DELEGATED OFFICER REPORT

	Application Ref:
	F/25/99527

	Site Address:
	129 CHURCH ROAD, BISHOPSTOKE, EASTLEIGH, SO50 6DT

	Case Officer:
	Gregg Chapman

	Description:
	Demolition of one bedroom annex, detached garage and garden polytunnel and erection of one bedroom detached dwelling, with associated parking, utilising the existing access onto Church Road.


	Particular Site Constraints?
	Yes   ☒
	No   ☐

	· Outside (but adjacent to) the Urban Edge.  The existing dwelling on site is within the Urban Edge.  



	Planning History?
	Yes   ☒
	No   ☐

	
X/11/70029 - Relief of condition 6 of planning permission F/11/69448 for the covered horse exercise area. Not to be used for any commercial horse training or commercial riding purposes – Approved, January 2012.

F/11/69448 - Erection of timber clad building to provide covered ménage – Approved, October 2011.

Z/1635/03 - Two storey front extension at 129 Church Road.  Approved, October 1980.

Z/1635/02 - Two storey extension at front of 129 Church Road.  Refused, August 1980.

Z/1635/01 - 4 bed detached house with integral garage at land adjoining 127 Church Road.  Approved, December 1976.

Z/1635/00 - Outline: Erection of dwelling on now forming part 127 Church Road.  Approved, August 1975.




	Publicity:
	Letters   ☒
	Site Notice   ☒
	Newspaper   ☐

	Representations:
	1 letter - Support

	Parish Council:
	No objection

	Ecology
	No objection, subject to conditions

	Environmental Health
	No objection subject to conditions.

	Trees
	No objection

	Natural England
	Objection to council phosphate solution.

	HCC Highways 
	No objection



	Site Visit:
	Yes ☒
	No ☐

	Details: 13th August 2025




	Policy:

	
National Planning Policy Framework 
Planning Practice Guidance

Development Plan:
The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 The most relevant policies are Strategic policies S1, S2, S3, S5, S9 and S11; and Development Management policies DM1, DM2, DM10, DM11, DM13, and DM14.

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Quality Places; Residential Parking Standards.

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Quality Places; Residential Parking Standards; Character Area Appraisals.




	Assessment:

	
Principle of Development

Policy S5 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 (EBLP) identifies that a limited range of development is supported in the countryside. The proposed scheme would not meet these criteria.

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration in planning decisions

The Council cannot currently demonstrate a five year supply of housing.  In such a scenario the NPPF defines that the policies that relate to the supply of housing are out of date.  The NPPF also advises that permission should be granted unless policies in the NPPF that protect assets of particular importance (including habitats sites as discussed below) provide a strong reason for refusal, or the adverse impacts of the development would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (‘tilted balance’).  

The weight to be attributed to policies that restrict the supply of housing (including policy S5) is therefore reduced.  The NPPF does not prescribe how much weight should be given to “out of date” policies. This is a matter of planning judgement based upon the extent to which the policies are consistent with the NPPF, the extent of the shortfall in supply of sites and the action the Council are taking to address it.

Policy S5 is locational, defining the locations where development is in principle allowed for by the EBLP.  As above, the proposal conflicts with policy S5.  As a matter of fact, the site is located adjacent to the urban edge, and would not, therefore, result in isolated homes within the countryside, which the NPPF seeks to resist.  

The applicant refers to the land as previously developed land (PDL), which it not, as gardens within settlements (i.e. where people live – as defined by the Courts), that Bishopstoke is, are specifically excluded as PDL within the NPPF.  This does not, therefore, add weight to the planning balance.

The NPPF also requires planning decisions to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and for developments to be sympathetic to local character.  Policy S5 as well as being locational is also concerned with the impact of proposals on the character of the area.  There is, therefore, consistency between the NPPF and policy S5 in respect of the importance of the character and appearance of the area and countryside.

Character and Appearance of the Area

Policies S1, S5, and DM1 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016–2036 seek to avoid harm to the character and appearance urban and rural areas by requiring development to respect local identity, protect landscape features and views, safeguard the intrinsic character of the countryside, and ensure design is sensitive to its context and surroundings.

The site is located to the rear of 129 Church Road.  It is well screened from Church Road, and other public vantage points by virtue of the set back distance into the site (approximately 60 metres), the existing frontage dwellings, and trees and other vegetation.

The urban edge is defined within the inset maps to the Local Plan as the frontage properties and part of the garden.  There are other backland and linear developments in the vicinity including immediately to the east (a single large property), and the larger cul-de-sac development at  Rose Close further to the west (approximately 130 metres distant).

The application proposes a modest chalet bungalow of simple design in the place of the existing annex, with a garage also proposed to be demolished.  It is a larger structure than exists currently, particularly in height.  However, give the aforementioned screening, presence of backland development, and the fact that the frontage dwellings are of varying heights (129 itself is two storey) it is considered that the proposal would not cause any significant harm to the character and appearance of the are by virtue of its siting, design or appearance.

There are a number of trees on site.  There is no TPO.  A Tree Survey was submitted with the application.  10 individual trees and two groups of trees were surveyed together with two hedgerows, the majority of which are offsite or along the site boundaries.  Two (Beech and Holly) hedges and one Hazel (category C) tree are to be remove, the others are to be retained and protected during works.  Replacement planting is proposed as part of the scheme.  There is no objection to the scheme from the Tree Officer.  There will not be harm to trees of particular amenity value, and vegetation to be removed will be replaced.  

Overall, the proposal would integrate acceptably within its context and would not result in harm to the character or appearance of the area, in accordance with Policies S1, S5, and DM1 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016–2036.

Ecology

· Protected Species

Policy DM11 requires planning applications, to protect, conserve and enhance all international, national and local nature conservation designations; and networks of natural habitats and features, including the Local Ecological Network, Priority Biodiversity Areas and Priority Biodiversity Links, watercourses, wetland complexes, woodland trees, and trees and hedgerows important to biodiversity and local character; and facilitate their adaptation to climate change wherever possible; and seek a net gain of biodiversity on all development sites.

An Ecological Impact Assessment (EIA) was submitted with the application that identified potential for nesting birds, foraging/commuting bats, hedgehogs, common reptiles, and possibly dormice. 

The recommended avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures are considered appropriate and include a wildlife-sensitive lighting strategy, reptile mitigation (two-phase grassland reduction), fenced construction exclusion zones (also protecting tree root zones), and construction-phase safeguards. These can be secured by condition through a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

This application is exempt from the 10% statutory biodiversity net gain requirement as a self-build and custom build application. However, biodiversity enhancements are proposed comprising a bat brick, swift brick, solitary bee brick, and hedgehog highways.  These are considered appropriate and can be secured through a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) to show the location of all enhancements, planting specifications, and incorporation of the landscaping recommendations in the report.

Standard informatives are recommended relating to the protection of protected species, timing of vegetation clearance, site materials storage, and other construction safeguards.

The proposal will not cause harm to ecology/biodiversity, and proposes suitable enhancements.  As such, the proposal complies with policy DM11 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036.  

· Habitats Development

The site lies within the catchment the River Itchen, which in turn drains to the Solent, which is covered by multiple habitats sites designations. Those identified by Natural England (NE) as directly relevant are the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar, the Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC), and the Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC (collectively the ‘Solent sites’). The proposed development would support an increase in population, giving rise to increased discharges of waste water, including through runoff.

The designation of the Solent sites relates to the priority habitats and species, including the range of birds, that they support. Where conservation objectives are available, they seek to maintain or restore integrity, including that of qualifying features. Increased discharge of nutrients in waste water would contribute towards harmful eutrophication within the Solent sites, and further harm would be caused by pollutants carried in runoff. This is at odds with the conservation objectives.

A nutrient budget has been submitted for the development.  The applicant intends to use the Eastleigh Borough Council scheme to mitigate for these increases and this will be secured by a pre-occupation condition. An Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations has been completed for the development.  Natural England have objected to this as they do not consider that the council has certainty for the delivery of phosphate mitigation. The Local Planning Authority, as competent authority, is content that the proposal delivers the appropriate levels of mitigation.

Highway Matters

Policy DM13 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016-2036) requires that development is or could be well served by public transport, cycling and walking and it includes measures which minimise its impact on the existing highway network. Policy DM14 of requires that an appropriate level of car parking be provided in accordance with the Council’s adopted standards. The policy provisions are consistent with the requirements of the NPPF and in particular those of paragraphs 107 and 108.

The application proposes the use of the existing access and track which would be resurfaced with gravel.  The use of the access would evidently intensify through the addition of a further house.  Visibility splays are not shown, but are evidently available.  Gravel up to the access junction with the highway is not acceptable as it is a migratory material that could spill onto the highway.  Subject to conditions for no gravel or gates within the first six metres of the access, and a construction plan, the proposal is considered to be acceptable in highway terms.  The Highway Authority have confirmed no objection.

There is sufficient space on site for the parking of vehicles so as to exceed the parking standards, and for turning.  

The proposed development demonstrates general compliance with the transport-related provisions of Policies DM13 and DM14 of the EBLP or the NPPF and is not considered to raise any overriding highway safety or access concerns that would justify refusal on these grounds alone.

Residential Amenity

Policy DM1 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016–2036 requires that all new development should avoid having an unacceptable impact on the residential amenities of both new and existing residents, and should, where possible, enhance them.

The proposed dwelling is located to the rear of properties on Church Road, with a building to building (main houses) separation distance of c.40 metres, significantly in excess of the 22 metres recommended within the Quality Places SPD.  To the west, the retreat is sited approximately 17 metres from the boundary (single storey outcrop with the main dwelling sited approximately another 4 metres back), with the proposed dwelling sited approximately 7 metres from its boundary.  The boundary is also treed at this point.  

As a result of the separation distances between dwellings, it is considered that the proposed development would not cause significant harm to amenity from overlooking, overshadowing or overbearing impact sufficient to warrant refusal of the application.  The proposal complies with policy DM1 of the EBLP.

Living Standards

[bookmark: _Int_QQYlBx4a]Policies DM1 & DM30 of the EBLP requires all new dwellings to provide a good living environment for their future residents and to meet the Nationally Described Space Standards. In terms of external amenity space, Quality Places SPD requires all new residential developments to provide an outdoor amenity space of at least 60% of the dwellings floor space. 

The proposal would deliver 103.61 square metres of internal floor space over two floors. The requirement within the NDSS is for 50 square metres only.  In addition, a significant garden area is proposed that is in excess of the size of the dwelling.  The proposal, therefore, complies with policies DM1 and DM30 of the EBLP and the NDSS.

Flood Risk

The site is not itself in an area of increased flood risk, although areas near to it are.  Site drainage is therefor of importance.  Policies DM3 and DM6 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016-2036) stipulate that new development must provide sustainable drainage systems (SuDs) wherever feasible, naturalised filtration should also be included

The proposal is submitted with an indicated drainage strategy.  This has been reviewed by the Council Ecologist, who requests further clarification.  Whilst queries are posed with regard to the strategy, including ownership and percolation tests and details of a rainwater harvesting system (not a planning requirement), drainage at the site level is a matter for Building Regulations.  The submission shows a soakaway, and permeable paving, which are acceptable strategies, and there is adequate space on site for this.  The proposed storm drainage is, as the Ecologist identifies, outside of the applications site.  However, it is within land within the applicants ownership (the ‘blue edge’) and therefore is within their control.  The proposed surface water drainage strategy demonstrates that there is adequate space for a drainage solution at Building Regulations stage.  The proposal complies with policies DM3 and DM6 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016-2036).

Contamination

Policy DM8 states that development susceptible to pollution (including air or water, noise or vibration, light intrusion or land contamination) will not be permitted where it will be adversely affected by such pollution, unless measures can be taken that adequately mitigate the polluting effects. Or where it would inhibit existing economic or other activities giving rise to acceptable polluting effects. Contaminated Land Assessments have been submitted with the application.  

The site has existing ancillary residential buildings upon it including a one-bedroom annex, detached double garage and polytunnel with associated hardstanding. While the site is not within an identified contaminative land use area, a historic sand pit is recorded nearby, and the potential presence of asbestos within existing structures is unknown. The site also lies within an area of 3–5% radon potential.

No objection is raised by the Council Environmental Health Officer (EHO) subject to conditions securing a contaminated land watching brief, and ensuring any imported soils are demonstrated to be suitable for use. An informative is also recommended by the EHO advising the applicant of the radon risk and relevant Building Regulations requirements for protection measures.

Air quality impacts from the single dwelling are not considered to be significant; however, a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is necessary protect residential amenity, including controls on dust, noise, deliveries, waste, temporary drainage, site security and hours of work.

With appropriate safeguards secured through condition the development is not considered to be adversely affected by pollution and is therefore compliant with Policy DM8 of the EBLP.

Climate Change:

In July 2019, the Council declared a Climate Change and Environmental Emergency. In doing so it agreed, among other things, to: (a) put in place measures to ensure the Council’s own operations and functions achieve carbon neutrality by 2025; (b) work with partners to aim for all projects and services delivered in the Borough to achieve carbon neutrality by 2030; (c) ensure that the Council’s procurement policy recognises carbon neutrality as one of its primary considerations; and (d) recognise the urgency of action to mitigate and adapt to climate change in every decision taken by the Council. This is underpinned by the Climate and Environment Emergency Strategy 2020–2030 and the supporting Climate and Environmental Emergency Action Plan – Update June 2020.

The declaration of the Climate Change and Environmental Emergency demonstrates a strong commitment from the Council to achieve net zero. The NPPF, development plan and adopted local plan policy do not set this as a specific target, but it is a material consideration to be considered alongside all other material considerations. In any case addressing climate change is a core part of the NPPF and local plan policy.  The need to support the economy is part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the adopted local plan, as is an assessment of climate impacts. 

The NPPF aims for the need for housing to be met, and policy S2 of the Local Plan sets a target for 14,580 dwellings to be provided by 2036. The NPPF, Policies S1, DM2 and DM3 of the Local Plan and energy and water elements of the adopted Environmentally Sustainable Development SPD require development to be sustainable in terms of resource use, climate change and energy use. When considering the impact of climate change, the proposed development is expected to be resilient to the potential effects of climate change and is expected to reduce/limit impacts on climate emissions as a result of the development or its use. 

Equalities Implications:
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.

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

Planning Balance and Conclusion

The proposal conflicts with the locational approach to development set out in Policy S5 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016–2036, as the site lies beyond the defined urban edge where only a limited range of development is supported. 

However, the Council cannot currently demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites. In such circumstances, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, or “tilted balance”, set out in paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF applies. This requires that permission be granted unless (i) policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance provide a clear reason for refusal, or (ii) the adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

The proposal would deliver one additional self/custom-build dwelling in a sustainable location adjacent to the urban edge. This would make a modest but positive contribution to addressing housing supply. The dwelling would provide good living standards for future occupiers, together with suitable levels of parking and amenity space. The development would be supported by biodiversity enhancements, appropriate drainage, would mitigate impacts on European sites through the Council’s scheme, and incorporate construction safeguards to protect ecology, residential amenity, and human health.

The proposal would inevitably alter the character of the site by introducing a more substantial building than the existing annex. Nevertheless, due to the well-screened nature of the plot, the presence of comparable backland development in the area, and the retention and reinforcement of landscaping, the impact on the character and appearance of the countryside and wider settlement is not considered to be harmful. The development would also avoid unacceptable impacts on neighbouring residential amenity and highway safety.

In weighing the planning balance, the conflict with Policy S5 carries reduced weight given the Council’s housing land supply position, while the proposal is broadly consistent with the NPPF’s aims of delivering sustainable development in appropriate locations. No adverse impacts of granting permission have been identified that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

This conclusion is specific to this site, which is adjacent to the urban edge, is well screened from public vantage points, which has existing built form on it, and where there are examples of limited backland development in the immediate vicinity, including a single house next door.  It is also specific to this proposal for one dwelling, which is modest in scale, and includes the removal of existing buildings.  The specific site circumstances and proposal details are such that it does not result in any significant harm.  It does not establish any precedent/justification for development in the countryside elsewhere, which shall be determined on its own merits. 



	Conclusion:

	Recommendation:
	PERMIT   ☒
	REFUSE   ☒

	Comments …




