
Eastleigh Local Area Committee – Tuesday 11 June 2019

Application Number: F/18/84511
Case Officer: David Huckfield
Received Date: 26/11/2018
Site Address: Builders Yard at the end of Mount View, to the rear of 44 

Twyford Road, Eastleigh, Hampshire, SO50 4HJ
Applicant: Rivendale Homes
Proposal: Part demolition of existing buildings and construction of 4no. 

one bedroom apartments in a 2.5 storey building, and 2no. 
one bedroom 1.5 storey houses (Amended Description).

Recommendation: PERMIT subject to the satisfactory resolution of the matter of 
the impacts of the development upon nutrient increases 
within the River Itchen SAC and Solent and Southampton 
Water SPA

CONDITIONS AND REASONS:

(1) The development hereby permitted shall be implemented in 
accordance with the following plans numbered: Location Plan, SL01 
Revision D, p1-4.p, p1-4p, p5-6.p, and p5-6e. Reason: For the 
avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

 
(2) The development hereby permitted shall start no later than three years 

from the date of this decision. Reason: To comply with Section 91 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

(3) Prior to the commencement of development the following details shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority:

a) details and samples of the materials to be used in the construction 
of the external surfaces of the development;
b) the alignment, height and materials of any walls, fences and other 
means of enclosure; and
c) the landscaping for the site to include soft landscaping and planting, 
as well as details of hard surfacing. 

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 

Reason: In the interests of amenity and the ensuring of an appropriate 
visual appearance to the development. 

(4) No construction or demolition work shall start until a Method Statement 
has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 
Authority. Demolition and construction work shall only take place in 
accordance with the approved method statement which shall include:



a) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt generated by 
demolition and construction works, including measures to prevent mud 
on the highway;

b) a scheme for controlling noise and vibration from demolition and 
construction activities [including details of any piling if proposed];

c) the arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction 
works, loading / unloading of plant & materials;

d) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; and

e) the location of temporary site buildings, compounds, construction 
material and plant storage areas used during demolition and 
construction.

Reason: To limit the impact the development has on the amenity of the 
locality and neighbouring residents. 

(5) The development hereby permitted must not be brought into use until 
the areas shown on the approved site layout plan (Drawing No. SL01 
Revision D) for the parking of vehicles in connection with the 
development shall have been provided and made available for use. 
The parking shall be provided on an unallocated basis and the areas 
must thereafter be retained for this purpose for the lifetime of the 
development. Reason: To provide an adequate level of on-site parking 
in the interests of highway safety and amenity. 

(6) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
[General Permitted Development] Order 2015 [or any order revoking or 
re-enacting that order with or without modification] no development 
permitted by Classes A, B, C, D, or E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the 
order shall be carried out on Plots 5 or 6 without the prior written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority. Reason: To protect the 
amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and to maintain a 
good quality environment.

(7) No construction, demolition or deliveries to the site shall take place 
during the demolition and construction period except between the 
hours of 0800 to 1800 Mondays to Fridays or 0900 to 1300 on 
Saturdays and not at all on Sundays or Bank Holidays. Reason: To 
protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby dwellings.

(8) No burning of materials obtained by site clearance or any other source 
shall take place during the demolition, construction and fitting out 
process. Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby 
properties.



(9) The development is close to the aerodrome and/or aircraft taking off 
from or landing at the aerodrome. Lighting schemes required during 
construction and for the completed development shall be of a flat 
glass, full cut off design, mounted horizontally, and shall ensure that 
there is no light spill above the horizontal. Reason: To avoid 
endangering the safe operation of aircraft through confusion with 
aeronautical ground lights or glare. 

Note to Applicant: In accordance with paragraph 38 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (February 2019), Eastleigh Borough Council takes a 
positive approach to the handling of development proposals so as to achieve, 
whenever possible, a positive outcome and to ensure all proposals are dealt 
with in a timely manner.

Note to Applicant: The development is located within a (proposed) 
residential parking scheme and it is Eastleigh Borough Council’s policy that 
residents of all new developments will not be eligible for parking permits. The 
term development means the construction of new or replacement buildings or 
alterations to existing buildings that result in an increased demand for parking 
not catered for within the development. 

Note to Applicant:  Southern Water have advised that a formal application 
for connection to the public sewerage system is required in order to service 
this development, please contact Southern Water, Sparrowgrove House, 
Sparrowgrove, Otterbourne, Hampshire, SO21 2SQ (Tel: 0330 303 0119) or 
visit www.southernwater.co.uk. Your attention is drawn to their New 
Connections Services Charging Arrangements document which has now 
been published and is available to read on their website via the following link 
https://beta.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges 

Due to changes that came into force on 1 October 2011 regarding future 
ownership of sewers it is possible that a sewer now deemed to be public 
could be crossing the above property. Therefore, should any sewer be found 
during construction works, an investigation of the sewer will be required to 
ascertain its condition, the number of properties served, and potential means 
of access before any further works commence on site. You are advised to 
discuss the matter with Southern Water using the contact details above. 

Note to Applicant: Given the nature of the proposed development it is 
possible that a crane may be required during its construction. The applicant’s 
attention is drawn to the requirements within the British Standard ‘Code of 
practice for safe use of cranes’ for crane operators to consult the aerodrome 
before erecting a crane in close proximity to an aerodrome. This is explained 
further in Advice Note 4, ‘Cranes and Other Construction Issues’, available at: 
https://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-Cranes-
2016.pdf. 

http://www.southernwater.co.uk/
https://beta.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges
https://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-Cranes-2016.pdf
https://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-Cranes-2016.pdf


Report:

1. This application has been referred to Committee as it considered to be 
controversial. 

Description of application

2. The application seeks approval for the redevelopment of an existing 
builders’ yard to provide 6no. 1-bedroom residential units. These 
properties are proposed to be provided via a mixture of a single three-
storey block at the eastern end of the site which will comprise of 4no. 
units across the first and second floor levels, with three undercroft car 
parking spaces and bin and cycle storage provided at ground floor level, 
and 2no. units at the rear which would be set within the parameters of the 
existing external walls of the current pitched roof storage building at the 
western end of the site. The latter would have accommodation set across 
two-levels with private external amenity space situated between the 
properties. Access to the units would be principally from Mount View with 
a connecting link to Twyford Road to the west. A further two car parking 
spaces would be provided at the eastern side of the site, adjacent to the 
shared access which also serves the properties and the commercial use 
to the north.  

The site and its surroundings

3. The application site comprises of an existing builders’ yard which extends 
to an area of approximately 0.04 hectares in size. The site, which is 
relatively long and narrow in terms of its shape with a wider eastern 
element, is formed of two adjoining single-storey structures, a flat-roof 
building to the front (east) and a larger pitched-roof block at the rear 
(west), with the remainder being made up of a small exterior yard 
adjacent to No. 14 Mount View. Gated access is provided from Mount 
View at the eastern end of the site. The elevations of the buildings are a 
mixture of painted brickwork and render with both having corrugated roof 
coverings.

4. The site falls within the urban edge and forms part of the Urban 
Renaissance Quarter as designated within the Council’s adopted Local 
Plan. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in character and 
the site falls at the northern end of Mount View, a narrow residential 
street primarily comprised of a terrace of 14no. modest sized 
dwellinghouses of red-brick construction and which were originally built 
as railway workers cottages in the 19th century. The land to the east, 
beyond which is the railway line, has relatively recently been redeveloped 
for housing having been a builders’ merchants (Travis Perkins) prior to 
this. Immediately to the north of the site is a commercial unit which is 
utilised for a food preparation business, whilst to the west is Twyford 
Road, a main connecting route to Eastleigh Town Centre which lies to the 
south/south-west.



Relevant planning history

5. The application is a resubmission following the refusal of planning 
application F/18/83020 in August 2018. This application had sought 
approval for the construction of a total of 8no. 1-bedroom units, three to 
the rear of the site, with a three-storey block to the front comprising of 
5no. units. No on-site car parking was proposed to serve the dwellings. 
This application was refused for 5 reasons which included the 
overdevelopment of the site, the inappropriate scale and design of the 
block of flats to the east which was considered to be incongruous with the 
prevailing character of the area, a lack of car parking, as well as amenity 
concerns in respect of the future occupiers of the development and 
adjacent properties within Mount View, Twyford Road and Ashton 
Gardens. The applicant has appealed the decision of the local planning 
authority in respect of this application. At present, a decision is awaited 
from the Planning Inspectorate in respect of this appeal. 

Representations Received

6. 29 letters of objection have been received in relation to the application in 
addition to a 43 signature petition in opposition to the proposals. 

The matters raised in objection are as follows:

 Overdevelopment of the site. 
 Proposals being out of character with the area and the heritage of 

Mount View. 
 The development would be visually intrusive.
 Overlooking, loss of privacy, loss of views, overshadowing and 

light intrusion for neighbouring residents 
 The gate shown at the western end of the site would result in the 

pathway adjacent to No. 42 Twyford Road becoming a 
thoroughfare which would be unacceptable. 

 Impacts on the health and well-being of residents. Insufficient car 
parking adding to existing parking issues within Mount View which 
have already been accentuated by the recent adjacent housing 
development. 

 Increase in traffic and impacts on highway and resident safety.
 Mount View is not suitable for additional traffic. 
 Narrow and constrained nature of the access to the site – access 

for emergency vehicles and bin collection lorries should be 
considered given the parking issues in Mount View. 

 Impacts of construction (contractor parking, noise, dust etc.) with 
insufficient space available. 

 All properties in Mount View should have been notified of the 
application. 

 The ownership of the land should be checked and clarified, the 
area described as a turning circle at the end of Mount View is 
private property/land and residents have a right of access across it. 



 Impacts on existing facilities and infrastructure including drainage 
provisions. 

 Devaluation of property. 
 Impacts on structural stability of existing houses. 

Consultation Responses

7. Hampshire Highways

Access: Access into the site is to be retained, and is acceptable with 
adequate visibility. Previous concerns in regard to the lack of on-site 
turning have been addressed with the re-positioning of vehicle parking 
spaces, which provide an adequate turning area to enable forward gear 
access and egress onto Mount View.

Parking: In terms of the quantum of parking, whilst this falls below EBC 
Parking Standards, a Parking Stress Survey has been submitted which 
shows existing on-street capacity exists within a reasonable distance of 
the site that can accommodate potential overspill.  This excludes areas 
that are either within the Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) or classed as 
being private. The shared cycle parking provision (units 1-4) allows for 
adequate space within which to communally store bicycles. 

Servicing: It is understood that the bin store provision is of an adequate 
size and that bins can be collected from the store due to its proximity to 
Mount View. This provision is accepted. It is requested that Direct 
Services are informed that the turning head on Mount View has in part 
been constructed to facilitate refuse vehicle turns to negate the need to 
reverse the length of Mount View, and that they should be utilising this 
accordingly to prevent over long reversing movements. 

Given the updated information provided, there is no objection to the 
development on highway grounds subject to a condition requiring that the 
parking shown on the submitted layout plan is provided prior to 
occupation of the development. An informative is also recommended 
outlining that if a CPZ is implemented on Mount View prior to construction 
(it is understood that funding for such a scheme was secured from the 
adjacent former Travis Perkins site), then the future residents would not 
be entitled to parking permits. 

8. Urban Design Officer – Support. The building elevations for plots 1-4 
now read coherently to the various conditions of public realm that they 
are addressing. The southern flats do still have an angle making the 
dining areas retain some useless space in corners. The bin store also has 
some wasted space in the north western corner. The amended eastern 
elevation appears coherent and reflects the plan convincingly. The 
omission of bedroom windows to the north and south elevation avoids 
overlooking issues and poor outlook on these sides. Replacing the render 
with brick as previously proposed has given the building a more solid 
appearance and avoids issues related to discolouration.



The internal layouts of plots 5 and 6 have been rationalised and squared 
off and the changes to the elevations have rationalised the overall 
building designs, providing legibility and coherence to the appearance. 

9. Southampton Airport – No objection subject to a condition to control the 
nature of the lighting during construction and for the completed 
development due to the proximity of the site to the airport. An informative 
was also requested in regards to the potential use of cranes during 
construction. 

10. Southern Water – No objection. Southern Water requires a formal 
connection to the public foul sewer to be made by the applicant / 
developer and an informative is requested to be added to the decision 
notice in this respect. 

Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site

 Within Built-up Area Boundary
 Within the Urban Renaissance Quarter

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

Legislative provisions:

11. 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

12. 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 
policies contained within the latter are not considered to be applicable to 
the particular development proposed as part of this application. 

The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011

13. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 (the adopted Local 
Plan) 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: Saved 
Policy 25.NC (nature conservation), Saved Policies 53.BE and 54.BE 
(Eastleigh Town Renaissance Quarter, Saved policy 59.BE (promoting 



good design), Saved Policies 100.T, 101.T and 104.T (transport and 
parking), Saved Policy 120.E (smaller employment areas). 

Emerging Local Plan Policies

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014:

14. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 was submitted for 
examination in July 2014 but the Inspector concluded that insufficient 
housing was being provided for in the Plan and that it was unsound.  
While this has not been withdrawn and remains a material consideration, 
it can therefore be considered to have extremely limited weight in the 
determination of this application. 

The Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036:

15. Following The Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 being 
found unsound, the Council has prepared the Eastleigh Borough Local 
Plan 2016-2036. The Plan has been subject to public consultation 
(Regulation 19), the period for which ran from 25 June until 8 August 
2018, and has subsequently been submitted to the Secretary of State for 
examination (on 31 October 2018) with hearings scheduled to take place 
in the autumn (between September and November). 

16. Within this plan, the site remains within the urban edge and within the 
urban renaissance quarter which is subject to Policy E4 of the plan, the 
requirements of which are substantively consistent with those of Saved 
Policy 53.BE of the adopted local plan. This policy seeks to encourage 
well-designed, people-intensive development that raises the quality of the 
main approaches to Eastleigh town centre. The other relevant policies of 
both the 2011-2029 and 2016-2036 plans essentially echo the 
requirements of those of the adopted local plan as listed above and are 
not therefore considered to effect the recommendation put forward.

Supplementary Planning Documents / Associated Guidance

 Quality Places
 Residential Parking Standards
 Environmentally Sustainable Development

National Planning Policy 

17. 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. The National Planning Practice 
Guidance provides additional guidance in support of the Framework and 
should be afforded weight in the consideration of planning applications. 



Assessment of Proposal

Principle of development

18. Under Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
and paragraph 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework, the 
application must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

19. The Development Plan is, therefore, the starting point for the 
consideration and determination of this application. As noted above, this 
comprises of the Saved Policies within the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review 2001-2011 (adopted May 2006) and the application must be 
assessed against those that are relevant to the proposals.

20. The application site lies within the urban edge within the adopted Local 
Plan where the basic principle of development is considered to be 
acceptable, with any planning approval being subject to the particular 
development proposal put forward being deemed to be appropriate and to 
accord with the relevant local and national planning policy provisions. 

Layout, design and impact on the character of the area 

21. Saved Policy 53.BE of the adopted Local Plan states that the Council will 
permit appropriate ‘people-intensive’ redevelopment within the Eastleigh 
Town Renaissance Quarter identified on the Proposals Map. Within this 
area the Council will refuse permission for proposals which do not make 
optimum use of the land. Buildings should be predominantly 3 storeys 
and residential densities at least 50 dwellings per hectare. Saved Policy 
120.E states that within the urban edge, the redevelopment of existing 
B1, B2 or B8 sites not identified on the proposals map (as in the case of 
the application site) will be permitted subject to a number of criteria being 
met. These include that the development does not cause demonstrable 
harm to the amenities of nearby residents, does not generate 
unacceptable levels of traffic, and a residential use is appropriate. 

22. Saved Policy 59.BE of the adopted Local Plan additionally 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. These policies are considered to be consistent 
with the provisions of Sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF which include 
requirements for planning decisions to promote the effective use of land 
(paragraph 117) taking into account, amongst other things, the desirability 
of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting or of promoting 
regeneration and change, and the importance of securing well-designed, 
attractive and healthy places (paragraph 122). In addition, paragraph 124 
emphasises that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development 
and paragraph 127 sets out that decisions should ensure that 
developments will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, 



are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, and are 
sympathetic to local character and history.

23. The application site is currently utilised as a builders’ yard comprising of 
two adjoining single-storey buildings which are evidently somewhat tired 
in terms of their visual appearance and are physically coming to the end 
of their useful life. The surrounding area is substantively residential in 
character with existing dwellings being situated to the west, south and 
east. The proposals seek to redevelop the site for residential purposes in 
the form of 6 dwellings at a density of 150 dwellings per hectare. As 
noted above, the site lies within the Eastleigh Urban Renaissance 
Quarter where the principle of high density residential development is 
generally supported. Such development must however still respect the 
character of the area and be appropriate in terms of its design, scale and 
layout, both in itself as well as in relation to adjacent buildings. 

24. In this regard, the previous application had generated significant 
concerns in respect of the block of the flats to the frontage of the site, with 
this comprising of a somewhat bulky, full-height, three-storey structure of 
an excessive massing and scale. This structure incorporated a range of 
incongruous design features and materials which would have visually and 
physically jarred with the more traditional characteristics of the adjacent 
properties in Mount View which have also been carried forward into the 
more recent Taylor Wimpey development to the east. The revised 
scheme however includes a lower number of units within this block (4) 
which allows for both the incorporation of on-site undercroft parking 
provision, as well as a building of a more appropriate scale and 
proportions, with its ridge and eaves heights respecting that of the 
adjacent properties within Mount View and the use of dormers to partially 
serve the second floor accommodation assisting in reducing the massing 
of the building’s roof. 

25. A much more traditional approach is also taken to the design of the flatted 
block, particularly to its eastern elevation which fronts onto the public 
realm (Mount View). The appearance of the structure now incorporates a 
notably greater degree of visual symmetry to its facades, with materials 
being employed which reflect the surrounding development, with these 
including the use of red brick to the building’s elevations and a slate 
covering to its roof. Architectural features and fenestration which are 
characteristic of the adjacent development are also used, with each of 
these factors combining to result in a building which complements the 
adjacent Mount View terrace which it will sit alongside, as opposed to 
detracting from it and, thereby and relative to the presently somewhat 
untidy appearance of the site, will improve the appearance of this part of 
the road. 

26. A more unconventional and somewhat innovative approach is taken to 
the design and form of the two dwellings to the rear, with these being 
constructed within the confines of the existing exterior walls of the pitched 
roof storage building which is currently present on this part of the site. 



Each property is of a flat-roof modular form with accommodation being 
set across two levels, with the floor space at first floor level being 
accommodated through a modest increase in roof height (relative to the 
current structure) at either end of the central section of the existing 
building. Access to the units would be from their southern side via a 
footway linking to Mount View alongside the proposed block of flats, with 
a secondary gated pathway, over which the applicant has a right of 
access, available between Nos. 42 and 44 Twyford Road to the west. 
Whilst domestic access between properties is not always ideal and this 
would limit natural surveillance over the entrance to the dwellings to a 
degree, it is not entirely unusual in an urban area and is not in this case 
considered to represent an unacceptable arrangement. 

27. A courtyard garden is provided for each unit in between the properties, 
allowing for a useable area of private amenity space for the future 
residents. In terms of the impacts upon the character of the surroundings, 
the retention of the exterior walls and part of the existing roof of the 
current building, when combined with its positioning to the rear of the site, 
results in there being a notably limited degree of visibility of this part of 
the site from the public realm which provides the opportunity for a 
different architectural approach to be taken in this area with this element 
of the proposals being considered to be acceptable in this regard. 

28. The application is considered to comply with the requirements of Saved 
Policies 53.BE and 59.BE of the adopted Local Plan in respect of its 
design, layout and impact on the character of the area. 

Highway matters

29. Section 9 of the NPPF covers the matter of the promoting of sustainable 
transport, with paragraph 108 stating that in assessing sites for 
development, it should be ensured that appropriate opportunities to 
promote sustainable transport modes can be or have been taken up, safe 
and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users, and any 
significant impacts from the development on the highway network, or on 
highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 
Paragraph 109 goes on to state that development should only be 
prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual impacts on the 
road network would be severe.  

30. These requirements are considered to be substantively consistent with 
those of Saved Policy 100.T of the adopted Local Plan, which in addition 
requires that development includes measures that minimise its impact on 
the existing transport network; and, where a large number of journeys are 
likely to be generated, the development is located to minimise travel 
demand and provide a choice of transport mode. In addition, Saved 
Policy 59.BE (v.) requires that development has a satisfactory means of 
access and layout for vehicles and Saved Policy 104.T requires that an 



appropriate level of car parking is provided commensurate with the 
Council’s adopted standards. 

31. The Council’s car parking standards for residential uses are contained 
within the adopted SPD ‘Residential Parking Standards’. For 1 bedroom 
units, the car parking standard stipulated is 2 spaces per unit where 
parking is allocated or 1 space per unit where more than 50% of the 
spaces provided are unallocated. The development proposes the 
provision of 5no. car parking spaces to serve the 6no. 1-bedroom units 
proposed, with parking being provided on a fully unallocated basis. 
Hampshire County Council Highways have confirmed that the size and 
layout of the spaces is satisfactory with suitable access and turning 
provision also being available following the receipt of amended plans 
during the course of the application process. The number of spaces 
however still falls below the aforementioned requirement for 1 space per 
unit (by 1 space). 

32. The application site lies within what is considered to be a reasonable 
walking distance to Eastleigh Town Centre, with connecting footways via 
Twyford Road to which a direct pedestrian link is available to the 
development site by way of a right of access between Nos. 42 and 44 
Twyford Road to the west. The Council’s aforementioned SPD 
(Paragraph 8) recognises that Eastleigh Town Centre and the 
surrounding area is the most accessible location in the Borough with 
regard to public transport and local facilities and, as such, sets out that 
parking to a lower level than specified within the above referenced 
standards can be appropriate if circumstances permit and/or incentives, 
such as car clubs, which will reduce parking demand through 
encouraging reduced car ownership, are provided as part of the 
development.

33. The matter of the impacts upon car parking within Mount View and the 
immediate area surrounding the site form a principal point of objection 
within the third party representations received in relation to the application 
and a lack of car parking provision had formed a reason for refusal of the 
previous scheme, with that development proposing 8no. units with no 
provision whatsoever. Mount View is a narrow residential road, something 
which limits parking opportunities for residents and their visitors, with 
parking being principally confined to on-road provision along the eastern 
side of the road. Whilst funding has been secured as part of the S106 
agreement for the development on the adjacent former Travis Perkins site 
to extend the Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) to incorporate Mount View, 
this has as yet not been implemented and as such the street presently 
lies outside of the CPZ area and parking is, as such, unrestricted. There 
is therefore the potential that the development could add to existing 
parking pressures within the road. As noted above, deviation from the 
Council’s residential parking standards as contained within the adopted 
SPD is only appropriate if circumstances permit and, given the parking 
constraints within Mount View, it is considered essential that the 
proposals demonstrate that adequate parking is or could be made 



available for future residents without unacceptably accentuating these 
pressures. 

34. As a result of there still being a shortfall of on-site provision relative to the 
SPD standards, albeit by only a single space, during the course of the 
application a parking stress survey has been submitted by the applicant 
at the request the Highway Authority. This survey appraises whether or 
not sufficient capacity exists within surrounding nearby roads to 
accommodate any additional parking needs of the residents, should these 
not be met by the on-site provision proposed. The survey is based upon 
the methodology which has come to be known as the ‘Lambeth Test’ in 
light of it having been first developed by the Borough of Lambeth in 
London, with this having since been used more widely as a means of 
assessing the parking impacts of development at planning application 
stage. The survey excludes Mount View from the parking assessment 
when considering available space. This demonstrates that sufficient 
capacity exists within nearby surrounding roads, including Twyford Road 
to the west from which a direct link from the development will be 
available, to accommodate any additional parking needs arising from the 
development. 

35. Taking account of this and the subsequent updated comments of the 
Highway Authority which raise no objection in light of the parking 
assessment submitted, and whilst the third party representations received 
are noted, it is not considered that it would be reasonably justifiable to 
refuse planning permission on parking grounds in this case or that this 
could be substantiated on the basis of a shortfall against the Council’s 
standards. This is in light of such a shortfall being only by a single space, 
that capacity has been demonstrated to exist within a reasonable 
distance to accommodate any overspill parking, and taking account of the 
sustainable location of the site in relatively close proximity to Eastleigh 
Town Centre. There is therefore deemed to be no unacceptable conflict 
with Saved Policy 59.BE or 104.T in this regard. 

36. In terms of other highway related issues, the proposals incorporate 
appropriate secure cycle storage provision on site in accordance with the 
requirements of the Council’s Residential Parking Standards SPD, which 
will contribute to encouraging the use of sustainable modes of transport. 
In addition, suitable bin storage is provided at the ground floor level of the 
block of flats and the development therefore complies with Saved Policies 
28.ES and 100.T in this respect. 

Residential amenity 

37. Saved Policy 59.BE (vii.) of the adopted Local Plan requires that 
development proposals are an appropriate use for the locality and avoid 
unduly interfering, disturbing or conflicting with adjoining or nearby uses, 
especially by way of noise, fumes, dust, overlooking, loss of daylight, loss 
of outlook, vibration, or from floodlighting or security lighting. Paragraph 
127 of the NPPF requires that planning decisions should ensure that 



developments, inter alia, create places that are safe, inclusive and 
accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard 
of amenity for existing and future users. The Council’s adopted 
Supplementary Planning Document ‘Quality Places’ provides additional 
guidance in relation to the matter of amenity, in support of Saved Policy 
59.BE.

38. In this regard there are therefore two principal considerations, the impact 
of the development proposals upon the amenity of existing neighbouring 
residents, as well the ensuring of the provision of an acceptable level of 
amenity for its future occupiers.

39. In terms of the latter first of all and in respect of internal living space, the 
Council’s Quality Places SPD (page 52) requires that new homes have 
enough internal space for residents to use comfortably. In this regard, the 
Government’s ‘Technical housing standards – nationally described space 
standard’ provides a useful guide as to what can be considered to be an 
appropriate level of internal floor space for dwellings of different sizes and 
storeys. The proposed dwellings range from 38.4sqm in internal floor 
space in respect of the flats to the front, to 45.3sqm for the units to the 
rear, albeit the additional floor space for plots 5 and 6 results from the 
provision of an internal staircase to provide access to each property’s first 
floor level. 

40. The internal size of the units exceed the requirements for a single person, 
1-bedroom dwelling set out within the aforementioned standards where a 
shower room is provided, as is shown on the submitted floor plans for the 
development. The local planning authority is unable to restrict the level of 
occupancy within the dwellings and cannot therefore prevent the 
possibility that some of the units could potentially be occupied by 2 
people, in which case the units would each fall below the requisite 
internal floor space standards. However, it is not deemed that the 
application could reasonably be refused on this basis given that the 
government prescribes a standard for single occupancy which is what is 
proposed as part of the application and that this standard would be met. 
In addition, all habitable rooms would now be afforded sufficient degrees 
of light and outlook, which had been a notable point of concern with the 
previous application in regards to the dwellings to the rear of the site 
which, when combined with the modest size of the units across two-
storeys, was not overall considered to be appropriate. 

41. With regards to the matter of external amenity space, the Council’s 
Quality Places SPD requires that for houses, private usable amenity 
space equivalent to 60% of the floorspace of the property is provided. For 
flats the requirement is for the provision of 3sqm per unit as well as 
communal space equating to 25sqm per dwelling, although it is stated 
within the guidance that the local context should be taken into account 
when determining the appropriate amount required. These requirements 
therefore need to be balanced against the location of the site within an 
urban and developed location which is in fairly close proximity to 



Eastleigh Town Centre and also forms part of the Urban Renaissance 
Quarter where Saved Policy 53.ES of the local plan encourages higher 
density development. 

42. For the dwellings on plots 5 and 6, a degree of external amenity space is 
provided by way of a courtyard garden between the properties. Whilst this 
is relatively modest in depth and does not meet the 60% requirement as 
noted above, it still provides a useable area of private space of 
approximately 21.2sqm which would allow future residents to sit out 
comfortably, with direct access being provided from the main living area 
of each property. Whilst some overshadowing would occur from the 
buildings and boundary treatments, the area would still receive a 
reasonable degree of daylight and sunlight through the day and given the 
location of the site, this is not considered to be inappropriate. 

43. In terms of the block of flats on plots 1-4, no external amenity space is 
proposed to be provided for the future residents of these units and this 
matter had formed part of the overall concerns raised in regards to the 
previous application with respect to the amenity of future residents. This 
particular element remains unchanged and would thereby be in conflict 
with the requirements of the Council’s Quality Places SPD. Very much on 
balance and whilst acknowledging that the lack of provision of amenity 
space is not ideal, on its own it is not considered that this would constitute 
a reason for refusal of planning permission in respect of the current 
application. This being in light of the range of concerns regarding the 
other aspects of the development having now been suitably addressed 
and the scheme overall making a suitable and efficient use of land in a 
sustainable and appropriate manner, which was not the case with the 
previous submission.   

44. With regards to the impact upon the occupiers of existing properties, the 
previous application had raised concerns in respect of overlooking 
towards the dwellings within Ashton Gardens to the east from the block of 
flats, as well as overbearing impact and a loss of outlook for the 
occupiers of Nos. 42-46 Twyford Road and No. 14 Mount View from the 
increase in height of the building to the rear of the site to facilitate the new 
dwellings in this area. 

45. In terms of the first of these matters, the block of flats has now been 
recessed to a greater degree within the site to increase the distance to 
the rear boundary with the properties in Ashton Gardens such that this is 
now between 12.2 and 13m (from between 10.2 and 10.4m in the 
previous scheme). The distance to the facing first floor rear windows 
within Ashton Gardens has also increased to between 21m and 21.4m 
(from 18.7 to 18.9m). Whilst the latter remains below the Quality Places 
requirement of 25m (20m at first floor level plus 5m for each additional 
storey), the increased separation to the rear boundary does reduce the 
level of overlooking of the neighbouring dwellings’ rear amenity areas to a 
more acceptable level. The distance between the second floor windows 
within the new development and the first floor windows of the facing 



existing dwellings is also comparable to the local context, with the second 
floor dormers in the nearby properties in Ashton Gardens being 
approximately 19m from the facing first floor windows of the properties 
along Mount View, with the additional 2 to 2.4m provided by the 
development scheme now allowing for a more appropriate offset in terms 
of the moderate change in ground levels, with properties in Ashton 
Gardens being set moderately lower than those in Mount View. 

46. The combination of the removal of a unit to the rear relative to the 
previous scheme, along with the reduction in height of the projecting first 
floor element above the roof of the existing structure and the setting of 
this further in from its eaves, have also lessened the impacts upon the 
adjacent neighbours in terms of overbearing impact or loss of light or 
outlook. Section drawings have also been provided which demonstrate 
that the first floor side facing windows in plots 5 to 6 will not result in 
unacceptable overlooking of neighbouring gardens.

47. Taking account of all of the above factors and the changes made to the 
development scheme overall, it is considered that the proposals do not 
unacceptably conflict with requirements of Saved Policy 59.BE of the 
adopted Local Plan in respect of the matter of residential amenity and 
that a suitable balance is now achieved between respecting the amenity 
of existing residents and providing a sufficient level of amenity for future 
residents, whilst at the same time seeking to achieve the appropriate 
higher density development that is encouraged by the Urban 
Renaissance Quarter policy. 

Ecology

48. In terms of the ecological impacts of the development, there is considered 
to be limited potential for ecology to be present on the existing site or 
within the current buildings. Natural England have, however, recently 
raised the matter of the potential for new residential development within 
the borough to result in nutrient increases within Internationally 
designated sites for nature conservation (in this case the River Itchen 
SAC and Solent and Southampton Water SPA) as a result of additional 
sewage generation. Natural England have highlighted that there are high 
levels of nitrogen and phosphorous input into the water environment at 
these sites, with evidence that these nutrients are causing eutrophication. 
They have advised that there is uncertainty about the efficacy of 
catchment measures to deliver the required reductions in nitrogen levels, 
and/or whether upgrades to existing waste water treatment works will be 
sufficient to accommodate the quantity of new housing proposed. 

49. The Council are currently considering the implications of this issue and 
whether or not additional mitigation measures to offset any increases in 
nitrogen discharge will be required as part of development schemes. 
Such mitigation could be ‘direct’ through on-site sewage treatment 
provision where appropriate or through upgrading existing sewage 
treatment works, or ‘indirect’ through the offsetting of nitrogen generation 



from development by taking land out of nitrogen intensive uses (e.g. 
agricultural uses where fertiliser is applied to crops). For smaller 
development schemes, mitigation may take the form of contributions 
towards the aforementioned off-site measures. Once the Council has 
considered the implications of this issue, mitigation if required will need to 
be secured and a Habitats Regulations Assessment undertaken. This 
matter will need to be resolved prior to the decision being issued. 

Planning Obligations/Considerations

50. Aside from the potential requirement for contributions in respect of the 
matters referenced in paragraphs 48 and 49 above, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Planning Practice Guidance developments of 10 
units or less (and which have a maximum combined floor space of no 
more than 1,000 square metres) are exempt from the need to provide 
tariff based planning obligations or affordable housing. The application 
proposes the provision of 6no. units which do not have a cumulative 
floorspace in excess of the 1,000sqm and as such the development does 
not meet the nationally met thresholds and there are thereby no other 
planning obligation requirements. 

Other Material Considerations

51. None.

Conclusion

52. In conclusion, it is considered that the proposals have overcome the 
reasons for refusal of the previous scheme to a sufficient degree and now 
incorporate a development which makes efficient use of a brownfield site 
within a sustainable location and that suitably balances the aims of the 
Urban Renaissance Area policy with the need to respects the character 
and appearance of the area and residential amenity. The scheme has 
also demonstrated that the parking needs of the development can be 
accommodated by way of a combination of on-site provision and 
available on-street parking in close proximity to the site to accommodate 
the modest shortfall in on-site provision (a single space). The application 
is therefore recommended for approval subject to the satisfactory 
resolution of the nutrient neutrality issue as covered in paragraphs 48 and 
49 above. 




