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

Application 
Number: F/19/87101
Case Officer: Kitty Budden
Received Date: 27 December 2019 
Site Address: Former Homebase Car Park, Hedge End Retail Park, Tollbar 

Way, Hedge End, SO30 2UH
Applicant: c/o Agent
Proposal: Application for removal of existing trees, works to retained 

trees and replacement hard and soft landscaping scheme 
including new tree planting and amenity space, alterations to 
car park layout, and associated development.

Recommendation: 

REFUSE

___________________________________________________________________

REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

1) The proposed development fails to take full and proper account of the 
context of the site, through the removal of the large, mature English 
Oak trees, which are an important and attractive feature in the locality.  
The loss of these trees would have a significant detrimental visual 
impact on the character and appearance of the retail park.  As such, the 
proposal is contrary to saved policy 59.BE of the Eastleigh Borough 
Local Plan Review (2001-2011) and emerging policy DM1 of the 
Eastleigh Borough Council Local Plan 2016-2036.

2) Insufficient justification has been provided to support the loss of large, 
mature English Oak trees, which are features of importance for 
biodiversity, local character and local ecosystem services, including 
Climate Change adaption.  The proposal has failed to demonstrate that 
the benefits of the development outweigh the adverse impacts; and the 
mitigation measures proposed fail to adequately mitigate or 
compensate for the loss of these trees.  As such, the proposal is 
contrary to saved policies 25.NC and 34.ES of the adopted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), emerging policy DM11 of the 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036, and paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF. 

Note to Applicant: The application was refused following the 
assessment of the following plans: 1001, 1010, 1050, 482.07, 482.10. 
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 part of the forecourt of the former Homebase store 
located within the retail park known as Hedge End Retail Park.  

3) The land is situated in front of the front elevation of the former 
Homebase store and to the west of the side elevation of the Currys PC 
World unit (one of two other units within the retail park). It is contains 14 
Oak trees and associated planting within a raised landscape area, 
which is surrounded by a pedestrian walkway.  To the south and west 
of the land is the existing car parking separated from the walkway by 
bollards.  This area is visually very prominent within the site and is in 
line of sight upon turning into the access road to the retail park.

4) The trees were originally part of a larger group of trees in the centre of 
the development site which were kept when the retail park was first 
developed.  The buildings were designed to ensure their continued 
retention, with the building line staggered to provide space for the trees.  

5) While the Currys PC World store continues to be occupied, the 
Homebase unit has been empty since Homebase vacated the site in 
December 2018 and has been subject to anti-social behaviour and 
vandalism. This building is the subject of a separate application to 
extend and alter the building to create two smaller retail units (referred 
to as Application 1 in the supporting information and carried forward in 
this report for clarity).  Application 1 is also for consideration by the 
Local Area Committee (planning ref. F/19/87101).  

6) Aside from the trees that are the subject of this application, 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 (a recent 
addition to the retail park located to the south of the original buildings) 
and a very small number of trees in one area within the car park in front 
of Currys PC World.  

7) 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 
(which lies behind Homebase/ Currys PC World) 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.  Industrial and 



employment units are also in the vicinity, located primarily along Botley 
Rd.  While this is a heavily developed area with a prominent road 
system, it is generally 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

9) The application proposes the removal of nine of the 14 trees within the 
forecourt landscape area.  These trees are classified as Category B 
and C trees in accordance with the British Standard BS5837 retention 
categories – Category B denotes trees that are of moderate quality and 
value and Category C denotes trees that are of low quality and value.

10)Of the five trees to be retained, one tree is Category A (defined as 
being of high quality and value).  Tree works are proposed to the 
remaining trees including a crown lift.

11)The applicant has proposed a number of measures to seek to mitigate 
the loss of these trees.  These include a proposal to create a ‘pocket 
park’ which includes replacement tree planting, low level soft 
landscaping, seating and a children’s play feature.  19 trees are 
proposed to planted across the wider site and a range of ecological 
enhancements implemented including, for example, bat and bird boxes 
and native planting.

12)The area of the car parking immediately to the south of the trees is to 
be reconfigured to move the internal road and introduce additional 
parking spaces.  This reconfiguration means that there is a total loss of 
three parking spaces across the two related planning applications.  

13)The supporting Planning Statement states that the works contained 
within this application would only be delivered in conjunction with the 
Application 1 (F/19/87100).

14)The application is accompanied by the following reports and technical 
assessments which have been updated as necessary:

 Planning Statement;
 Landscape, Ecology, Tree Proposal Report;
 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal;
 Design and Access Statement;
 Transport Assessment;
 Tree Survey Report.

15)The proposal has been screened out under the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England) Regulations 
2011 due to it not being Schedule 1 or 2 development.  



16)Screening under the Habitats Directive was not required due to the 
nature of the proposed development.  

Planning History

17)Outline planning permission for the development of the site was 
originally granted in July 1995 (planning ref. Z/33503/000/00). Condition 
15 of this permission required the submission of a scheme of 
landscaping to include indications of all existing trees and hedgerows to 
be retained, together with measures for their protection.  Reserved 
Matters were approved in September 1995 (planning ref. 
Z/33503/002/00).

18)In October 2016, an application for various tree works was granted 
consent under reference T/16/79086 which included works to a number 
of the trees that are the subject of this application, primarily to reduce 
the canopy.  One tree within this area was turned into a monolith 
(removal of all branches to reduce a dead or dying tree back to its main 
stem).

Representations Received

19)15 representations were received in response to the Council’s 
consultation. Six letters of support were received to this application 
related solely to Application 1 and are discussed in the associated 
committee report.

20)Of the remaining nine letters, five letters raised objections to the loss of 
the trees citing the following reasons:

 principle of loss of trees;
 high level of tree removal across Borough;
 trees should take priority over development and should be retained;
 part of natural woodland;
 tree loss contributes to destructive carbon emissions;
 impact on climate change, global warming and the global emergency 

shouldn’t be ignored for the sake of commercial profit;
 detrimental impact on biodiversity, wildlife, noise and air quality;
 all Oak trees under threat are of high value and importance;
 the original development took account of the mature English Oaks, the 

protection of the trees should continue;
 trees have not been well maintained by the owner;
 English Oak labelled T4 is stated as good condition and classified as C 

category;
 if trees are removed, replanting should be like for like.

21)One objection related solely to traffic.



22)The remaining three representations were submitted as comments and 
raised the following matters:

 need to retain trees due to issues with CO2 and flooding;
 will take a number of years for new trees to have same benefit as 

mature trees;
 retaining all trees absolute priority, give so much to environment and 

provide shade in increasingly hot summers.

23)No references were made to the addition of the pocket park or the 
changes to the parking arrangements.

24)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 the provision of a pocket park will 
provide a nice space to relax and play and improve the look of the park; 
the tree planting will help the borough meet its target of planting 
160,000 new trees; and the landscaping works will result in a 
biodiversity net gain across the site.  Additional comments that were 
made primarily related to Lidl occupying one of the units.  A small 
number of individuals commented on improvements to the appearance 
of the park in general.  Two comments referred to the play area being a 
positive addition and four individuals thought the additional 
trees/landscaping would be good for wildlife/ the environment.  

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

Consultation Responses (Summarised)

Tree Consultant: 

26)The following comments were received in response to the updated Tree 
Survey Report:

27)Objection - The updated arboricultural report has separated the G2 
group in the original report into individual trees, however, these 
changes are procedural and do not add to the report’s conclusion. The 
report fails to justify the removal of the trees, with the impact – as 
acknowledged within the report itself – being significant. Therefore, the 
original comments made (see below) are still valid.

28)Notwithstanding the view that large, mature trees are irreplaceable, the 
proposed compensation planting is woefully inadequate: the proposal to 
replace nine (eight plus one U category) trees with five represents a 
negative compensation ratio. If the proposal for planting around the 



edges of the site is factored in, the proposal is an approximate 2-for-1. 
To put this in perspective, the overall Borough-wide compensation 
provided by developers is approximately 9-for-1, with some individual 
applications offering 100+ trees for each one removed.

29)Research has demonstrated that even on sites where hundreds of trees 
are planted in compensation, the cohort of new trees can fail to 
compensate even if a modest number of existing trees are removed. As 
originally stated, I am not convinced whether any proposed 
replacement tree planting could compensate for the loss of these large, 
mature trees, within the space available.

30)I would strongly object to the statement by the agent that to “mitigate” 
for the loss of trees, the applicant will be provide new amenity space. 
The fact is that amenity space already exists and could easily 
incorporate the additional “hard and soft landscaping, seating areas and 
planting of new trees”, with careful design.

31)The financial contribution towards the Council’s tree planting scheme is 
noted.

32)Firstly, the tree planting initiative is not being predominately funded by 
the Council.  This is intended to be a sponsorship scheme, which will 
provide community engagement. 

33)Secondly, whilst £100k could purchase a lot of trees, once aftercare is 
considered, it actually reduces the end number quite a bit. Although 
there will obviously be cost variations depending on suppliers, bulk 
procurement, etc., I would expect £100,000 to get approximately 100 
trees (12-14 cm girth) with an associated aftercare regime. Even with 
aftercare, I would expect 5-15% mortality in the first few years (e.g. the 
trees planted in the same car park as part of the Pets at Home 
scheme), reducing the final number either through dead tree loss, or 
over-spend on replacements for the dead trees.

34)Thirdly, amenity, most ecosystem services, and climate change 
adaptation provided by trees, are localised and planting trees off-site 
does not provide these benefits to the local population. Therefore, it is 
incorrect to suggest that planting trees off-site is adequate 
compensation for most benefits. 

35)Finally, it should be noted that that this application is separate from the 
application to the associated unit - the retention of these trees does not 
prevent the use of the unit and no justification has been provided for 
tree removal. In practical terms, mature trees should be considered as 
irreplaceable due to the length of time that it would take to replace the 
associated benefits, especially slow growing species, such as English 
Oak. The removal of these trees will be directly, and publicly, counter to 
Eastleigh’s Climate and Environmental Emergency pledges. 



Original Consultation Response:

36)Objection - The application boundary is relatively small and 
encompasses an open space to the front of existing retail units, as well 
as part of the car park. There are 13 individual trees within the open 
space, and a further two specimens located within the car park to the 
immediate south.

37)The significant arboricultural feature of the site are the trees within the 
open space. These include large, mature oak trees, of varying state and 
condition. These trees provide very high levels of public visual amenity 
because of their size and position relative to the public realm and are 
quite unusual for a retail park setting. In addition, these trees will 
provide multiple ecosystem services in what is a significant expansive 
of hard standing and in close proximity to sizeable built structures – 
again, very unusual given that most retail park environments do not 
contain mature trees. These trees, both individually and as a group, will 
be providing services, such as storm water management, pollution 
control, microclimate regulation, habitat, and carbon storage and 
sequestration. Given that EBC have declared a Climate and 
Environmental Emergency, trees of this nature should be retained and 
protected wherever possible.

38)The proposal to remove a number of these trees is unacceptable from 
an amenity point-of-view, with the arboricultural report itself stating that 
there will be a visual impact. From an environmental perspective, the 
removal would also be significantly detrimental: we know that 
ecosystem services are all provided in greater amounts by larger trees. 
In terms of mitigation proposals, the report states that “robust and 
meaningful” new mitigation planting will be required. However, I am not 
convinced whether any proposed replacement tree planting could 
mitigate for the loss of these large, mature trees, within the space 
available. Unfortunately, the proposal itself falls well short of 
successfully mitigating the proposed tree losses, with only minor 
additions to the landscaping that currently exists.

39)I cannot support this application as it currently stands. I raise an 
arboricultural objection to the proposals as I consider that they are in 
contravention of saved policy 59BE and emerging Local Plan policy 
DM1.

Ecologist: 
 

40)Objection - The loss of mature trees and their ecosystem services is 
significant in this development. I agree with the Tree Officer that “trees 
of this nature should be retained and protected wherever possible.” I 
would recommend that the landscape proposal be redesigned to retain 
all of the mature trees, and still provide a pocket park, seating and a 
welcoming entryway to the retail units. A ramped bridge, boardwalk or 
permeable deck could be designed to float over the root protection 



zones of these trees and provide similar branching pathways through 
and around the trees instead of removing them. Additional planting 
areas could be incorporated into this raised area if desired. 

41)The proposed ecological enhancements are good but will not replace 
the ecological value of healthy mature trees. They can and should be 
incorporated into this development.

42)Should this proposal be approved, a SuDs plan will be required to show 
how surface water drainage would be affected by changes to this area. 

43)The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and BREEAM report issue 3 by 
Eight Associates (Dec 2019) mentions the existence of a landscape 
environmental management plan (LEMP) which does not appear to be 
included with the documents on the planning website. This plan will 
need to include specific timetables for managing the ecological 
enhancements for their wildlife value. This will include information about 
the timing of pruning flowering and berry producing plants. These plants 
should be specified as recommended in the Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal. 

44)In addition, if any vegetation removal needs to be done within bird 
nesting season, a suitably trained ecologist needs to check for the 
presence of nesting activity no longer than 48 hrs in advance. If active 
nesting is found, a suitable buffer zone will need to be set up to protect 
the nest until after chicks have fledged.

Landscape Architect:

45)Objection - My assessment remains that the existing trees are of high 
quality in landscape terms, and the value of the trees is even greater as 
a group. They are of a scale that brings an architectural presence and a 
welcome respite to an otherwise indistinct and generic retail park 
environment.

46)In any location, these trees would need considerable justification for 
their removal, and in this particular environment are a particularly 
valuable asset. The group of trees will be assisting with the cooling and 
shading of this area dominated by hard heat-reflecting materials. The 
area of soft landscape and the water take-up by the trees are likely to 
be making an important contribution to water/rainfall management in 
this area.

47)The Landscape design itself is of good quality, and if the proposals 
were for a clean site – i.e. without these existing trees, I would have no 
problem recommending it for approval, subject to some minor queries 
with regard to the play features.

48)The situation remains however that part of this existing significant 
landscape feature is proposed for removal. Furthermore, no evidence 



has been presented to show design iterations that attempt to retain the 
existing trees as well as meeting the client brief. 

49)With reference to the Tree Survey Report:
It is disappointing that the tree survey has selected to survey all the 
trees proposed for removal as a group. Whilst I understand it is 
customary to assess trees below a certain size as a group, given the 
small scale of the site I would expect all the trees to be surveyed.  
Without more detailed information, it is not possible to pick out which 
trees within the group can be saved and incorporated and which would 
be justifiably removed. To this end, I would like to request that this 
additional level of detail is carried out. 

50)It is important to note that the removal of the existing trees would 
change the microclimate in this area from cool and shaded with what I 
presume is a healthy soil biota and water balance. The removal of part 
of the tree group will reduce the biodiversity and the land-sealing will 
change the amount of water that can be absorbed by rainfall; and the 
significant shading and cooling provided by the trees (through both 
physical shade and transpiration) would be lost.

51)There will be additional runoff generated by the removed tree cover and 
land sealing; this may be needed to be taken into consideration and 
mitigated.

52)The indicated planting and specification of fastigiate trees will not 
mitigate the loss of the exiting tree group.

53)Whilst a minor issue, I see no real value in the play provision and the 
picnic style seating under the trees in this location. This is a green 
space in a car park on a trading estate: it is not a recreation destination, 
and not a social space such as you might find in a town centre, for 
example.

54)The introduction of these features certainly do not mitigate the loss of 
the existing trees and the Ecosystem Services they provide now and for 
the future, and which are a functionally far more appropriate use of 
Green Infrastructure in this location. If the applicant wishes to provide 
play provision along side the retention of the majority of the existing 
trees then I would not have a particular issue with that, although I would 
still state it isn’t really necessary here. 

55)However it should not be seen as an acceptable compromise or 
mitigation to the tree removal as the two types of feature are not 
comparable.

West End Parish Council: 

56)No objection.



Hedge End Town Council: 

57)Objection, on grounds of the mature tree removal.

Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site

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

Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011:

Saved Policies: 
 24.NC (Protected Species and Habitats)
 25.NC (Biodiversity Protection)
 34.ES (Sustainable Construction)
 59.BE (General Design Criteria)
 62.BE (Disabled Access)
 63.BE (Car Park Design)
 104.T (Parking) 

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036:

58)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)
 DM1 (General Development Criteria)
 DM2 (Environmentally Sustainable Development)
 DM3 (Adapting to Climate Change)
 DM5 (Managing Flood Risk)
 DM11 (Nature Conservation) 
 DM14 (Car Parking)

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 2029, July 2014:

59)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: Biodiversity 
 Supplementary Planning Document: Environmentally Sustainable 

Development (March 2009)

National Planning Policy Framework

60)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. 

61)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.

62)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.

63)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 



64)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

65)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.

66)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.

67)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.

68)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.

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

70)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:

71)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…’.

72)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.’

73)This application is linked to the proposal to extend and subdivide the 
existing building within the site to enable occupation of Unit 1a by Lidl 
and Unit 1b by a general variety store (Application 1).  Refusal of this 
application would not physically prevent those works taking place, 
should planning permission be granted for them.  However, the 
applicant states that they have been unable to secure an occupier for 
Unit 1b with the trees in their current form, as they obscure the location 
of the new entrance and would prevent the unit being visible when 
entering the retail park.  While a potential occupier has now been 
secured, this is contingent on the trees being removed.  Should the 
future occupier walk away from the unit, the owner may be in a position 
where this unit remains unoccupied longer-term, thereby failing to 
deliver the full extent of the economic benefits envisaged by Application 
1.

74)In addition, it could be argued that the removal of the trees and the 
creation of a pocket park could improve light levels to this part of the 
building and improved visibility of the refurbished exterior of the building 
(delivered through Application 1), thereby making the immediate area 
more appealing for shoppers.  This could encourage higher levels of 
visitors and increased dwell-time, with the associated economic 
benefits.

75)It may therefore be contended that the proposal has an indirect 
economic benefit.

Social Sustainability:

76)The NPPF sets out the social objective ‘to support strong, vibrant and 
healthy communities…and by fostering a well-designed and safe built 
environment, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect 
current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 
cultural wellbeing…’ (para. 8).

77)Given the nature of the scheme, there are no social benefits in terms of 
delivering housing or the provision of accessible local facilities, such as 
playing fields or community buildings.

78)It may potentially be argued that the provision of a pocket park provides 
additional community facilities, however this will not have a wider 
benefit other than to individuals coming to the retail park to shop, as this 



is not a recreation destination nor is it a social space that may be found 
in a town centre location or similar.  Further, it is considered that many 
of the natural play/ wellbeing benefits could be achieved with careful 
design without the loss of the mature trees.

79)The scheme may have an indirect benefit through supporting the 
delivery of the creation of the two smaller retail units and related job 
provision, as discussed above.

80)On balance, it is considered that the scheme itself is neutral with 
regards to social sustainability and may have an indirect social benefit 
in the wider context.

Environmental Sustainability:

81)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.

82)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:

83)Paragraph 127 states that planning decisions should ensure the 
developments are visually attractive; sympathetic to local character and 
history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting; and establish or maintain a strong sense of place.  

84)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.  Development is required to be appropriate 
in mass, scale, materials, layout, design and siting, both in themselves 
and in relation to adjoining features including natural features and trees 
worthy of retention. It also requires a high standard of landscape 
design, and a satisfactory means of access and layout for vehicles, 
cyclist and pedestrians.

85)As discussed previously, the mature Oak trees were part of a larger 
group of trees within the development site when outline consent was 
granted in 1995.  These trees provide a link to the historic land use and 
are an unusual and distinctive feature in a retail park environment.  

86)While the design of the pocket park in itself may be acceptable in an 
alternative location, and the wider landscape proposals are of a good 



quality, as recognised by the Council’s Landscape Architect, this does 
not negate the fact that the scheme fails to take proper account of the 
context of the site through the removal, without sound justification, of 
nine mature, protected, English Oak trees.  On this basis, the proposal 
is considered contrary to saved policy 59.BE and emerging policy DM1.  

87)As noted by the Council’s Tree Consultant, the amenity space which 
the applicant proposes to provide already exists in the form of the 
landscaped area surrounding the trees; and with careful design, this 
area could incorporate a number of the features proposed as mitigation.

88)In relation to the issues regarding unit visibility, it is acknowledged that 
this is a concern raised by future tenants that the applicant is seeking to 
respond to.  However, the unit is accessed via an access that serves 
the retail park, which in turn is accessed from a primary access road 
serving the retail park and M&S/Sainsburys, rather than a main road.  
The proposed entrance to Unit 1b will not be visible from outside of the 
site or from the primary access road.  It therefore seems likely 
customers will be visiting the site specifically to go to this store, or will 
chose to shop at this store when they have visited another store within 
the retail park, in which case, it is considered that less invasive means 
of improving the store’s visibility could be utilised.   

89)Further, it would be possible for the occupier to erect directional 
signage to assist customers on their first visit, without necessitating the 
loss of trees.

Trees:

90)Chapter 15 of the NPPF sets out the Government’s position regarding 
conserving and enhancing the natural environment.

91)Paragraph 170 states that planning decisions should protect and 
enhance valued landscapes and sites of biodiversity value; recognise 
the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services, 
including of trees; and minimise impacts on, and provide net gains for, 
biodiversity.

92)The crux of the application is the removal of trees in front of the 
proposed front entrance for the new Unit 1b, thereby improving the 
visibility of the unit and assisting the owner in securing a tenant.  The 
Planning Statement supporting this application states that ‘potential 
occupiers have confirmed that, whilst they wish to occupy the unit, they 
would not do so should the trees remain in place.’

93)The trees identified for removal comprise large, mature English Oak 
trees, of varying state and condition. As noted by the Council’s Tree 
Consultant, these trees provide very high levels of public visual amenity 
due to the size and position relative to the public realm; and are 
unusual for a retail park setting.  These trees are visible outside of the 



retail park curtilage throughout the year, although during the summer 
period, when the surrounding tree screen is in leaf, these trees form 
part of the wider green backdrop.  The loss of the trees would result in a 
detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the retail park, contrary to 
saved policy 59.BE and emerging policy DM1, as discussed above.  

94)In addition, the trees provide multiple ecosystem services in what is a 
significant expansive of hard standing and in close proximity to sizeable 
built structures. These trees, both individually and as a group, will be 
providing services such as storm water management, pollution control, 
microclimate regulation, habitat, and carbon storage and sequestration. 

95)From an environmental perspective, therefore, the loss of these trees 
would have a significant detrimental impact, and may be considered to 
be contrary to saved policy 34.ES, which supports proposals which 
make an appropriate contribution towards reducing levels of carbon 
dioxide by ensuring the use of the most sustainable construction 
methods.  It is not considered sustainable to remove large, mature Oak 
trees that will make a significant contribution in this location to carbon 
storage and sequestration, as it is known that ecosystem services are 
all provided in greater amounts by larger trees.  

96)The applicant has sought to mitigate the loss of these trees, and 
provide an ecological net gain, through a package of landscape 
improvements including native planting, the planting of 19 new trees 
around the site, measures such as bird and bat boxes, and a financial 
contribution of £100,000 towards the Council’s tree planting scheme.  

97)As noted previously, the landscape proposals in their own right are of a 
good quality and in a ‘clean site’ (i.e. without the existing trees), may 
well be supported.  However, the fact remains that the scheme requires 
the loss of an existing significant landscape feature which provides a 
range of localised benefits that cannot be easily replicated.  There is an 
argument that large, mature trees, particularly slow growing species 
such as English Oak, can be considered irreplaceable due to the length 
of time that it would take to replace the associated benefits.  

98)The Council’s Tree Consultant considers the proposed tree planting to 
be inadequate and questions whether it is possible to compensate for 
the loss of these large, mature trees within the space available with any 
proposed replacement tree planting, a view similarly expressed by the 
Council’s Landscape Architect.

99)The proposed financial contribution towards the Council’s tree planting 
scheme which will plant 160,000 new trees by 2030 is substantial.  
However, the majority of the ecosystem services and climate change 
adaption provided by trees are localised.  Planting trees off-site does 
not therefore provide these benefits in the locality to mitigate the loss of 
these trees.  



Ecology:

100) Paragraph 175 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities 
to apply a number of principles to protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity.  These include: 

a) ‘if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with 
less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;… 

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) 
should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons 
and a suitable compensation strategy exists…’

101) The Council’s Ecologist supports the view of the Tree Consultant 
that, trees of this nature should be retained and protected wherever 
possible.  While these trees are not considered to be ancient or veteran 
trees, it may be argued that they provide an irreplaceable habitat, 
particularly in this type of environment. It has not been demonstrated 
that the loss of the trees cannot be avoided, nor has the loss been 
adequately mitigated. 

102) The Ecologist recognises that the loss of mature trees and their 
ecosystem services is significant in this development and, while the 
proposed ecological enhancements are good, they will not replace the 
ecological value of healthy mature trees.

103) Saved policy 25.NC states that development that adversely 
affects a habitat or feature of importance for wild fauna and flora will not 
be permitted, unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Council that the benefits of the development outweigh the adverse 
impacts; the adverse impacts are unavoidable, and; appropriate 
measures are taken which would mitigate or compensate for any 
adverse impact.

104) As discussed above, the proposal demonstrates a significant 
adverse impact which it is considered could be avoidable; and the 
mitigation measures fail to adequately mitigate the impact.  In 
assessing whether the benefits of the development outweigh the 
adverse impacts, it is necessary to weigh up the economic benefits of 
supporting the early occupation of Unit 1b with the harm caused by the 
loss of the trees and their associated ecosystem services.  It is also 
necessary to consider whether the refusal of this application may 
jeopardise the entirety of the refurbishment and subdivision scheme, 
thereby having a greater economic and social impact.

105) On balance, it is not considered that the benefits of the 
development, either for this application alone or in relation to the wider 



scheme, outweigh the adverse impacts; and the proposal is contrary to 
saved policy 25.NC. 

106) Emerging policy DM11 supports the protection, conservation and 
enhancement of natural features and specifically references trees 
important to biodiversity and local character.  This application fails to 
protect and conserve the Oak trees within the site and therefore is 
contrary to this policy also.

107) Were planning permission to be granted for this development, it 
would be possible to condition the sustainable drainage plan to address 
changes in surface water drainage as a result of the removal of the 
trees; and the Landscape Environmental Management Plan referenced 
in the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal.  The constraint on vegetation 
clearance during bird nesting season could also be conditioned.

Climate Change:

108) National legislation and guidance, together with local policy 
ensure that all planning applications are tested for their resilience to 
and impact on the environment. 

109) The NPPF (paragraphs 148-154), 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.

110) The ecosystem services that the Oak trees provide have been 
discussed above and the conflict between the proposed development, 
the Council’s adopted and emerging Local Plan policies and the NPPF 
has been set out.  

111) It must also be noted that Eastleigh Borough Council has 
declared a Climate and Environmental Emergency. It is considered that 
trees of this nature should be retained and protected wherever possible, 
recognising and supporting this wider Council agenda.

Car Parking:

112) The proposal provides for the creation of additional car parking 
spaces through the relocation of an internal road closer to the new Unit 
1b.  This results in a net loss of three customer parking spaces in 
combination with Application 1.  

113) The reconfiguration of the car park in this area would, in 
principle, in acceptable, however this cannot be delivered without the 
trees work, which as discussed above are contrary to Local Plan 
policies.  



114) It may be noted that, if the associated scheme to create two 
smaller retail units were to go ahead, a total of eight parking spaces 
would be lost.  This would not significantly impact car parking within the 
wider site.

Other material considerations

Equalities Implications:

115) 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.

116) 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

117) The proposed development would result in the loss of large, 
mature, English Oak trees for which insufficient justification and 
mitigation has been provided.  The loss of these trees would have a 
significant detrimental visual impact; would result in the loss of local 
ecosystem services including carbon sequestration; and would have a 
detrimental impact on features of ecological importance.  The proposed 
development is therefore contrary to local and national policy and is 
recommended for refusal. 




