
HEWEB – Hedge End, West End and Botley Local Area Committee Monday 
15 June 2020.

Application 
Number: F/19/87100
Case Officer: Kitty Budden
Received Date: 27 December 2019 
Site Address: Former Homebase, Hedge End Retail Park, Tollbar Way, 

Hedge End, SO30 2UH
Applicant: c/o Agent
Proposal: Extension & external alterations to unit to provide 2 x Class 

A1 units; alterations to car park layout; variation to permitted 
range of goods; and associated development.

Recommendation: 
Subject to 

i) completion of legal agreement.

PERMIT, subject to conditions

___________________________________________________________________

CONDITIONS AND REASONS:

1) 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.

2) The development hereby permitted shall be implemented in accordance 
with the following plans numbered: 001, 010, 015, 016, 020, 050, 100, 
102, 150, 200, 201.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper 
planning.

3) Prior to commencement, a Construction and Environment Management 
Plan shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority.  This shall include:

a. A programme of and phasing of demolition (if any) and 
construction work;

b. The provision of long-term facilities for contractor parking;
c. The arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction 

works;
d. Methods and phasing of construction works;
e. Access and egress for plant and machinery; 
f. Protection of pedestrian routes during construction;
g. Location of temporary site buildings, compounds, construction 

material, and plant storage areas;



h. Measures to control dust and dirt generated by demolition and 
construction;

i. Provision for storage, collection and disposal of rubbish from the 
development during construction;

j. Measures to prevent mud and dust on the highway during 
demolition and construction.

Demolition and construction work shall only take place in accordance 
with the approved method statement.
Reason: To limit the impact of the development on the amenity of the 
locality.

4) No excavation, demolition or development-related works shall take 
place on site until an Arboricultural Method Statement and a scaled and 
referenced Tree Protection Plan, as per British Standard 5837:2012 
(Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction – 
Recommendations), is submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
Local Planning Authority. No excavation, demolition or development 
related works shall commence until evidence has been submitted to, 
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority, demonstrating 
that the tree protection measures have been installed, as per the 
approved tree protection plan. Once approved, no access by vehicles 
or placement of goods, chemicals, fuels, soil or other materials shall 
take place within the fenced area. Tree protection measures shall be 
retained in their approved form for the duration of the work. The 
approved tree protection plan must be adhered to in full and may only 
be modified subject to written agreement from the Local Planning 
Authority. This condition may only be fully discharged upon completion 
of the proposed development. Reason: To retain and protect the 
existing trees which form an important part of the amenity of the locality.

5) Prior to commencement, samples of the materials to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces of the development hereby 
permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details. Reason: To ensure a satisfactory visual 
appearance in the interest of the amenities of the area.

6) Within three months of commencement, an updated Travel Plan for 
each individual unit shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, 
the Local Planning Authority.  This Travel Plan shall include provision 
for covered and secure cycle parking facilities for staff; and on-site staff 
facilities such as showers, lockers and drying racks.  The Travel Plan 
will have regard to guidance policies issued by the Department of the 
Environment, Transport and the Regions; and will include clear and 
unambiguous objectives and modal split targets, together with a time-
bound programme of implementation, monitoring and regular review 
and improvement [no less than annually]. Once approved, the Travel 
Plan will be brought into operation for each unit and operated for no 
less than seven years from the date of first occupation; with the results 
of the monitoring submitted to the Local Authority. Within three months 



of occupation, the Local Authority shall be notified of the name and 
contact details of the Travel Plan Co-ordinator for each unit.  Reason: 
To encourage use of alterative sustainable modes of transport.

Note to Applicant: Please be aware that there is a workplace travel plan 
forum in the area. Membership of this group would help the tenants to 
access help and support in promoting sustainable transport choices.

7) Within three months of commencement, details of the customer cycle 
storage adjacent to Unit 1b shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  Prior to First Occupation, the 
approved cycle storage shall be installed and shall be maintained and 
kept available for customers to the site.  
Reason: To ensure the adequate provision of on-site facilities and 
support sustainable travel.

8) Within three months of commencement, details of the two electric car 
charging points (to charge four vehicles), and the timescale for 
installation, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority.  These charging points shall be 50kW Rapid 
Chargers and shall be installed within the agreed timescale; and 
maintained for that purpose.  Reason: To encourage use of alterative 
sustainable modes of transport.

9) Within three months of commencement, a landscaping scheme 
incorporating ecological enhancements shall be submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall 
cover all hard & soft landscaping [including trees and boundary 
treatment] and shall provide details of timings for all landscaping and 
any future maintenance. The works shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved plans and to the appropriate British Standard.
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenity of the locality and to 
protect and enhance biodiversity.

10)Within six months of first occupation of each individual unit, unless 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, a BREEAM ‘Very 
Good’ final stage certificate and sustainability report for each unit, 
highlighting how all of the essential requirements for non-residential 
development of the Eastleigh Borough Council adopted Supplementary 
Planning Document ‘Environmentally Sustainable Development’ have 
been met, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority. Reason: To ensure the development meets the non-
residential requirements of the adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document ‘Environmentally Sustainable Development’.

11)Unit 1b hereby approved shall be used for the retail sale and display of 
all goods except for clothing, footwear and fashion accessories, unless 
where the sale of these goods is ancillary to the main retail use and 
from no more than 10% of the net sales area.  No more than 20% of the 
net sales area shall be used for the sale of food and drink (other than



food for animals). Reason: To limit the retail impact of the development 
and preserve the vitality and viability of local centres.

12)No more than 20% of the net sales area of Unit 1a hereby approved 
shall be used for the retail sale and display of comparison goods.  all 
goods.  Reason: To limit the retail impact of the development and 
preserve the vitality and viability of local centres. 

13)The retail premises hereby permitted [Units 1a and 1b as shown on the 
approved plan 0491-PL-100] shall not be further subdivided and there 
shall be no concessions or construction of additional mezzanine floor 
space without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason: To preserve the vitality and viability of local centres.

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.

Report:

1) This application has been referred to Committee at the request of 
Councillors. 

Site Characteristics and Character of Locality

2) The site comprises the former Homebase store and its rear garden 
centre located within the retail park known as Hedge End Retail Park.  
Currys PC World and Pets at Home occupy other units within the retail 
park, with a shared access from Tollbar Way which also serves 
Sainsburys and Marks and Spencers to the south.

3) The building sits to the north-west in the retail park, linked to the Currys 
PC World unit to the east and set back from the front elevation of that 
unit. It has been unoccupied since Homebase vacated the site in 
December 2018 and has been subject to anti-social behaviour and 
vandalism. Car parking is located to the south of these two units and 
Pets at Home is located to the south of the shared car park as a more 
recent addition.

4) The service yard is to the north with the existing access to this from 
Tollbar Way, coming behind the Currys PC World unit. Staff parking for 
both units is located behind the stores.

5) There is relatively little tree planting within the car parking area, with the 
majority of dense tree cover around the curtilage of the retail park.  A 
short line of trees is present within the site to the north of Pets at Home 



and a very small number of trees in one area within the car park in front 
of Currys PC World.  The most notable tree feature in the site, particular 
unusual for a retail park, is the presence of the group of 14 mature Oak 
trees with associated landscaping west of Currys PC World and east of 
the Homebase store entrance.  These trees were kept when the retail 
park was originally developed and the buildings were designed to 
ensure their continued retention.  This feature is visually prominent 
upon turning into the access road to the retail park.  

6) An associated planning application has been submitted to carry out 
works to this tree feature which is also for consideration by the Local 
Area Committee (planning reference F/19/87101). (This application is 
referred to as Application 2 in the supporting documents and will be 
referred to in the same way in this report for clarity.)

7) The retail park is surrounded by mature tree planting and landscaping 
on all sides. Beyond the tree screen, Tollbar Way runs along the 
eastern boundary and the M27 lies to the west.  To the north beyond 
the service yard, is Botley Road.  

8) The site is located in a wider commercial/ retail area with a number of 
retail parks providing a range of retail opportunities including, for 
example, Sainsburys, Marks and Spencers, B&Q, Next Home, TK 
Maxx, Symths Toys, DFS, Carpetright and Bradbeers.  Industrial and 
employment units are also in the vicinity, located primarily along Botley 
Rd.  

9) While this is a heavily developed area with a prominent road system, it 
is well tree’d with substantial mature tree screening along Charles 
Watts Way and Tollbar Way and around the curtilage of many of the 
retail parks.  Botley Road to the north-east of the site has significantly 
less tree cover which creates a notably harsher environment.

Description of Application

10)The application comprises an extension and alterations to the existing 
retail building previously occupied by Homebase to create two smaller 
retail units.  

11)The unit currently has a Gross Internal Area (GIA) of 3,670 sq.m and 
the associated garden centre a floor area of 1,277 sq. m.  The addition 
of the proposed rear extension (659 sq. m GIA) and the subdivision of 
the unit would result in Unit 1a measuring 2,366 sq. m GIA, including a 
mezzanine floor of 123 sq. m; and Unit 1b measuring 2,065 sq. m GIA 
and including a garden centre of 588 sq. m.  

12)The application confirms that Unit 1a is intended to be operated as a 
discount foodstore by Lidl. Unit 1b is to be occupied as a general 
variety store.



13)In order to facilitate the operation of these new units, the application 
seeks to widen the existing bulky goods restrictions under Condition 9 
of the 1995 permission.

14)Alterations to the front elevation include new entrances to facilitate the 
subdivision, as well as a new canopy and glazing, and refurbishment of 
the building to reflect the more modern retail form of the Pets at Home 
store.  

15)Alterations are also proposed to the car park area outside of Unit 1a, to 
provide for disabled and parent & child spaces. A covered cycle shelter 
providing 10 spaces is proposed to the east of the entrance to Unit 1b 
and the Planning Statement indicates 2 x dual electric vehicle charging 
points (to charge 4 cars) are to be provided.  

16)The application is accompanied by the following reports and technical 
assessments:

 Planning Statement;
 Design and Access Statement;
 Transport Assessment;
 Travel Plan;
 BREEAM Pre-Assessment.

17)The proposal has been screened out under the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England) Regulations 
2011 due to its use not being of a significantly greater scale than the 
previous use, as set out in Schedule 2. The LPA concludes that an 
Environmental Statement is not required.

18)Screening under the Habitats Directive was not required due to the 
nature of the proposed use taking account of the existing use.  

Relevant Planning History

19)Outline planning permission for the development of the site was 
originally granted in July 1995 (planning ref. Z/33503/000/00). Of 
relevance to this application, Condition 9 states that the premises shall 
be used for the sale of bulky goods only and shall not be used for the 
sale of food (other than confectionary), clothing, shoes or fashion 
accessories. Reserved Matters were approved in September 1995 
(planning ref. Z/33503/002/00).

20)More recently, in July 2016 planning permission was granted for a new 
retail unit (planning ref. F/16/78310), with car park and vehicle access 
point alterations, which opened in 2017 and is occupied by Pets at 
Home.

21)Within the wider area, the following applications are also relevant:



 X/14/75400: Variation of condition 9 of planning permission 
Z/28673/001/00 to widen the range of goods which can be sold from 
the premises, permitted January 2015. (Unit currently occupied by 
TK Maxx and Homesense.)

 X/15/76771: Variation of Condition 8 of planning permission 
F/14/75157 to enable the sale of toys, games, play equipment, 
entertainment products and associated goods, permitted November 
2015. (Unit currently occupied by Symths Toys.)

 F/20/87203: Partial demolition and subdivision of Unit 1, the 
subdivision of Unit 2 and the installation of mezzanine floors in Units 
1 and 2 and related works, elevational alterations and refurbishment 
of Units 1, 1A, 1B and 2, and alterations to car parking layout. 
Currently under consideration.

Representations Received

22)Initially, no third-party representations were received to this application, 
although fifteen submissions were made to the associated application 
(ref. F/19/871010), nine of which make reference to this proposal.

23)Of these, six were supportive of Lidl occupying one of the units, 
commenting that this would provide more retail competition and variety 
for the area and a more affordable supermarket for residents.  

24)Three representations objected to the proposal due to concerns 
regarding increased traffic impacts.  (Traffic concerns were also raised 
by supporters of the scheme.)  One objector suggested that the site 
could be used as an overflow car park for The Ageas Bowl; and one 
supporter suggested that the access roundabout layout could be 
improved.

25)Following a community engagement exercise undertaken on behalf of 
the applicant, a document containing copies of 114 letters of support 
completed online has been submitted.  This exercise allowed third 
parties to select from a range of reasons to support the two applications 
and write additional comments.  Reasons that were generally selected 
(relevant to this application) included improved consumer choice; and 
the provision of new jobs.  Comments were made around ease of 
access; the need for additional supermarkets due to the level of house 
building in the area; and improving the condition of the existing building.  
A number of the comments made were specific to Lidl occupying the 
site.

26)In addition,95 proforma letters of support have been received, which 
cite similar reasons to those in the community engagement document.

27)Letters of objection have been received on behalf of the owners of the 
Swan Centre, Eastleigh; and Asda.



28)The representation on behalf of the Swan Centre raised concerns 
regarding the failure to demonstrate compliance with the sequential 
test; the potential impact of the proposal; and the inadequacy of the 
proposed conditions, should the application be approved.

29)The representation set out concerns regarding the interpretation of case 
law related to disaggregation and concluded that where an application 
proposal comprises a number of separate units or different uses, a 
combination of more central sites should be considered provided they 
do not require any of the individual retailers to disaggregate their offer.  
Against this background, an interpretation of the sequential approach 
which prevents the assessment of whether an occupier might be 
accommodated on a sequentially preferable site runs counter to the 
town centre first policy approach. 

30)The Swan Centre also disagreed with the decision to exclude Eastleigh 
Town Centre from the sequential assessment on the basis it would 
serve a different catchment.  

31)In relation to retail impact, the Swan Centre considered that there are a 
number of committed retail developments in the area which should 
have been considered in the impact assessment.

32)Finally, representation was made regarding the condition wording 
should planning permission be granted.

33)The representation on behalf of Asda discussed the reason the bulky 
goods condition was imposed on the 1995 consent and contended that, 
whilst the condition was applied within a different policy context, the 
reasons for it remain the same within the context of the adopted and 
emerging Local Plans and national policy, and there are no new 
reasons why that position should now be nullified.

34)Asda operate a store within West End Local Centre and have significant 
concerns about the claimed impact of the application on both the Asda 
store and the local centre, and the affect this would have on the vitality 
and viability of the local centre.

35)The objection was based on two main points, those being that the 
application currently fails the sequential test, does not comply with local 
or national policy and should be refused on that basis; and it cannot yet 
be concluded that the application would not have a significant adverse 
impact on the vitality and viability of West End Local Centre and thus 
whether it complies with relevant local and national policy.

36)The representation made reference to an appeal decision (Leamington 
ref. APP/T375/W/18/3204311), post the Cribbs Causeway Secretary of 
State decision, in which disaggregation is further considered and not 



ruled out in order for matters of flexibility regarding format and scale to 
be properly addressed.

37)With regards to the retail impact assessment, the representation 
questioned that assumption made by the applicants that 95% of the 
local centre turnover is derived from Asda.  Further, they felt that it is 
too early to assess the impact in light of the Covid-19 pandemic which 
they considered may have irrevocably weakened the centre and may 
have rendered it more vulnerable to the impact of out-of-centre retail 
development.

38)A representation has been submitted by Lidl to confirm that, despite the 
current situation, they remain committed to their acquisition and 
investment strategy and therefore the economic benefits of this 
application remain.  Lidl believe that the re-use of the existing 
Homebase unit will add to the vitality of Hedge End’s retail offer as a 
whole; and that the submitted retail assessment shows no significant 
adverse impact on the nearby centres.   

39)The representation noted the submission by the Swan Centre and 
responded that Lidl have no intention of vacating or disposing of that 
store which provides a key facility in Eastleigh Town Centre where 
there is a lack of any other discount food retailer.

40)Finally, Lidl set out what it perceives to be the benefits of the scheme, 
those being significant financial investment in the local economy; new 
jobs; re-use of existing retail facilities; aesthetic and energy efficiency 
improvements; a qualitative improvement in convenience shopping for 
local residents; and better competition in the local retail market leading 
to savings for residents.

Consultation Responses

41) Planning Policy: No objection, subject to conditions and additional 
information. 

42)Comments are focused on the relevant retail related planning policies 
and on the Planning Statement undertaken by the agent on behalf of 
the applicant submitted in support of the application. 

Saved and Emerging Local Plan Policies 

43)The site is located within the urban edge and does not have any retail 
or other specific land use related designations or allocations.  This is 
both with regards to the saved policies of the Local Plan 2001-2011 and 
the emerging policies of the submitted Local Plan 2016-2036. However, 
retail related uses have long been established in Hedge End Business 
Park.  This also includes the unit subject to this application.



44)It is stated in paragraph 8.31 of the Local Plan 2001-2011 that 
applications for major out-of-centre retail leisure or other town centre 
uses (with a gross floorspace of 500 m2 or more) must comply with 
policy 134.TC.  The criteria within saved policy 134.TC therefore 
applies with the exception of criterion i whereby there is no longer a 
requirement to demonstrate the need for the development.  For the 
purposes of the emerging Local Plan 2016-2036, policy DM21 applies.  

45)It is noted that the proposal would result in the floorspace of the vacant 
unit increasing by 761sq.m. The applicant has therefore undertaken 
both a sequential test and retail impact assessment which meets both 
the requirements of the saved policies of the Local Plan 2001-2011 and 
the emerging policies of the Local Plan 2016-2036.  

46)For the purposes of the submitted Local Plan, policy DM21 is 
applicable.  One of the main differences with the newly proposed policy 
to that within the 2001-2011 Local Plan is that a retail impact 
assessment may be required for proposals equal to or greater than 
350sq.m of net additional retail floorspace.  It is noted that the proposal 
would accommodate above this proposed threshold in terms of the net 
additional floorspace proposed whereby a retail impact assessment will 
be required in accordance with both saved policy 134.TC and emerging 
Local Plan policy DM21. 

Sequential Test 

47)The applicant has surveyed Hedge End District Centre, Bitterne District 
Centre in Southampton and West End Local Centre to identify whether 
there are any suitable and available buildings or sites within or on the 
edge of these centres to accommodate the proposed development.  

48)The scope of the centres covered for the purposes of this application 
along with a justification as to why the proposal could not be located in 
these sequentially preferable locations is considered to be both 
proportionate and acceptable.  

49)It should be noted that a greater degree of flexibility on the proposed 
store format, scale and scope for disaggregation would normally be 
required in order to meet the requirements of Policy TC.134 and 
emerging Policy DM21. For example, by scoping available buildings 
and sites in each of the sequentially preferable locations for the 
individual units proposed as part of the scheme.  It is considered that 
such an approach to assessing store format and disaggregation is 
justified through alternative legal judgements (e.g. a disaggregation 
case refused by Hull City Council and dismissed on appeal in 
December 2017: Appeal Ref: APP/V2004/W/17/3171115) and that 
format and scale should be considered in accordance with the NPPF 
2019.  



50)However, both the end users and proposed size of the units are known 
for this scheme which therefore lends little weight for disaggregation to 
be considered in this instance whilst it is also noted that there would be 
regeneration benefits of the vacant Homebase store being reoccupied. 

51)Regardless to the viewpoints on disaggregation, it is accepted that the 
other vacancies identified by the applicant in each of the centres would 
also be too small for the proposal to be disaggregated. 

52)Additionally, with a Lidl store already present at Station Hill in Eastleigh 
Town Centre, it is considered acceptable to rule this out as a 
sequentially preferable location in this instance (rather than on the 
applicant’s principle of the circa. 6km distance to Eastleigh town centre 
from the application site).  

Retail Impact Assessment 

53)The applicant has referenced the Council’s Retail and Leisure Study 
(July 2017) for the purpose of undertaking the retail impact assessment.  
The applicant’s retail impact assessment and health check covers 
Eastleigh town centre, Hedge End District Centre, West End Local 
Centre and Bitterne District Centre in Southampton.  The conclusions of 
this assessment are that the proposed development would have a 
limited impact upon these centres whereby the greatest impact would 
be a 3.1% trade diversion upon convenience and comparison goods 
turnover at West End Local Centre.  This is considered to be a relatively 
low impact and is noted to be primarily related to convenience goods 
diversion from Asda in this location.  The noted impact upon trade 
diversion at the Station Hill Lidl food store is discussed further below. 

Variation of Conditions 

54)The applicant is proposing to vary a condition associated with a historic 
permission (ref: 33503/0 which dates back to 1995) which was aimed at 
restricting the range of goods that could be sold from the unit. The 
following condition is now proposed:

Unit 1b hereby approved may be used for the retail sale and display of 
all goods except for clothing, footwear and fashion accessories, unless 
where the sale of these goods is ancillary to the main retail use and 
from no more than 10% of the net sales area.

No more than 20% of the net sales area shall be used for the sale of 
food and drink (other than food for animals).

55)However, an additional condition along the lines of the following is 
suggested for the Lidl unit:



A minimum of 20% of the net sales area should be used for the sale of 
comparison goods which will change on a regular basis and will include 
specialist and seasonal products 

56)It is considered that both the sequential test and retail impact 
assessment have been undertaken sufficiently to demonstrate that 
there are no alternative sites available and that there would be a limited 
impact in terms of trade diversion from supermarkets and food stores in 
the centres covered within the scope of the Planning Statement.  
Therefore, the proposed conditions and additional suggested condition 
for the proposed Lidl unit are considered to be reasonable for the 
purposes of this application. 

57)The exception with the impact assessment findings relates to the Lidl 
food store in Station Hill adjacent to Eastleigh town centre where there 
is a more significant trade diversion of 9.2% for convenience goods and 
10.8% for comparison goods by 2024. The applicant therefore 
encouraged to explain the implications of the proposal upon the 
forecast retail trade diversion from this existing food store.  

58)In order to manage any future potential changes to the two newly 
proposed units and to minimise future potential impacts upon the 
centres covered by the sequential test and retail impact assessment, 
further consideration should also be given to conditions which would 
control the provision of additional floorspace (e.g. mezzanine 
floorspace) and any further sub-division. 

59)This would enable these sequentially preferable locations to be fully 
scoped should there be any forthcoming proposals to further sub-divide 
or create additional floorspace in the newly proposed units in future.  

60)The proposed and suggested conditions as noted above would be 
justified in accordance with Policy 134.TC of the Saved Local Plan 
2001-2011 and proposed Policy DM21 of the 2016-2036 Local Plan. 
These are similar in referencing the need for conditions which may 
apply to restrict the range of goods sold, the sub-division of units or 
internal alterations that would increase the floorspace.

Concluding Comments

61)The proposed sub division of the Unit 1b subject to this application is 
considered to be acceptable in principle and has been justified through 
the sequential test and retail impact assessment undertaken by the 
applicant.  The applicant is however encouraged to explain the potential 
implications of the proposal upon the forecast retail trade diversion from 
the existing Station Hill food store adjacent to Eastleigh town centre. 

62)Otherwise, the information relating to retail impact is considered to be 
reasonable in that there would be little or no impacts through drawing 
comparison goods trade away from the centres covered by this 



application.  It is further considered that the proposal would result in the 
re-use of vacant buildings and provide for regeneration and economic 
benefits.    

63)In conclusion, the Planning Policy team raises no objection to this 
proposal provided the applicant implements and agrees to the above 
suggested and proposed conditions and is able to explain the potential 
implications of the forecast retail trade diversion upon the Station Hill 
Lidl food store. 

64)Tree Consultant: No objection.

65)Head of Economic and Business: No objection to the subdivision.  
Question whether a value food retailer would be the most appropriate 
occupant of one unit. The Council is committed to the revitalisation of 
town centres and would favour a larger number of smaller food outlets, 
including value chains, over out-of-town hypermarkets. 

66)Would welcome a broader change of use to include B1. This would 
enable the site to marketed to out-of-town leisure facilities such as 
gyms, play parks and activity centres as well as to business centres 
and incubators, an area of priority growth for the borough.

67)Sustainable Transport Planner: No objection, subject to amendments to 
the Travel Plan, provision of secure cycle parking, changing facilities 
and car-share bays for staff. 

68)Travel Plan monitoring should be undertaken annually and submitted to 
HCC and EBC for evaluation.

69)Hampshire Highways: No objection, subject to a condition requiring a 
construction site management plan.

70)West End Parish Council: No objection.

71)Hedge End Town Council: No objection.

Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site

 Within Built-up Area Boundary
 Within Established Retail/ Commercial Area
 Within HRA Screening Area
 Overhead Cables and Electricity Pylon within Site

Development Plan Saved Policies and Emerging Local Plan Policies

Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011:
Saved Policies: 

 24.NC (Protected Species and Habitats)
 25.NC (Biodiversity Protection)



 34.ES (Sustainable Construction) 
 37.ES (Energy and Water Efficiency)
 43.ES (Flood Risk)
 59.BE (General Design Criteria)
 62.BE (Disabled Access)
 63.BE (Car Park Design)
 64.BE (Overhead Cables)
 100.T (Transport)
 104.T (Parking) 
 134.TC (Out of Centre Development)

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036:
72)The 2016-2036 Local Plan was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate 

on 31st October 2018 and the examination hearings concluded in 
January 2020. The Council received the Inspector’s post-Hearing 
advice on 1 April 2020.  The Council is progressing with modifications 
to the Local Plan to enable its adoption, anticipated in late 2020/early 
2021.  Given the status of the Emerging Plan, it is considered that 
overall moderate weight can be attributed to it. The most relevant 
policies are:

 S1 (Delivering Sustainable Development)
 S2 (Approach to New Development)
 S4 (Employment Provision)
 DM1 (General Development Criteria)
 DM2 (Environmentally Sustainable Development)
 DM3 (Adapting to Climate Change)
 DM5 (Managing Flood Risk)
 DM11 (Nature Conservation) 
 DM13 (Transport)
 DM14 (Car Parking)
 DM21 (New Retail Development)
 DM40 (Funding Infrastructure)

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 2029, July 2014:
73)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.

Supplementary Planning Documents

 Supplementary Planning Document: Quality Places (November 2011)
 Supplementary Planning Document: Environmentally Sustainable 

Development (March 2009)
 Supplementary Planning Document: Planning Obligations (July 2008, 

updated 2010)



National Planning Policy Framework (Revised February 2019)

74)At 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 Policy 
Framework (the ‘NPPF’ or the ‘Framework’) states that (as required by 
statute) applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise and sets out a general presumption in favour of 
sustainable development unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

75)Paragraph 11 states that development proposals which accord with the 
development plan should be approved without delay. Where the 
development plan is absent, silent, or relevant policies are out-of-date 
planning permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of 
the development would outweigh the benefits; or specific policies in the 
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Local plan 
policies that do not accord with the NPPF are now deemed to be “out-
of-date”. The NPPF requires that due weight should be given to 
relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of 
consistency with the NPPF. In other words, the closer the policies in the 
plan accord to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that 
may be given.

76)Three dimensions of sustainability are to be sought jointly: economic 
(supporting economy and growth); social (support strong, vibrant and 
healthy communities by fostering a well-designed and safe built 
environment, with accessible services); and environmental (contributing 
to, protecting and enhancing natural, built and historic environment) 
whilst local circumstances should also be taken into account, so that 
development responds to the different opportunities for achieving 
sustainable development in different areas.

77)The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that 
applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance 
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

National Planning Practice Guidance 

78)Where material, the Planning Practice Guidance which supports the 
provisions and policies of the NPPF should be afforded weight in the 
consideration and determination of planning applications.

Assessment of Proposal: Development Plan and / or Legislative 
Background



79)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 comprises the Saved 
Policies of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and 
the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013 (which is not applicable 
in this case).  The NPPF and the Planning Practice Guidance constitute 
material considerations of significant weight.

Principle:

80)The development site is located within urban edge and comprises an 
existing retail building in an established out-of-town retail area.  As 
such, the principle of extending and subdividing this unit is accepted, 
subject to the details of the proposed works being acceptable in scale 
and design, in compliance with local and national policy.  

Removal/ Variation of Bulky Goods Condition:

81)The Hedge End Avenue Retail Park is a long-established retail location, 
having received planning permission in 1995.  As part of the original 
permission, a bulky goods restriction was applied to prevent the 
development reducing the viability of existing shopping centres.  This 
condition is worded:

82)‘The premises shall be used for the sale of bulky goods only and shall 
not be used for the sale of food (other than confectionary), clothing, 
shoes or fashion accessories.’

83)As part of the proposed scheme, the application seeks to widen the 
range of goods sold to permit food and non-food goods to be sold, 
(Class A1), thereby allowing occupation of Unit 1a by Lidl as a Limited 
Assortment Discounter and Unit 1b by a general variety store.  These 
types of uses would normally be found in town centres and the LPA 
would therefore seek to secure/retain their presence in these areas, 
taking account of the ‘town centre first’ approach promoted in the NPPF 
and NPPG.

84)Where proposals come forward to locate main town centre uses outside 
of existing centres, paragraph 86 of the NPPF requires Local Planning 
Authorities to apply a sequential test to planning applications.  When 
assessing applications for retail development outside of town centres, a 
Retail Impact Assessment should accompany an application for 
development over 2,500 sq. m or a locally set threshold (emerging 
policy DM21 sets this threshold at 350 sq. m).  Paragraph 90 states 
that, ‘where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely 
to have significant adverse impact on one or more of the considerations 
in paragraph 89, it should be refused.’



85)As required, a sequential test and retail impact assessment has been 
submitted as part of the current application for consideration.

86)In considering the policies under which this application must be 
assessed, the most relevant saved Local Plan policy is 134.TC.  
However, it is accepted that this policy contains one requirement which 
is now inconsistent with the NPPF and current case law – 

 A requirement to demonstrate a need for the proposed retail 
development, (criterion i).

87)With regards to disaggregation, the accompanying Planning Statement 
provides examples of case law advising that there is no requirement to 
disaggregate proposals under the sequential test, the most recent 
example given being the Cribbs Causeway Secretary of State Decision 
and Inspector’s Report in October 2018 (APP/P0119/V/17/3170627).

88)Representations from both the owners of the Swan Centre, Eastleigh, 
and Asda, have been submitted raising concerns regarding the lack of 
disaggregation in the sequential test submitted to support the 
application.

89)It is acknowledged that the NPPF does not specifically require 
disaggregation under the sequential test; equally, it does not explicitly 
exclude it.  Paragraph 86 of the NPPF does state that applicants and 
local planning authorities should demonstrate flexibility on issues such 
as format and scale, so that opportunities to utilise suitable town centre 
or edge of centre sites are fully explored when considering out-of-centre 
proposals.  

90)The weight to be afforded to Saved Policy 134.TC is reduced in light of 
the inconsistent in criterion i and may potentially be reduced further due 
to inconsistency with the case law around disaggregation.   In addition, 
policy 134.TC does not specify the circumstances in which a retail 
impact assessment should be provided and consequently is insufficient 
by itself for determining a planning application.  While emerging policy 
DM21 does contain a requirement for disaggregation to be considered, 
this policy is not yet adopted policy and so carries moderate, rather 
than full, weight.  The NPPF is therefore a significant material 
consideration in determining this current application.  At this point in 
time, and for this application, the applicant’s position regarding 
disaggregation is accepted.  This is supported by the Council’s 
Planning Policy team.

91)In terms of the sequential test, the submitted report indicates there are 
no other sites that are available, suitable and viable for this proposed 
development.  This position is accepted by the Council.

92)The retail impact assessment essentially comprises a before and after 
model for shopping patterns for comparison and convenience goods in 
the relevant area, first as existing and then with the new stores inserted 



and trading in 2024, which is an acceptable approach.  The effects of 
introducing the new stores are based on judgement and, where 
appropriate, information contained in the Council’s 2017 Retail & 
Leisure Needs Assessment prepared by Carter Jonas, as part of the 
evidence base to the emerging Local Plan.  The key principles applied 
in making the judgements is that retail facilities will compete most 
strongly with those that are most similar qualitatively and closest.  

93)The report identifies the heaviest monetary impact to fall on the nearby 
Sainsburys store.  This is unlikely to be a critical impact and is not a 
material planning consideration as this store itself is sited in an out-of-
centre location. 

94)On account of the qualitative similarity, the application proposals are 
also expected to draw some trade away from the existing Lidl stores on 
the edge of Eastleigh Town Centre and Antelope Park.  The applicant 
does not considered to be excessively harmful to a successfully trading 
store of this kind, in a growing discount market sector (evidenced by 
Lidl’s intention to occupy this site).  Additional information has been 
requested in response to the Council’s Planning Policy team comments 
and this matter will be updated at Committee. Lidl have informally 
confirmed their commitment to retaining the existing store in Eastleigh 
in their representation.

95)With regards to the effect on established centres, the predicted 3.1% 
impact on West End village centre is relatively modest and is against a 
background of a generally good level of vitality and viability.  The report 
identifies this impact to relate primarily to trade diversion from the 
existing Asda.  It states that the scheme will not materially affect the 
trading position of the Asda store, which will continue to trade well and 
perform its role in serving local residents, commensurate with the Local 
Centre status of West End. The proposed development will not impact 
on the wider service function of the centre which the proposed 
development will not compete with. 

96)It is also of relevance that the application premises are a long-
established retail location, which could draw significant turnover were 
they to be re-occupied on a similar basis to the original permission.  
This means that the net impact could be regarded as less than 
predicted.

97)The submission on behalf of Asda raises concerns regarding the impact 
on West End Local Centre and considers that this application should 
not be determined until the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic can be 
properly assessed.  

98)In light of the predicted impact on West End village centre, and 
commensurate with the approach taken for development of a similar 
nature, a financial contribution towards improvements to West End 
village centre has been agreed, to mitigate against a retail impact on 



this area.  These contributions will contribute towards environmental 
improvements to the village centre to improve its attractiveness as an 
alternative shopping destination. 

99)While the concerns regarding the impact of Covid-19 are understood, 
this impact is likely remain unknown for an extended period and may 
impact this proposal also.  Central Government are clear that decisions 
should not be unduly delayed.  It is considered that, while 
unprecedented, there is no strong justification why the current situation 
should delay the determination of this application. 

100) The impact on Hedge End town centre and Eastleigh town 
centre has been identified as 0.9% and 0.3% respectively.  It is 
considered the levels of impact on existing identified centres are 
therefore unlikely to constitute ‘significant adverse impact’ as 
established by the NPPF as the criterion justifying refusal of planning 
permission.  

101) The representation on behalf of the Swan Centre considers that 
Eastleigh Town Centre should have been included within the sequential 
test.  The agent has responded that the scheme is clearly intended to 
serve a different catchment area, reinforced by the fact that Eastleigh 
already contains two discount foodstores (including Lidl). 
Notwithstanding this, with the presence of a Lidl store already at Station 
Hill in Eastleigh Town Centre, it is considered acceptable to rule this out 
as a sequentially preferable location in this instance.  In addition, no 
sites have been identified that could realistically accommodate the 
proposed development.  This position is supported by the Council’s 
Planning Policy team.

102) It is not considered that this is an appropriate location for 
unrestricted A1 retail use, as it remains local and national policy to 
promote a town-centre-first approach.  The retail impact study has 
assessed the impact of the proposal excluding clothing, footwear and 
fashion accessories and the applicant has submitted revised wording to 
the original bulky goods condition which states:

‘Unit 1b hereby approved may be used for the retail sale and display of 
all goods except for clothing, footwear and fashion accessories, unless 
where the sale of these goods is ancillary to the main retail use and 
from no more than 10% of the net sales area.  No more than 20% of the 
net sales area shall be used for the sale of food and drink (other than 
food for animals).’

103) With a minor change to condition wording, the condition is 
considered acceptable.  The retail impact study has assessed the 
development on the basis of this condition; and it can be concluded that 
the impact is acceptable in planning terms.



104) The applicant has not proposed an amended version of the bulky 
goods condition for Unit 1a.  However, following the representation from 
the Swan Centre, they have confirmed that a condition restricting 
comparison goods sales to a maximum of 20% of the net sales area 
would be acceptable.  It is considered this is appropriate in light of the 
findings of the retail impact assessment.

105) An additional condition restricting further subdivision or the 
creation of additional mezzanine floor space is recommended to 
prevent further development that may impact the vitality and viable of 
the nearby local and town centres, without proper assessment by the 
Local Planning Authority.

106) The Council’s Head of Economic Development has requested 
that the Use Class of the new units be expanded to enable occupation 
by leisure and business-type uses.  The application for consideration is 
specifically for Class A1 use, as described in the description.  The Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015 (as amended) permits some use class changes without 
requiring formal planning consent, however, due to the size of the units 
it is likely most changes outside of A1 retail would require planning 
permission.  It is considered that this allows for proper assessment of 
the impact of the proposed development and therefore this request has 
not been taken forward. This does not prevent the submission of future 
planning applications for alternate uses being submitted for 
consideration.

Sustainable Development:

107) As set out in the NPPG, compliance with the key sequential and 
impact tests does not guarantee that permission is granted and LPAs 
are required to consider all material considerations in reaching a 
decision.

108) Section 2 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that the purpose 
of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development, which can be summarised as meeting the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs.

109) Achieving sustainable development means that the planning 
system has three overarching objectives – economic, social and 
environmental (which are interdependent and need to be pursued in 
mutually supportive ways) that should be delivered through the 
preparation and implementation of plans and the application of the 
policies in the Framework.

110) Planning policies and decisions should play an active role in 
guiding development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so 
should take local circumstances into account, to reflect the character, 



needs and opportunities of each area.

111) Each of the three dimensions of sustainable development is 
considered below.

112) National legislation and guidance, together with local policy 
ensure that all planning applications are tested for their resilience to 
and impact on the Environment. Details elsewhere in this report set out 
the Climate Change and Environmental implications of this application 
and their proposed mitigations.

Economic Sustainability:

113) Section 2 of the NPPF, when discussing economic sustainability, 
seeks to ‘help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by 
ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right 
places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 
productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of 
infrastructure’.

114) Paragraph 80 states that planning decisions should ‘help create 
the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. 
Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic 
growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs 
and wider opportunities for development.’

115) Matters around locational hierarchy, sequential testing and retail 
impact are discussed above.

116) The existing unit has been vacant since December 2018, 
resulting in the loss of local jobs.  The scheme is estimated to result in 
the order of 100 new FTE job opportunities (based on the HCA 
Employment Density Guide, 2015), with additional job creation 
throughout the construction and fit out period. The proposal would bring 
a vacant site back into use and result in local investment and wage 
generation for employees which can be spent in the local economy.  
This is recognised as a significant benefit that should be accorded 
weight.

117) Due to the nature of this proposal, there are limited obligations 
that can be secured; however, the applicant has indicated their 
agreement to securing a financial contribution towards improvements to 
West End Local Centre.  

118) The potential impact on the existing shopping centres is 
discussed above and considered to not be significantly adverse.

119) On balance, it is considered the proposed development would be 
economically sustainable.



Social Sustainability:

120) As discussed above, the proposed development would provide 
additional employment opportunities and bring a vacant unit back into 
use.  It is located within reach of residential communities and well 
connected to the local bus, cycle and footway network, which also 
provides for links to the wider area. This contributes to meeting the 
community’s needs in term of possible employment opportunities with 
sustainable transport choices; and reduced journey lengths to other Lidl 
stores.  It also provides additional facilities in the form of Lidl, a discount 
food retailer; and a general variety goods retailer.  

121) Given the nature of the scheme, it does not offer social benefits 
in terms of delivering housing or the provision of accessible local 
facilities, such as playing fields or community buildings.

122) Overall the development is considered to be socially sustainable.

Environmental Sustainability:

123) Section 2 of the NPPF requires development to contribute to 
protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic environment; 
including making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, 
using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and 
mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low 
carbon economy.

124) There are a number of different components to Environmental 
Sustainability, including consideration of site-specific planning matters 
and the impacts of the development on its surroundings, which are 
considered below under the relevant subheadings.

Design and Appearance

125) Saved Policy 59.BE of the Local Plan requires development to 
take full and proper account of the context of the site including the 
character and appearance of the locality and be appropriate in mass, 
scale, materials, layout, design and siting.  It also requires a high 
standard of landscape design, have a satisfactory means of access and 
layout for vehicles, cyclist and pedestrians, make provision for refuse 
and cycle storage and avoid unduly impacting on neighbouring uses 
through overlooking, loss of light, loss of outlook, noise and fumes.

126) The proposed scheme incorporates refurbishment of the 
building, improvements to the front elevation and the creation of an 
additional entrance to serve Unit 1b and alterations to the car park.  The 
proposed works to the exterior of the building will better reflect the more 
modern Pets at Home store and improve the condition of the building 
which has been exposed to vandalism.  These will improve the overall 



appearance of the site, taking account of the character of the area and 
context of the site in accordance with saved Local Plan policy 59.BE.  

127) Application 2 proposed landscape and biodiversity 
enhancements which have the potential of delivering further 
improvements.  These improvements form part of the BREEAM 
proposals which are put forward to achieve BREEAM ‘Very Good’ for 
the refurbishment. Should planning permission not be granted for the 
application related to trees works and the creation of a pocket park, it is 
considered that it is reasonable to secure these as part of this scheme.  
This can be achieved through the use of a condition requiring the 
submission of a landscape scheme for approval. 

Traffic, Sustainable Transport and Car Parking

128) Impacts on traffic is the key concern raised by third parties.  The 
submitted Transport Assessment indicates the greatest movement 
anticipated is the arrival into site of 41 vehicles across the peak hour. 
This equates to approximately one vehicle ever 90 seconds as an 
average spread, which Hampshire Highways, as the highways 
authority, confirms is not anticipated to be significant, particularly when 
compared to existing background movements already being made.

129) Hampshire Highways have confirmed the existing access and 
service areas should be capable of serving the proposed units, subject 
to the removal of one staff car parking space; and have suggested a 
condition related to the management of the construction phase to 
ensure minimal disruption during the refurbishment and construction 
phase.  Pedestrian and cycle access to the site remains the same, and 
bus services are accessible.

130) A Travel Plan has been submitted as part of the application 
which has been reviewed by the Council’s Sustainable Transport 
Planner.  Subject to amendments to the Travel Plan, to include 
provision of secure cycle parking, changing facilities and car-share bays 
for staff, no objection has been raised.  The Travel Plan should be 
monitored annually and the results of this shared with the Council.  
These requirements can reasonably be secured through the use of 
conditions.

131) Changes to the car park layout result in a slight decrease the 
overall provision of parking on site (seven customer spaces and one 
staff space), however due to the level of existing parking within the site 
this is considered acceptable and no concerns have been raised by 
Hampshire Highways.  The scheme increases the provision of disabled 
and parent and child parking, improving accessibility, and proposes two 
electric car charging points which supports the Council’s Climate 
Change agenda.  The location and type of chargers will be secured 
through planning condition.  



132) The scheme is therefore considered to accord with the 
requirements of saved Local Plan policies 100.T and 104.T.

Ecology and Trees:

133) The internal subdivision of the unit, refurbishment, exterior 
alterations and car park works do not have an ecological impact.  The 
extension to the rear of the building is located on existing hard surfacing 
and again, does not raise ecological concerns.

134) Similarly, this application does not have an impact on existing 
trees within or adjacent to the site and no objection is raised by the 
Council’s Tree Consultant.

135) The second application is assessed separately and 
independently to this application.   

Sustainability and Climate Change:

136) National legislation and guidance, together with local policy 
ensure that all planning applications are tested for their resilience to 
and impact on the environment. Details elsewhere in this report set out 
the Climate Change and Environmental implications of this application 
and their proposed mitigations.

137) The NPPF (paragraphs 95-99), Saved Policies 34.ES and 37.ES 
of the Local Plan, and emerging Policies S1, DM2 and DM3 of the 
submitted Local Plan require development to be sustainable in terms of 
resource use, climate change and energy use.

138) As part of the refurbishment of the existing building, the scheme 
will achieve a high BREEAM Very Good rating.  While this does not 
meet the Council’s requirement for Excellent, given the nature of the 
building and the proposed development, it is considered this is 
acceptable and can be secured through the use of planning conditions.

Planning obligation /considerations

139) In accordance with the guidance contained within the NPPF, 
Saved Policies 74.H, 101.T, 147.OS and 191.IN of the adopted 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM32 and 
DM37 of the Submission Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, the 
Council’s ‘Planning Obligations’ SPD and the requirements of 
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations, there is a 
requirement for 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. 



140) Contributions towards the provision of the following infrastructure 
have been agreed and will be secured via a Unilateral Undertaking or 
Section 106 legal agreement as per the Planning Obligations SPD:

 Environmental Improvements at West End Local Centre. 

141) The projects and measures identified for contribution expenditure 
will comply with the 3 tests set out in Regulation 122 of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy 2010, in that the monies would go towards the 
projects which are directly related to the development, and are fairly 
and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development. 

Other material considerations

Equalities Implications:

142) Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 created the public sector 
equality duty. Section149 states:

A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due regard 
to the need to:

a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any 
other conduct that is prohibited by or under this Act;

b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share 
a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not 
share it;

c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.

143) When making policy decisions, the Council must take account of 
the equality duty and in particular any potential impact on protected 
groups. It is considered that this application does not raise any equality 
implications

Conclusion

144) This scheme supports the local and national economy and 
encourages sustainable growth in the area, providing for job 
opportunities.  The submitted retail report satisfies the sequential 
approach and demonstrates the development would not result in a 
significant adverse impact on existing shopping centres, including West 
End village centre, subject to conditions and mitigation.

145) The development would deliver the re-use of a vacant unit, 
environmental improvements to the fabric of the building, visual 
improvements to the site, and would maintain existing pedestrian/cycle 
links to the highway.

146) No impact on residential amenity is identified and the proposed 
works do not have a detrimental impact on trees or ecology.



147) The proposed development is therefore considered to be 
consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and relevant 
local plan policies.  The recommendation is therefore to permit, subject 
to conditions and securing the financial contribution towards West End 
village centre and appropriate conditions.  




