conditions would require the undertaking of a site 
investigation, and where necessitated, the subsequent remediation of any 
sources of contamination that are found and the verification of this thereafter.  
 
Archaeology  

 
99. Saved Policies 167.LB and 168.LB of the adopted Local Plan seek to ensure 

the preservation of archaeological features and remains and where necessary 
require appropriate investigatory and evaluation measures to be carried out as 
part of development proposals. These requirements are considered to be 
consistent with those of Paragraph 128 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework which sets out that where a site on which development is proposed 
includes or has the potential to include a heritage asset(s) with archaeological 
interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an 
appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, undertake a field 
evaluation.  
 

100. The proposals have been considered by Hampshire County Council’s 
Archaeologist who has raised no objection in respect of archaeological matters 
and as such, no further investigatory works or conditional requirements would 
be deemed to be required. There is therefore no conflict with the 
aforementioned local and national planning policy provisions in this regard.  

 
Nature conservation interests 

 

Internationally designated interests: 
 
101. The site is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special 

Protection Area (SPA) and will lead to an increase in residential 
accommodation and, as such, recreational pressure on the SPA. As highlighted 



by the Council’s Biodiversity Officer, due to the impact of visitor disturbance on 
migratory birds in particular, there is a risk that birds can lose condition and be 
unable to migrate at the end of the winter season. To ensure that the impact of 
new housing in the SPA protection area is mitigated, the Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership has been created and a strategy formulated to manage 
visitors in a sensitive area. This strategy requires that developers make a 
financial contribution on a per dwelling basis, towards its implementation and 
delivery. 
 

102. Both Natural England and the Council’s Biodiversity Officer have raised no 
objections to the application subject to this contribution being made. This has, 
however, not been secured and as such the impacts of the development in this 
regard have not been suitably mitigated. Whilst the applicant has submitted a 
Financial Viability Assessment (see the below section on Planning Obligations 
for further details on this), Paragraph 176 of the NPPF is clear that “where 
safeguards are necessary to make a particular development acceptable in 
planning terms … the development should not be approved if the measures 
cannot be secured through appropriate conditions or agreements”. The 
required contributions towards the aforementioned mitigation strategy are 
deemed to meet these criteria and, therefore, this matter will form an additional 
reason for refusal.   
 

103. In addition to the impacts upon the Solent and Southampton Water Special 
Protection Area (SPA), the Council’s Biodiversity Officer has highlighted that 
the development may have the potential to also impact upon the Natura 2000 
and Ramsar network due to the presence of the Wildern Stream in the locality, 
with this being a tributary of the River Hamble. In order to ensure that the 
development does not result in the pollution of this stream and potentially the 
European protected sites, it is necessary for sufficient and satisfactory detail in 
respect of a strategy for managing surface water to be provided at this stage. 
The proposed surface water drainage provisions, including in relation to this 
ecological impact, are considered in more detail in the section on drainage 
further below.  

 
Protected species  

 
104. Saved Policy 25.NC of the adopted Local Plan states that development which 

will adversely affect a habitat or feature of importance for wild fauna and flora 
will not be permitted, unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Council that: (i) the benefits of the development outweigh the adverse impacts 
(ii) the adverse impacts are unavoidable, and (iii) appropriate measures are 
taken which would mitigate or compensate for any adverse impact. This policy 
is considered to be consistent with the provisions of Paragraphs 109 and 118 of 
the NPPF which require that, when determining planning applications, local 
planning authorities aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity. 
 

105. The application is supported by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and a Bat 
Survey Report which assess the ecological value of the site, seek to identify 
signs of protected species and potential features that may support them, and 
makes recommendations in respect of requirements for any further survey work 



or associated mitigation. These surveys set out that no setts or evidence of 
badger activity was observed, no invasive species were recorded within the site 
boundary and that there were no ponds within suitable proximity to indicate that 
amphibians such as great crested newts would be present on site. In addition, 
the potential for bats to occur and significant impacts to arise during 
construction works was considered to be negligible and, whilst the hedgerows 
provide broadly suitable habitat for dormice, reptiles and nesting birds in the 
appropriate season, the likelihood of each species being present was 
considered to be low.  
 

106. Recommendations have, however, been made for any hedgerow removal as 
well as the soft strip of the supermarket building to be undertaken under an 
ecological watching brief. The Council’s Ecologist has considered the submitted 
information and confirmed that she concurs with the findings of the survey and 
the recommendations put forward, with a condition being recommended to be 
imposed in the latter regard. There is therefore considered to be no conflict with 
the relevant local and national planning policy provisions in relation to protected 
species.  

 
Foul and surface water drainage  

 
107. Saved Policy 45.ES of the adopted Local Plan requires that development 

provides for adequate drainage infrastructure. In addition, Saved Policy 25.NC 
stipulates that development which would adversely affect biodiversity will not be 
permitted unless it is demonstrated that the benefits of the development 
outweigh the adverse impacts, the adverse impacts are unavoidable, and 
appropriate measures are taken which would mitigate or compensate for any 
adverse impacts. This includes in relation to drainage and the potential for the 
pollution of designated sites as a result of inadequate surface water provisions.  
 

108. With regards to the matter of foul drainage/sewerage, Southern Water has 
been consulted on the application. They have confirmed that, following initial 
investigations, they cannot currently accommodate the needs of the 
development without additional local infrastructure being provided. They have 
also highlighted that the development would be built over sewers based on the 
indicative plans provided and that the proposals incorporate a pumping station 
close to an existing building. As such, they have advised that they would not be 
prepared to adopt the sewers if constructed in the format shown and that, 
should the developer wish for the pumping station to be adopted, this would 
need to meet their relevant stipulated specifications.  

 
109. Whilst noting the lack of capacity in the foul drainage network, there are 

mechanisms and separate legislative provisions (Section 98 of the Water 
Industry Act 1991) for the requesting of appropriate foul drainage infrastructure 
which are available to the developer such as to provide the required capacity to 
accommodate the development. These fall outside of the planning process and 
it would be for the developer to enter into the relevant agreement with Southern 
Water, as the sewerage undertaker, in order to secure this. In addition, there is 
no obligation for sewers or associated pumping stations to be put forward for 
adoption by Southern Water. As such, it is not considered that the matters 



raised in relation to foul drainage could form a justifiable reason for the refusal 
of planning permission in this case and, indeed, Southern Water have 
confirmed that they are satisfied that this matter could be addressed through 
the use of planning conditions.  

 
110. There are some concerns, however, in regards to surface water drainage. The 

strategy provided proposes the discharging of surface water from the 
development into the existing surface water sewer network, with the location of 
the existing storm water outfall or discharge point being stated to be assumed 
to be to the east of the site within or adjacent to Wildern Lane.  

 
111. Southern Water have highlighted that there is insufficient information currently 

available to confirm if surface water sewer capacity is available and further 
investigations of the downstream sewerage network are required to confirm 
this. In addition, Hampshire County Council as the local lead flood authority 
have highlighted that a range of further information in regards to surface water 
is required which includes existing drainage plans, calculations of run-off rates 
and levels, maintenance details, and notably and importantly evidence that the 
developer understands the sensitivity of the discharge points to the receiving 
water body. This latter point is something that has also been highlighted by the 
Council’s Biodiversity Officer in their consultation response on the proposals in 
the context of the necessity to ensure that the development does not result in 
the unacceptable pollution of the local river network which could ultimately 
thereby impact upon the Natura 2000 and Ramsar network. As such, they have 
advised that the discharge point/arrangements should be established before 
any planning permission is granted.  

 
112. The Council, as the responsible body for Habitats Regulations Assessment 

(HRA) must ensure as part of a planning application that, inter alia, a 
development will not have an adverse impact on the aforementioned European 
protected sites due to a deterioration in water quality. It is necessary therefore 
for sufficient information in regard to operational surface water drainage to be 
provided at this stage to ensure that it can be both accommodated on site and 
would be of a suitable nature. In the absence of the identified required 
additional details and clarification, the local planning authority is unable to 
undertake the requisite HRA screening for the application.  

 
113. Taking account of the above factors and in the absence of the required 

information to demonstrate otherwise, it would not be possible to ensure that 
the scheme could be drained in a satisfactory manner with regards to surface 
water. The proposals are therefore in conflict with the requirements of Saved 
Policies 25.NC and 45.ES of the adopted Local Plan and Paragraph 118 of the 
NPPF.  
 
Transport matters and highway safety 

 
114. The NPPF sets out that development should be located and designed where 

practical to, amongst other things, give priority to pedestrian and cycle 
movements, have access to high quality transport facilities, and to create safe 
and secure layouts which minimise conflict between traffic and cyclists or 



pedestrians (paragraph 35). It also requires that planning decisions take 
account of whether safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
people and that development should only be prevented or refused on transport 
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe 
(paragraph 32). These requirements are considered to be consistent with those 
of Saved Policies 59.BE, 100.T, 101.T and 102.T of the adopted Local Plan. In 
addition, Saved Policy 104.T requires the provision of an appropriate level of 
on-site car parking in accordance with the Council’s adopted standards.  

 

115. The application is supported by a Transport Statement which considers the 
impact that the development would have upon the local highway network, 
appraises parking requirements, and considers the accessibility of the site by 
sustainable modes of travel.  

 

Traffic impacts 
 

116. In terms of the traffic impact of the proposals, the aforementioned statement 
undertakes a comparative analysis between the existing trip rate generation 
associated with the current supermarket store (when open), against the trip 
rates for the proposed mixed use development in order to determine the impact 
on the highway network. This assessment demonstrates that the proposals 
would result in a slight net reduction in two-way traffic movements during peak 
periods, with 14 less trips during the weekday PM peak hour (1700-1800), and 
19 less trips during the Saturday peak hour (1200-1300). The highway authority 
have considered the submitted details, which are based on the trips rates 
derived from the national TRICS database, and have confirmed that they have 
no objection to the proposals in this respect, with the anticipated reduction in 
traffic being recognised to constitute a highway benefit moving forwards.  
 

117. Saved Policy 102.T of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-
2011 requires that development proposals which generate additional traffic 
should contribute towards highway improvements such as to offset the impact 
of the development on the local highway network. As the proposals would not 
increase trip rates relative to the existing situation, it is considered that no 
sustainable transport contributions are required in respect of the application. 

 

Site access 
 

118. In terms of the vehicular access to the site, whilst the exact detail of the layout 
and design of this would be reserved for a later stage, the indicative drawings 
provided show that the current access which serves the site from Wildern Lane 
would be maintained to serve the development. The highway authority has 
raised no objection to this aspect of the proposals, with the present access 
conforming to current standards. There is therefore considered to be adequate 
potential for suitable access to be achieved. 
 
Parking, internal layout and site accessibility by sustainable modes of travel 

 
119. The Council’s parking requirements for residential uses are set out within the 

adopted Supplementary Planning Document ‘Residential Parking Standards’ 



(adopted 2009). Those for commercial uses were previously based upon the 
HCC parking guidance which was withdrawn in April 2013 and the Council are 
currently in the process of producing a revised SPD in this respect, although 
this is yet to be adopted. Parking for commercial uses is therefore presently 
assessed on a case by case basis. 
 

120. In respect of the residential element of the development first of all, the 
aforementioned adopted SPD requires that properties of 1, 2 or 3 bedrooms, as 
in the case of the indicative mix proposed, provide 2 spaces per property where 
these are allocated or, in instances where more than 50% of spaces are 
unallocated, 1 space per unit for 1 bedroom properties and 1.5 spaces per unit 
for 2 or 3 bedroom dwellings. The development proposes the use of 
unallocated parking and suggests an indicative mix of 17no. 1-bedroom, 56no. 
2-bedroom, and 4no. 3-bedroom apartments. On this basis, the required 
parking provision would be 107 car parking spaces, plus a further 20% uplift for 
visitors (an additional 22 spaces) comprised of 15 formally laid out and 7 in 
informal non-obstructive locations. In this case, and as noted by the highway 
authority, the informal spaces could clearly not be accommodated due to the 
nature of the layout, however, even without these, the total requirement for the 
residential uses would be 122 spaces. 
 

121. In regards to the commercial element of the proposals, this has been 
considered on the basis of the 488sqm of floorspace applied for, with an end 
use which could incorporate food sales. The highway authority have, using the 
previous HCC standards as a guide, suggested that an appropriate standard 
would in this case therefore equate to 1 space per 14sqm, giving a requirement 
of 35 spaces for the commercial element. This, in addition to the 
aforementioned residential need, brings the total minimum required spaces to 
157.  
 

122. The scheme, however, only proposes the provision of a total of 110 spaces to 
cover both uses and as such represents a shortfall of 47 spaces or 30% of the 
overall requirement. There is also a lack of clarity concerning how these spaces 
would be managed in terms of the differentiation between residential and 
commercial users which, as noted by the Highway Authority, could cause 
significant issues if either specific use had a shortfall.  
 

123. Whilst the submitted Transport Statement includes a parking assessment to 
seek to justify that this reduced level of parking would provide for sufficient 
capacity, this assessment assumes that all apartments will have only 1 vehicle, 
something which is stated to be based upon the data contained within the 2011 
Census. This Census data, however, sets out that only 55% of households 
within the Hedge End Wildern Ward have 1 vehicle or less and as such nearly 
45% have 2 or more. For the Hedge End St Johns Ward, the boundary of which 
is to the opposing side of Upper Northam Road to the site, the latter figure is 
approximately 50%. On this basis and taking account of the fact that more than 
three-quarters of the seventy-seven units applied for (60) have two-bedrooms 
or more, this assumption is in this case considered to be one which is 
unreasonable. 
 



124. Whilst acknowledging that the site lies within a relatively sustainable location, 
being situated within a district centre location where there are certain facilities 
available to its future occupiers and moderate connectivity by sustainable 
modes of travel, it is not considered that this level of sustainability is sufficient 
to allow for such a shortfall in parking provision relative to the Council’s adopted 
standards. Indeed, the Council’s adopted Residential Parking Standards SPD 
sets out (in paragraph 3.3) that, with the exception of Eastleigh Town Centre 
which has a much wider range of facilities and enjoys extensive rail and bus 
connectivity, the required standards are to be applied borough wide. As the 
highway authority have advised and as has been reflected within some of the 
neighbour representations received, this is also an area in which parking issues 
have previously been reported in surrounding streets and one which is devoid 
of public carparks which could be utilised by future residents for alternative 
parking.  
 

125. In light of this shortfall and the context of the site, therefore, the highway 
authority has raised concerns that overflow parking could be pushed out onto 
the public highway and surrounding streets and result in parking at access 
junctions that causes loss of visibility, on footways that obstructs pedestrian 
movement, etc. and thereby unacceptably compromise highway safety in the 
locality.  

 
126. In addition to the shortfall in parking provision, a lack of information has been 

provided to demonstrate that the requisite storage for a minimum of 77 cycles 
(1 per unit) could be accommodated within the development and also how 
refuse vehicles would service the site in respect of the ensuring of an 
appropriate internal layout whereby such vehicles could both enter and exit the 
site in a forward gear. This is something that is deemed to be essential in this 
instance given the proximity of the access to the junctions of Wildern Lane and 
Lower Northam Road and the car park serving the retail stores to the east. 
Additional tracking drawings have been requested in this regard but these have 
not been supplied.  

 
127. Taking account of these factors, it is considered that the proposals fail to 

demonstrate that an adequate level of on-site car parking and cycle storage as 
well as an appropriate internal layout could be provided to serve the 
development and as such ensure that highway safety in the locality would not 
be unacceptably compromised. In this regard, the proposals are therefore 
contrary to the requirements of Saved Policies, 59.BE and 104.T of the 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and Paragraph 32 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
Sustainable construction measures 

                                   
128. The NPPF (paragraphs 95-99) and Saved Policies 34.ES and 37.ES of the 

adopted local plan, require development to be sustainable in terms of climate 
change use and resource and energy use. In March 2015, a Ministerial 
Statement announced that the Code for Sustainable Homes would cease to be 
applied to new development, although the requirement to achieve the Code’s 
levels for energy efficiency and water consumption remains. If permission were 



to be granted any future reserved matters application would have to meet the 
relevant energy and water standards.  

 
Planning obligations considerations 

 
129. In accordance with the guidance contained within the NPPF, Saved Policies 

25.NC, 74.H, 147.OS, 165.TA and 191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh Borough 
Local Plan Review (2001-2011), the Council’s ‘Planning Obligations’ SPD, and 
the requirements of Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure 
Regulations, there is a requirement for developers’ contributions 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. 
 

130. The proposed development based upon its scale and nature would, in line with 
the aforementioned policy provisions, attract requirements for planning 
obligations / developer contributions towards community infrastructure, 
education, off-site public open space, public art, and the Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership. This is in addition to the requirement of Saved Policy 
74.H for 35% on-site affordable housing provision, which would be reduced 
marginally with the application of the Vacant Building Credit (to 27.7% 
affordable or 21 units). The applicant has, however, submitted that the 
development would be unviable with the levels of developer contributions and 
affordable housing required. 
 

131. The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 173) sets out that 
“pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and 
costs in plan-making and decision taking” and that “to ensure viability, the costs 
of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements 
for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other 
requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development 
and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing 
developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” Paragraph 176 of the 
NPPF goes on to state, however, that “where safeguards are necessary to 
make a particular development acceptable in planning terms … the 
development should not be approved if the measures required cannot be 
secured through appropriate conditions or agreements”. 
 

132. Where viability is an issue on individual schemes, the Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) states that “applicants should submit evidence on scheme 
viability where obligations are under consideration”. In this regard, the applicant 
has provided a Financial Viability Assessment as part of the application 
process. This assessment establishes the Gross Development Value (GDV) for 
the scheme (i.e. the total sales value) and measures it against the scheme’s 
costs, including profit, to establish a Residual Development Value (RDV) and, 
as such, the viability of the scheme. The appraisal concludes that the 
development would be unviable with the level of obligations and affordable 
housing outlined above and, on this basis, the developer has proposed that no 
affordable housing would be provided and no contributions in respect of the 



requisite planning obligations would be made. 
 

133. Best practice is that such appraisals are reviewed independently by a suitably 
qualified professional to establish their validity and allow the local planning 
authority to fully consider their implications. The applicant has not confirmed 
their agreement to this independent review and as the evidence submitted has 
not been verified, the local planning authority cannot therefore fully appraise its 
implications upon the infrastructure and planning obligations requirements 
deemed to be necessitated by the proposed scheme. Notwithstanding this, and 
whilst acknowledging that the existing use value (EUV) of the site, which 
comprises a supermarket store and an associated area of extensive car 
parking, would in general terms have some likely implications on the viability of 
its redevelopment, it is considered to be unacceptable that a development of 
the scale and level proposed would provide for no affordable housing or 
developer contributions which are deemed to be necessary to mitigate for its 
impact upon local services and infrastructure. It is considered that this is 
something which is afforded material weight in the determination of the 
application as a disbenefit of the proposals, particularly in the context of a 
development which has a number of other unacceptable impacts as set out 
within this report.  
 

134. As the required affordable housing and other planning obligations deemed to 
be required to mitigate for the impact of the development have not been 
secured as part of the application, and in the absence of sufficiently verified 
evidence to substantiate the stated viability position and justify any reduction in 
these, the application is deemed to be contrary to the aforementioned local and 
national planning policies and associated guidance and this matter will 
therefore form an additional reason for the refusal of planning permission.  

 
Conclusion 

 
135. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 38(6) of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require a local planning 
authority determining an application to do so in accordance with the 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 

136. As set out above, the proposals are considered to fail to demonstrate that the 
site could be developed for the level of development and nature of the uses for 
which permission is sought without detrimental impact resulting to the character 
of the area, the vitality and viability of the local centre, or the amenity of both 
existing and future occupiers of residential properties. They also fail to 
demonstrate that an appropriate surface water drainage scheme could be 
provided, as well as an adequate level of car parking, cycle storage, and an 
appropriate on-site layout for vehicles. In addition, the identified level of 
planning obligations and affordable housing provision has not been made to 
mitigate the impacts of the development upon local infrastructure, or sufficiently 
verified information provided to justify any reduction of these.  
 

137. It is acknowledged that the development would deliver some social and 
economic benefits, including the bringing back into use of a currently vacant 



town centre site, the provision of employment opportunities during the 
construction and to a more modest degree the operational phase of the 
development, and the provision of 77 units of open market residential 
accommodation. The latter is, however, afforded only limited weight in light of 
the Council already being able to currently demonstrate a 5-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites, and in both cases these benefits are not considered 
to be sufficient to outweigh the harm identified and, as such, the proposals are 
not considered to constitute sustainable development.  
 

138. For the reasons given, therefore, the application fails to accord with the 
requirements of Saved Policies 25.NC, 45.ES, 59.BE, 74.H, 104.T, 137.TC, 
142.TC, 147.OS, 165.TA and 191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local 
Plan Review 2001-2011 and, are therefore contrary to the development plan 
and are also in conflict with the relevant corresponding sections of the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  
 

139. It is, therefore, recommended that outline planning permission be refused.  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 


