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Appeal Ref: APP/DITSO/A4/1150191
Land rear of § to % Sevenour Road, Southampton, S016 6RH

= The appeal is made ander section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 againg a mfusal o
grant planning permission.

»  The appeal is made by Glenshire Homes Lid against the desision of Seathampton City Couneil,

= The spplication {Ref 9014070 FUL2825%), dated 16 Dectmber 1999, was reflised by notice dabed
20 April 2004,

=  The development ariginaliy propased was 4 I-slerey bouses (4 bedroom) snd garages.

Summary of Decision: Theappeal is allowed and planning permission granted, subject to
wml['tlnl:: sel out in lht—Fﬂl‘l‘ﬂll Dmam beelow.

Procedural katers

1. The :!p;lru:.ﬂpl;m was nrl,g,:ln.utl].r submited in outline for 4 l-ﬁl:ll.'l::]" detached houses and
. gomsges, but“wad, changed to a detpiled  submission for 5 dwellings in May 2000,
. -Amended plans {m!'m:-t H00MOe0201A, SOHSS00A, BE402A and BE4/03B) were

sabmitted on 11 March 2004, 1 shall dl:lmnum this appeal accordingly.

2. The mnd anid ||ru_-rd ET':*““':]E -nfr:fu.snLr:E:rm-:l to the lack of any commitment (o secare
the provision of affordable héusing and measures to address the need for sustninable
travel, contrary.to Policies H2 and GP1 of the adopted Sowthampton Local Plan and
samilar policies in ‘the émerging Local Plan Review, At the beginning of the hearing, the
appellant submitted o unilateral undzrr.n]:‘.u'l.g, dated 146 Febroary 2005, under Section 106
of the Town and Country Planning Act 19%0. Upon the grant of planming perrission, &
financial cootribution of £2000 (index linked} would be made fo fund messures to
encourage the use of alternative modes of trunspont to the private car, and, prior to the
sccupation of no more than 4 of the proposed dwellings, No.T Seymour Rosd would ba
disposed of t0 & registered socinl landlord for use as affordable housing. The Council
sonfirmed that this undersaking satisfies the relevant palicies and is sufficient to overcome
these 2 grounds of refiasal,

Dxcuaica ]
ivinin Issues E'H“I
|

3, I consader the remaining main issues in this appeal to be:

(a) the effect on the character and appearance of the mainly residential area within
which the site likg, in the light of current planning policaes;

(B) the effect on the living conditions of adjoining residents by reason of the
buildings being oppressive and over-dominant to adjoining gardens, by
overlocking and loss of privacy, by less of light to gardens, and by excessive
noise and disturbance. .



Planning Policy

4.

The development plan includes the Hampshire County Structure Plan 1996-2011
(Review) adopted in March 2000 (SP) and the City of Southampton Local Plan (LF)
adopted in. January 1996, 5P Policy HS emphasises the: importance of allocating for

" housing, land that is vacant, ynder-used, derelict or released from its former yses, subject

| to. specific criterip, incloding public tansport availability and respect fos the charscter of

' fthe birrolnding are3.  SP Policy UB3 requires all development to be appropriste in

design, seale, layout and density 1o its surroundings and o contribute to the-quality of the
built enviranment. SP Policy T1 sseks full and effective use of land in built-up areas that
are well served by public transport. . : .

LF Policy GP s=ts out & number of detailed eriteria 1o be met by development, including
being appropriste and sympathetic to adjoining buildings and spaces, conserving and
enhancing wildlife and landscape, avoiding conflict with adjoining uses, and making
adequate provision for access for the users of all forms of transport. Similarly LP Policy
HI2 lists matters of importance for new residential development, incloding that design,
Inyout and scale should be in character with the immediate surmoundings, the amenities of

‘adjoining uses should b protected, and Sirvice infrastricture provided.

The emerging City of Southampton Local Plan Review (RLF) has reached the stage where
the [nspector's Report kas been received, but the City Council has yet-to decide its formal
response. In thege dircumstances, Policies SDPI,; SDF 4 and H3 that are not subject 1o

+proposdls for alteration carry substantial weight. - The other. policies are subject to a

greater degred of uncertuinty, but as the lispector’s recomimendations reflect up-to-date’

: 'I."hr, .:jm:nl"P.i;.P Policy: SDP- T is o health, sifety and amenity, to. respect and

improve ‘the quality of the built tatural envifonment; amd o eontribute’ where

- appropriate, o o complementary mix of uses. Priorities for development access are set by

Policy SDP & in the descending order of; pedestrions and disabled peaple, eyclists, public
transpornt and private transport, Policy SDP 2 secks 1o ensure that development provides
for integration and connection for.all medes of tmnsport. The Inspecioc’s Report suggests
that the written justification for this policy should inclide the point that parking should be
provided at as low & bevel a5 passible, having regard to the needs of developmens, The
report recasts Policy SDP 7, together with SDP 9, 50 as to preclude development that
would cause material harm to the chamcter and'or appearance of an area, and 1o ensure

. that building- design..is of. high, quality.. In geneml, propogals should respect their

surrcundings, be compatible with netaml and man-made features that contribute o the
quality of the local environment, and respect the existing layout, scale, density ard
proportion of existing buildings. Policy SDP 11 secks an atractive nétwork of public
routes and spaces for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, and sdequate access for all

RLP Policy H3 requires maxinium use 1o be made-of derelict, vacant and underused land
for resicential development, subject to certain provisos. The most relevant to this appeal
are that the land does not make a valuable contribution to the character or amenity of the
area, would nol have significantly -detrfimentsl effect -on the amenity of adjdining
occupiers, and does not suppont significant wildlife/nature congervation interest. The draft
plan pow defines “significant™ as sites meeting ‘eriteria for “Sites of Importance far Natire
Conservation™ or sites supporting habitats or_species identified in bio-diversity action



10.

11,
- all levels, including promoting more sustainable transport choices and reducing the need

plans. Policy H 10 sets a number of criteria to ensure the highest m@%uﬁrm
degign for residential development, including ensuring that designs and layouts contribuste
to & distinctive environment, enhance urban form and local |‘.'-I1.a:rl|:r.|=r take nccount of
local character and amenity, and promole security. "

The Council has published  supplémentary plannin g:mdm-:: "“Residential Stamdards

" Development Control Brief™, This-gives adviee on between buildings i6 ensure

privacy, and on garden sizes and landscaping. As T have no evidence that this decusnem
has been subject to mrll.'.'ﬂ-rfulluumi:pm}lm consultation, 1 am able to afford it only
lirnited weight in accordance with PPS12",

Mational guidance in FPG3 urges local planning sutharities to give priosity to re-using
previpusly-developed land within urban areas for housing, in preference to the
development of greenfield sites. Designs and layouts should make efficient use of land
without compromising the quality of the environment. The inefficient use of land, which
it defines ns less than 30 dwellings per kectars net, should be pvoided, Mational policy in
PPSI® emphasises the importance of high quality and inclusive design that is appropriate

"o its cofitext wnd takés opportunities to improve the character and quality of an area. It

-shauld: be integrated- intey the--gxisting urban formy and natoral-and built environments,

respond to the l-:h:l] wut::r.l, creabe “or r:mﬂ:m I-r-:-.ul distinctivensss and be visually
altractive,

Thtﬂh}ﬂﬂh\'ﬁﬂfﬂﬂlmml aunﬂ:m in PPG13" are to ml::,gnt-:plamungmdu'uupm'lﬂ

b traviel, espédially by chr. The' guidance stressés the lmpl:-rmm: of more direct, safe and
secure walking routes, including to schools, and of | ensuring that the personal sécurity
conceyns of pedesiyians are addressed. Other relevant nationn] puidance is incheded in

_.FP'G? Mature, 'r:q;m-_wmm PPG24. Planning  and Moise, Design Bulletin - 32"~

“Residential ‘Ronds ~aid quuﬂm“ aﬁd its mmpam-:n guide “F'lu:.:s, Streets and

Movement™. .
.- - - p:? .-."_.- -:'.l:' .._.- . P

Reasons

13.

12. Fundamental to m:r -::unsldmunu of both the muin issues is the application of RLP Pu]:r;:.-

H 3 [;:u't'i'lnl.ﬂ}'-d-l:'l-rﬂ'll:lpﬂﬂ Tand), This :mﬂmng policy is at a stage where it carmes
substantial weight as it is up-to-date and ih sccordance with clrrent national guidance.
Prior to site ¢learance by the appellant several years ago, my understanding is that the site
was garden land pssociated with the frontage housing development. After excluding thas
site, the sumrounding houses would retain penkrous private réar gardens: Although its
current avergrown condition is' attributable to its recent history, I believe that it is
reasonable to regard 1t as underused land, There iz no doubt in my mind that the site
qualifies as previcusly-developed land in accordance with the definition in PPG3.

I fully apprecinte that mest, if not all, the residents surrounding this site would much
prefer this whole backland area to remain undeveloped, and be re~used for gardens oras o
wildlife refuge. There is no doubt that the open character of the interior is a very pleasant

" Planning Polscy Staterment |2; umwmumrmmnms.ﬂ
? Planaing Policy Guidanes Mase 3: Houging (Marek 2000) :
’Fltunrril‘nllnz}'mml mmwwmmﬂwmm

* Plapning Policy Guyidance Mok 13; Tmupmﬂhﬂml} ‘



feature of the area that is appreciated by its residents. However, judped against current
national pelicy, this low density Bousing block does represent an inefficient use of
bousing land. Tt hﬁ in an erea nocessible 1o local services and public lransport, ajﬂmjgl:
" the Intter is hnutn-d in ﬁ:nqmur-.;.' Bath naticnal and local policy imply that, in principle,
there is a strong imperative for more efficient iy of previgusly-developed land of this
1-]|"|:I'l.'- l:n mext h-:-mr.ng nmﬂs

_ _H. 1 n-:-td: that the apptllm: assesses h—d-:m:u}: of the -d:ﬂ-e:ln]:trmu 26.3 dml]mgspﬂ
- }Eﬂm'['ﬁ]ﬂ}ﬁ houses on 0.19 Hectare), which would be just below the minimuem of 30
dpa recommended in PPG3, However, tking into sccount that this is a small site and the
amount of it devoted to the access, 1 consider that the proposal represents mmm‘b&_-,r
efficient use of land in accordance with PPGA.

15. Any development of this site would result in soime change to the existing chasaeter of the
aren and in some impacis on local residents that would be unwelcome 1o them. However,
implementation of the relevant policies, designed to provide more housing within existing
urban &reas, necessarily implies more intensive use of many sites of this type. It follows
that u‘lmr.'u-:-m to such & development have to mﬂmﬁmm o Jocal
character andfor hulh-:{wimg conditionsof local residents.

-l:l'r-:rm-c.r.rr and Appearance

16 .The block of land between Seymour, Malvern.and Winchester Roads is in residential use;

5 apért fooms a_public house on the Malvern' Winchester Roads comer, n'low single storey

o business pentre building at the rear of the pub car park, and a bed ‘and breakfas business

in Winchester Foad. - The housing is generally Z-storeys in height and almost equally

divided between detsched and semi-detached dwellings, on plois that are desp rather than

“Wiwide: «The relatively narfow plot widthe-allow:only lindited glimpses hchh':::;nhujldm!g

- *'--.ﬁ'uulh-u surrsunding ronds info feat gardens drid I:]'u:m:ttr:l pan: ni‘tl'tu‘hlqth; 'House
"styles shqwmn.udt:nb]c vmm' in'delailing and mmm-mh:, .

1, mwtl’ammﬂmmbﬁm developmenst Iamtach-a.raﬂerhmn
of the arca, this form of development would be out of kesping. At the hearing, the
Council clarfied that it was opposed to the. foom of backland: development proposed,
rather than 1o the principle of this type of devélopment.

18. The proposal is for 5 closely spaced detached houses in a straight line parallel with the 2

bong sides of this housing block. The houses are all based on a similar 4-bedroom plan

. with variations jn the use of hipped and pabled elements and materials. The zoofs of the 3

central houses would be haif-hipped with a ridge héight of abous 9 metres. The 2 end

hauses would be fully hl_Elp::ﬂ with & ridge heaght of about 84 metres with long side roofs

down to ground floor ceiling level to reduce the impact on adjeining pardens. The only

direct evidence of the comparative above ground rdge heights of the surrcunding housing

1% the height of the ridge of No.6, ot 8.6 metres above ground level (appellant's survey

drawing). Generally, | estimate that the ndge height of the central houses would be

similar 1o that of the taller houses on m::umﬁ'unta.gm I have taken inbo account that

architectural drawings.of roofs tend to give an exaggernted impression of height,

- wiﬂl-gmdewd'm:manfbmldmgn mﬂlshﬁmmn!'lhtt:ﬂ'mtm
pmpmuw of roafs ﬂup:ng away from the wm :

19, Aside frooi the fnct. thitt this déveldpmerit would bz in the interior of the hl-:l-l:.k in h-uus::
*type, orichtation and desifn, T consides tha it would not conflict in any signaficant way
from the chamacter of the sumounding development. Although it would be clearly visible



1.

Mﬂmymwﬂhgbummdgudcm.ﬂmmmdbem}ﬁh&hﬂﬂimpmqnm:
limited public views from the surrounding roads. Certainly the houses would be clearly
visible from Seymour Road through the new acoess, and from Malvern Road, across the
pub car park and the roof of the business centre. However, I do pot believe that the
mmﬂhﬂmmﬂdﬂmmrmﬁdmwhNWMMMﬂﬂmdw
af the peighbourhood.

The scheme includes 3 substantial garage buildings, 1 saw nmhing similar 1o these in the
immeddiate vicinity, with the possible exception of the long business centre block.
However, these are single storey buildings with hipped roofs, set amongst 2-storey
houses, 5o that their visual impact on the area as a whole would be very limited,

! conclude that the proposal would not be detrimental to the charscter and appenrance of
the mainly residential area. Therefore, in this respect, the proposal complies with the
development plan, in particular SP Policies HS & UB3 and LP Policy GP1 & H12, with
emerging RLF Policies SDP 7, SDP 9, HE-E:HW.mdmﬂmlmm]pﬂlmynndmdmm
in PPG3 and PPS].

" Living Conditions of Local Residents

_éz.

The riew houses would be set mare than 35 metres from the rear of houses in bath
Malwern and Seymour Roads. Ewven allowing for the fisct that the houses would be at a
ﬂtﬂﬂrhﬂﬁlﬁﬂﬂmhﬂmm}-ﬁ]m Road, I consider that this distance would be
more than adequate 1o ensure mutual privacy. The line of buildings would have a

* generally southeast to northwest orientation, In my view, this orfentation, together with

24,

25,

the distance 1o adjoining housing-and gardens and the dekp side roofs 1o the end houses,
would avoid any undue loss.of daylight or sunlight to adjoining houses-and gardens.

-r:‘;pmumdnrmﬁwﬂwﬂwnnl Jalhltl:'fu:bﬂﬂuuﬂa.m: of the garages would be

sive and over-dominant, as seen from adjoining houses and gardens. The gemige
eaves heights are all about 2.5 metres. This can be compared with the normal permitted
development rights for garden fences of up to 2 metres, and for buildings with a fla1 roof
of up 1o 3 metres. The ridge beights vary slightly with o maximum height of about 4.7
meetres, compared with & maxirowem ridge height for a permitied development stroctune of
4 metres. However, these buildings all have fully hipped roofs sloping avway from the site
boundanes, so that,’ uhmr: eaves height, the roofs would have little effect on daylight and

sunlight reaching adjacent gardens.

Mmumdu!mq:@emmﬂpmpmy boundaries, the closest distance from the adjoining
seymour Rosd houses to the garege buildings would be about 14 metres, This would be
in excess of the 12.5 metres that the Council's supplementary guidance sets as the
minimum distance for a blank 2-storey wall from a rear elevation with habitable room
windows, The impact of the garages in adjoining gardens would be considerably less than
this.

Nevertheless, 1 have considered carefully the cumulative effects of these garge buildings
on adjscent rear gardens. | have a -particular concern sbout the effect on the living
conditions of the occupiers of NoB Seymour Road. Half of the rear garden of this
property would be betweoen 2 gerage buildings, one about 14 metres in length and the
olber abowt 5 fetres. In my judgment, the combination of these garapes on both sides of
the garden would be unduly oppressive and unneighbourly. More than half the length of
the larger parape building, the part closest fo Mo.8, would provide a triple garage for the



existing house No,7 Seymour Rond, AS was noted at the hearing, this is the house that
wouid now be allocated for affordable accommodation,.  The nature of this
accommodation and the requirement for parking provision remaing to be resolved. On

. behalf of the appellant company, no pbiection was raised to excluding this triple garage

. fram the proposal, . This is.n matter that could be dealt with by & planning condition that

r:-:-uJ:I ﬂmuwmlhutﬂ'mummng mmﬂrﬂmiumﬂmmmmaﬁﬂm hipped

26.

0.

Amﬂwulumnmnﬁ:-rth:ummmnfﬂnﬁ Sqmmmmnhmﬁdqu]y
similarly to future eocupiers of Mo.7, is_the effect op their living conditions of soise and
disturbance from the new access between these 2 houses, Housing is a noise sensitive use
and there i no doubt that some ndditional noise would be penerated at the side and 1o the
rear of these properties &% a result of this scheme, The appellant commissioned a
prafessional acoustic report.  This conchuded that there would be only & small incresse of
2-3dBA in the likely nodse levels and that the small number of vehicle movements at night
15 undikely to couse disturbance. | soe no teason to disagree with this assessment. The
length of new drivewsy is only about 50 metres between right angled junctions.
Therefore, 1 would expect vehicle speeds. 10 be slow and consequently to result in little
engine and other noige, The propossd brick walls on both sides of the access should
further limit the noise to.the adjoining houses.

However, the design of the drive-includes provision for .o speed cushion. [ see o

. mecessity for this asa speed reduction measure withinsuch a shortlength. To my mipd, it -
» would be likely to result in unnecessary suspension and other vehigular noise and-may

well geperate some irrilating headlight flicker effects, both for adjoining residents and
those at the end of the drive, Hymnmm!hmrr.ap-mmu}dbnnm h:.-n

e Mrrdmnnr-:qmnngjwdﬂﬂinn lmm.:]wﬂum - - ez
28, |

Immmudsﬂuh =u1:i:;bt! o the n:nd Iql:-n-'s{:ﬁl.'-n'l:d 1a mpm:mph:a:i .h:thb-wn 1l'|-|:
proposed building would not be-detrimental to the Hyving eonditions of adjoining residents
by reason of the buildings being oppressive and over-dominant to- adjoinitg gardens, by
evérooking and loss of privacy, by loss of Hght to gardens, and by excessive noise and
disturbance, Therefore, in this respect, the scheme would comply, with the development
plan, in particular, LP Policies GPT & H12, and with emenging RLP Policy SDP 1,

Chiher Maotters I
20, Local residents raised o mumber of other concems sbout the design of this scheme. The

A,

nccess is desipned as a shared’ diveway 1o serve § houses. The Coundcil has raised po
objection 1o the width or design of the access. This includes visibility splays at the
entrance io meet the current national standards of Places, Streets and Movement. This
publication was prepared to reverse the tendency l'-:nrr-uutam dominate housing areas. [t
emphasises the nesd for a fexible interpretation of Design Bulletin 32 and a move away
from owverly prescriptive standards. I consider that the proposed desipn would be entirely
adeguate to meet the limited raffie, cyeling and pedestnan requirements of this small aie,

ihwmunnﬁﬁﬁm:mmamm that the existing drive to Mo.b Seymour Road

-enters thebellmouth of the pew access ' Fagree-thar as & general puide, DB32 indicates

that “no driveways should ertter the bellmouth of & junction”. However, this is a junction
that would serve only 6 houses. !dﬂnmmnnhrlhm}usmaemmrmtdpwmm
amy significant conflict or highway hrzard in this case.



3[

FL.

[t 13 unfortunate that, pricr to the heasing, the internal comiBRhHEST i £0 ﬁfﬁm
respansible for the impact on wildlife had not been made available, WF

were prepared 5 years ago following the clearance of vegelation I‘mmﬂu:n:: |;|_'|rlJ:|-|:
developer. The view expressed was that the loss of the site o wildlife was- regrettable,
but, following clearance, it was difficult to prove that it was & critical component of the
ecology of the area. The cumulative effect of the loss of a wildlife corridor area was
raised and the sufgestion made that this should be considered in the review of the Local
Plan, Landecaping works and the provision of a.'l.ln'ﬂ nesting and bat boxes wers
recomeended.

In the absence of any objection oo wildlife grounds from the Councal, I onist assume that,

- despite these exrlier views, the site does not fall within the categories of sites that “support

significant wildlife/natare conservation imterest”, in accordance with the definition of
emerging BLP Policy H3, Nevertheless, | noted that an adjoining resident had highlighted
the possibality thet the site may now host one or more protected species. The earlier
infernal memorandum also draws atiention to the possibility of such species temporanly
disrupting works, and if so, to the nesd for specinlist advice and linison with the

" respatisible stabitory bodics to agree mitigationftranslocation measures. On the evidence

Cavailable, I consider-that-the 5nnuu|3-n:‘-:ﬂ parties would be bestserved by a conditvon

requiring  the - developer “to ' commission an  up-to-date  wildlife  survey  with

- recommendations for mitigation measures,

33,

mmmlmuﬂmmmmFmﬂammmnaMnmm&me[w
an area of low accessibility as defined in the emerging RLP. - [ see no reason to disagree
MIhﬂmﬂmmwsmhmmindmmldﬁﬂmﬂngam;ﬂ would provide nd-:quul::

. space for securg :jn::]d-pa:hng

33

M:ﬂmmdﬂlmmdhﬁdﬂumaﬂjmg&ﬂhﬂmmhdwgﬂw

. building foundation works. On site, one the appellant’s représentatives explained that the

garages would be built on a raft type foundation that would limit the need for excavation

- works close e Soundanes.  Duning foy site visat,-[ did snot tdentify any. significant off-zite

trees that | consider would be v.d.w.'-nul}' affected by the pr-:rpnmd wiarks.

Whilst | agree that thie new access wclul.demnl: it easier- fur-l.'.nrmnuls to penetrate indo ths
central area, in my- view this disadvaniage would be balanced by the improved visual
supervisien from the new houses. The new walls to the driveway, and a condition
covering the fencing of the site, should also help to provide overal]l security for the site
audailuhunghnuman-d gardens. | consider that garden sizes would be adequate. There
1% no evidence that water-run off md_l‘m:]rummgpp:rm.q:mlﬂ difficultias.

Conclusion

36,

For the reasons. given above and having regard 1o all other matters raised, [ conclode that

“the appeal should be allowed subject to conditions.

Conditions

37.

I have cansidered the impesition of conditions in the light of the 6 tests and other advice
of Circular 11/95%, in addition to the statutory time limit. The Council and a resident had
.suggested some conditions, and others have arisen as & result of my consideration of the
|:|¢|.Hi l-‘urlhe reksans given in paragraphs 25 and 27 ahm':. [ahal:l impose conditions

! Department of the Envircament Circelar | 14935: The Lh-i-tl!'ﬂl!ﬂdl:hﬁﬂ in F'H-I'l-rl-l:ltFtl'nﬂlmllﬂl-t



mﬂﬁuﬂgﬁtpmpﬁdmmﬂmmmMHm?&mmRmdamillmsp-::d

* cushion. During the continuation of the hearing on site, it was agreed that & condstion
- .. Fequiring the submission of floor levels is necessary 1o ensure that the buildings have a
. Gloge relationship to m::un] ground levels.-  Arnsing from my b:qu.'ht::lur:s on wildlife

39,

42.

considerations and- to. ensure that statutory obligations under wildlife legislation are
fulfilled, a condition is necessary requiring an up—tu—du:u '-.l.-il&]d‘-g SUTVEY, BTy Ieoessary

it gating mu-mrc.s and imiplementation. .
3R

A% 1 dmﬂs.m: given in the Epplmnm.m#ﬁals and boundary treatment wndj;j-:-mm
mecessary o ensure that the scheme is intermally. cohesive and harmonises with the
surroundings. [ believe that & requirement for subsequent retention of the boundary
treatrnent would be unduly restrictive. It could unreasonably prevent adjoining owners
from agreeing changes that might betier suit their needs. Sufficient lendscaping details
have been submitied to deseribe the proposed scheme. However, a condition is required
covering submission of a l-mdmpm;g tirmetables, mpl:m:nn!lmn of the scheme and
repdacement of Failares.

Awhmlﬂmmﬂmwmmprﬁwmﬂﬁhmmmmtd@mﬂ '
of mud on the public highway. As the site is close 1o howses, a working hours condition is
nmssm]rt&mmmmbhmmdqmﬂfwhulmﬂmuﬂNHMnmmmg
bours. Having heard the contrasting views of both the appellant and residents, | have
mnﬂudnﬂlhatﬂrshnmmgmmdhﬂh:mmlmpmmammmbkmmmm

. Mafjonal advice is that there is a presumption agninst. the removal of the freadom to°

‘Fwn&d development rights. ' For this reason, | shall modify the Council's -

s m:dmmmmmwjfmmm:mmﬂmmmmm=mm
public face of the schemie, and alteratiohs to sides of the houses nt each end to ensure l}u-l
" pn-.m-:_-.rm;] 1|j;l1:l'-:ur td,:n]nlng g.n:d-nm ur[nl:umn]:-r-:mﬁa:d ' '

41,

For reascns ﬂfhlgh'h'tr Hﬁ'.'lr, dnnmglh: construction of the scheme and subsequently, a
condition’ is essential to emsure that the proposed improvements at the entrance from
Seymour Road are carried out ot an early stage. . A further condition is required to ensure
that provision of parking and garaging precesds in conjunction.with the houses, so-that
unnecessary parking on the public highway is avedded. The parking provision propased is
at the maximum permitied by the Council’s current policies. Both 10 ensure that this
Muﬁmum!ﬁ;mdndmﬂutmﬂmduﬂpdmml‘mmqu.:rmummmmud,t
condition pm-:-nnnﬂ;ﬂmc:rmun of further parking areas is nectssary.

I have decided pot io lmpﬂﬁ:nnmntt:-:fﬂmdzﬂm that were dm:um-:tunmgﬂm
hearing, Whilst | appreciate the need for satisfactory amangements for the storage and
recycling of refuse, 1 consider that, as these are detached houses, this is best left to the
discretion of individusl occupiers. I am also copcerned that a planming conditien would
not be sufficiently flexible to adapt to subsequent changes in household recycling
amangements. Bearing in mind that all permissions must be implemnented in accordance
with the approved plans, I consider that a sirict implementation condition is only justified
where precise implementation is essentinl, for example, in cases in a conservation area

. ‘where design details are particulasly critical.

. Bpecific provigion for bleyele storage is unnecessary as all the niéw houses have garages
- that could be used for'this purpose. 1 have-carefully considersd e need for a requirement

for the road o be built to adoptable standards, but this does not appear to meet the



required test for o condilion of being “relevant to the dAveIOHment 10 be permitted™.
Whilst [ appreciate that local residents are keen to avoid Seymour Road being chuttered by
contractors’ wehicles, a condition restricting putim outside the site on the public
* highway would not be valid, For their own convenience [ would expect contractors o
make cfficient use of space within the site, A condition preventing bum:ng an ste is
Wuhmﬁmumﬂwﬂﬁuﬂmﬂdhlﬂﬂﬂ

44, [ have considered a restriclion on any commercial wse of the new buildings. 1 believe that
any commmercial use causing a nuisance to local residents would not be ancillary to the
permitied dwellinghouse ude, and would need a separate permission. A planning
condition requiring control of the nature of imporied il material is unnecessary, because
the deposit of waste material i5 subject 10 other legal controls. :

1

Formal Decizion

45, 1 allow the sppeal and grant planning permission for 5 2-storey houses (4 bedroom) and
- parages at Land rear of 5 to 9 Seymour Road, Southampton, 5016 6RH, in accordance
with the terms of the apphcation Mo SW01400WTFULRE2SS, dated 16 December 1999 as
ametsded on 12 May- 2000, and -amended -plans ref.pos 2000080201 A, SOVHS00A,
884024 and 834/03E received on 11 March 2004, subject.to the following conditions:

1}  The development herehy ]::mn.i.l.‘l.n:l shall be begun before the expiration of five
- years from the date of this decision;

coo 2) Hmuhumdmg the defails shown on the suhrlul:t:[ plm:.. the pmmm:m heceby
‘granted shall exclude the proposed -garaging provision 1o serve Mo.7 Seymour
Road. Priot to the start of any works to implement this permission, revised detalls

:"< lhqmﬂmg:ﬁnr?tﬂ}ﬂmnnﬂafuﬂyhlpwdmnfmﬂlh:mhnuupimw
approved in writing by the Jocal planning mithorty. . This building shall be
constrected only in accordance with these approved revised details;

"3y - MNotwithstanding the details shown on the submitied plans, no '.!rp-m-i cushion shall
be installed st any timve on the shared access driveway,

4) ﬁ]nrtnﬂi:ﬂaﬂufmm:hinmm‘hﬂﬂﬂlhﬂpﬂhﬂﬂﬁﬂ,ﬂﬂﬂhﬂfﬁﬂﬂ
' finished floor levels and finished ground levels in refation 1o a fixed datum shall be
}( ‘ submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning muthority. Development

shall be carried oul in accordance with the approved details;

51 Prior to the start of any works o implement this permussion, & survey and repont to
assess the current use of the site by wildlife, including protected species, and 1o
advise of any necessary measures and programme for mitigstion and Jor

A translocntion, shall be submitied to and approved in writing by the local planning

suthogity. MymuunrmnmﬂmﬂhsqmniudManuppmwdmdm

accordance with the approved programme;

6§} - Before development is commenced, deteils and colours of exterral materials and
finishes, and, where 5o required by the local planning suthority, samples of such
materials and finishes, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local

A~ plannieg suthority, Development shall be carvied out in accordance with the
approved details;

'?} Mo development shall take p]m: unfil details of fencing, w-.-'rJIms.m nﬂ:rr-r boundary
a }{ treatment have been submitted o and approved in writing by the local planning



zutharity, The dwellings hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the fencing,
walling or other boundary treximent bave been completed in accordancs with the
approved details;

) Hn-ﬁmmhpmm:}mlluhphumuﬂnpﬁgmumﬁmﬂu:mﬂemmﬁdﬂ
submitted landscaping scheme, related to the propramme of bluldm,g development,
has been submitted 1o and approved in writing by the local planning asthority. The

- submitted landscaping scheme shall be implemented in sccordamce with the
,}{:\ approved details and implementation programme. ﬂnr plants or trees, inchuding
those retained as part of the scheme, which, within five years from the date of first
occupation of the last dwelling ynit on the site to be oocupied, die, or become in the
opinkon of the local planning muthority seriously diseased or damaged or ase
removed, shall be replaced during the next planting season following their demise
with specimens of a similar size and species unless agreed oiberwise in writing by

the local planning suthonty;

9 During the period of the preparation of the site, excavation for foundations o
services, and the construction of the development, wheel cleaning facilities shall be
available én the site and ne vehicle shall leave the site unti] s wheels have been
cleasied sufficiently to prevent mud being carried on o the public highvay;

10) Mo works of ground preparation, excavation o7 construction, shall be undesiaken on
Sundays or Public Holidays. On cther days no wark, except for intemal woris that
are inawdible outside the buildings, shall be undentakien cutside of the following
; ) — .

0200 to 18040 hours Mondays tandu.;.‘nm:lusn'l.'-
080 o L]Dﬂ-}nmmﬂmdn}':. - s mre

11} Notwithstanding the provisions” of the Town' Me:l Country Planniig “{General
_ Permitted Development) Order. 1995 (or any order revaking and re-enacting that
Order with-or without modification) no works within Schedule 2 Part | Classes. A,
B or C for the enlargement, improvernent of other alterations to the dwellings
. hereby permitted,-shall be undertaken to the walls or roofs on the front (nactheast)
elevation of the § new houses, to the southeast side wall and roof of the hoase on

Plat 1, or te the northwest side wall and roof of the house on Plat MNe.5;

12)  Prior to the start of construction of the buildings hereby approved, the kerb and
:;{1 footway alterations 1o provide the visthality splays ar ihe entrance to Seymouar Roed
ahall be completed in gccordance with the approved plans; -

13) Until the access, tuming area, parking and gemging necessary for and assodnted
with each individual dwelling have been completed in aceordance with the
approved plans, that dwelling shall mot be occupied. Thereafter, at all times the
turning areas, parking and garaging shall be kept free of obstruction and available
for use for thess purposes;

14)  Outside the areas allocated for parking on the approved plans, no addittonsl
parking area shall b formed or used,

INSPECTOR,



