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Planning Committee   

Application Address 34 Haverstock Road, Bournemouth, BH9 3HE 
 

Proposal Demolition of garage and erection of a dwellinghouse with 

parking - Revised application 

 
Application Number 7-2022-10716-C 

 

Applicant Mr and Mrs C Saunders 

 
Agent DOT Architecture 

 

Ward and Ward 
Member(s) 

Muscliff & Strouden Park - 
Cllr L.Northover, Cllr D.Borthwick, Cllr K.Wilson 
 

Summary of 
Recommendation 

Refuse for the reasons set out below 
 
 

Reason for Referral to 
Planning Committee 

Applicant is a Senior Officer within the Council, not within the 
Planning Directorate. Latest Constitution requires Committee 
determination of this proposal. 
 
 

Case Officer Franc Genley 
 

 
Executive Summary 
 

The key planning issues for Members to consider are set out below. Members will have to 

balance all of the planning issues and objectives when making a decision on the application, 
against policy and other material considerations. The proposal is presented to Committee as the 
applicant has declared themselves to be a senior officer within BCP Council, though not 

employed within the Planning service. 
 
Representations received 

Objections were received from 10 individual addresses were received objecting to the proposal. 
A summary of the objections has been provided within the consultation section of the report.  

 
Principle of Development 

The proposal is for demolition of garage and erection of a dwellinghouse with parking on a piece 
of land currently forming the primary amenity space of the host dwelling. From ground level the 
dwelling would appear as a bungalow, but would have an excavated basement level with 

lightwells lighting below ground bedroom accommodation. The application comprises a revised 
proposal of the previously refused 2021-10716-B application. Whilst the principle of making better 

use of existing pre-developed urban and suburban land to diversify housing stock is an 
established approach in other parts of Bournemouth, this particular site has some particularly 
difficult constraints to overcome. The proposal has merit in that it would provide one additional 

house and this does weigh in favour of the scheme.  However, the quality of the accommodation 
and impacts the structure would have on neighbours, occupants and the street/highway are also 

relevant.  
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Design, Scale and Appearance 

The structure put forward here would be strikingly and unsympathetically out-of-keeping and 
character in terms of its design, size, scale, form and materials, particularly given the constrained 

cramped plot-size, unhealthy relationship to overlooking from neighbouring houses and below 
standard amenity space provision. The triangular elements, below ground excavations and 
mismatched architecture consolidate to form a discordant structure, crammed in on a small plot 

and with no design merit and little amenity value for future residents. The cramped and 
congested form of development across the host and dissected plots would harm the character 

and  identity of the local area, contrary to policies CS21, CS41 and para 134 of the 2021 NPPF. 
 
Impact on Residential Amenity 

The residential amenities enjoyed by occupiers of neighbouring properties will not be affected by 
any overshadowing, overbearing or overlooking impacts from the proposed dwelling. Although 

prominently visible from windows in the host dwelling, the proposed dwelling will not adversely 
impact upon amenity enjoyed by the host property it in terms of overbearing, overshadowing or 
overlooking impacts. However, it would result in disproportionately small ‘rear’ amenity space for 

the host dwelling, compromising its ability to host a larger family.  
 

Residential Living Standards 

The ground floor level would be reasonably well-served by natural daylight and would have some 
outlook. However, the basement level bedrooms would be very dark with small lightwells allowing 

only limited indirect daylight to filter in. They would also have no real outlook, facing the retaining 
walls a very short-distance away. There lightwells have increased in size by approx. 0.5m depth, 

but this is not considered sufficient to alter established concerns about inhospitable outlook that 
resulted in the previous refusal. Two of the bedrooms would also overlook each other, requiring 
blinds and compromising any ability to achieve both privacy and natural light. The dwelling would 

be served by a poorly-designed inadequately small, highly-constrained private amenity space 
that would be cluttered by storage structures, falling short of the requirements set out in DMP19. 

 
Transport Considerations 

The applicant has failed to provide the required information to demonstrate that the design and 

layout of the parking including vehicle access, forward sight lines, cycle parking, EV charge 
points are fully policy compliant, which would give rise to conditions contrary with and prejudicial 

to the safety of all footway and road users. Proposals thus remain contrary to Policies CS16, 
CS17, CS18 and CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan Core Strategy (October 2012) and the 
aims of Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the NPPF 2021 and the LHA has recommended refusal. 

 
Environmental Health Considerations 

Refusal is recommended, but in the event of an approval, conditions would be needed to secure 
appropriate safeguards in terms of noise and vibration, air quality, noise, contaminated land and 
the construction process. 

 
Sustainability and Energy 

No details have been provided. 
 
 

 
Flood Risk and Drainage 

The site is located in a Flood Zone 1 area and therefore has a low risk level of any potential 
flooding. SUD’s are proposed and a suitable drainage condition would be applied to any 
approval. 
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Trees and Landscaping 

As part of the pre-application process a highway tree outside the plot on the footway was 

identified to the applicants as potentially being affected. Closer assessment confirmed that this 
was not the case.  The tree officer commented that no trees are present on this site, just large 

shrubs of limited importance. The scheme is recommended for refusal, but in the event of an 
approval, the retention of the on-site hedges by way of condition would be preferable. 
 

MONITORING 

The application is recommended for refusal and if Members follow the recommendation, the 

proposed dwelling will not be added to BCP housing delivery figures. 
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Description of Proposal 

 

1. Planning consent is sought for the ‘Demolition of garage and erection of a dwellinghouse 

with parking’. The application comprises a revised proposal of the previously refused 
2021-10716-B application.  

 

2. The applicant has supplied application form, existing and proposed plans and elevations. 
The application form makes reference to a Design and Access Statement the LPA has not 

received one. 
 
3  Table comparing previous refusal with this case:  

 

 

 
Description of Site and Surroundings  

 

4. The local area is characterised by wide tree-lined streets and hipped-roofed dwellings with 
good separation distances on an identifiable repeated pattern forming a purpose-built 

suburb. They front the highway with good degrees of set-back and long generous straight 
rear curtilages. The borders are generally matured and settled and the street scenes have 

an attractive and spacious open feel. No.34 is of good character and of a positive design 
and materials. It differs somewhat from the prevailing pattern. It is a large dwelling sitting 
off-centre within a large triangular shaped plot on a slightly curving junction. The ‘L’ 

shaped house has a somewhat unusual orientation and form with two large gables, both 
with large ground and upper-storey bay windows. One elevation faces SW, the other NW, 

with the front door located between them. Both present prominently to the street scene 
and it is not necessarily easy to distinguish the primary elevation between the two. It would 
appear that it is one of three opposing junction markers in terms of deliberate design. As 

stated above, the corner plot is larger than most and the dwelling off-centre. 
 

 
 
 

 

 Existing Prev Case (10716-B)  Proposed (10716-C) 

 Use garage, within 
domestic garden 

Subdivided plot, additional 
C3 house 

Subdivided plot, 
additional C3 house 

 No. of Units 1 detached 

house  

2 houses (new house to 

have basement & ground-
floor level). 

2 houses (new house to 

have a basement level 
and a ground-floor level).  

 Dimensions 

(above 
ground)  

- 8.4m wide, 7.8m long, 

4.2m high, 

8.4m wide, 7.8m long, 

4.2m high,  

Parking 

Spaces 

2 via existing 

dropped kerb (to 
be given over to 
new 

development) 

4 (as stated on application 

form) but additional spaces 
for host not shown on plan 

4 (as stated on 

application form) but 
additional spaces for 
host not shown on plan 



P a g e   5 
 

5. Relevant Planning History: 

 

a) 7-2021-10716-B - Demolition of garage, erection of a dwellinghouse with parking – 
Refused  

b) 2006 - Alterations, extensions to dwellinghouse and erection of a double garage: 
Approved 

c) 1978 - Approval in principle - erection of dwelling-house: Refused – Overdevelopment. 

 
Constraints 

 
6. There are no site specific constraints. 

 
Public Sector Equalities Duty   

 

7. In accordance with section 149 Equality Act 2010, in considering this proposal due regard 
has been had to the need to — 

 eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct 

that is prohibited by or under this Act; 

 advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 

 foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it. 
 

Other relevant duties 

 
8.      In accordance with section 40 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, in 

considering this application, regard has been had, so far as is consistent with the proper 
exercise of this function, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. 

 

9. For the purposes of this application, in accordance with section 2 Self-build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015, regard has been had to the register that the Council maintains of 

individuals and associations of individuals who are seeking to acquire serviced plots in the 
Council’s area for their own self-build and custom housebuilding.   

 
Representations 

 

10. Site notices were erected in the vicinity of the site on the 07 April 2022. 10 letters of 
objection were received citing the following grounds: 

 

 poor design; 

 cramped overdevelopment;  

 size and scale out of keeping / character; 

 poor materials; 

 parking issues / demand and highway safety; 

 disturbance from intensification;  

 harm to trees; 

 overshadowing to neighbours; and 

 loss of privacy / overlooking.  
 
11. One of the letters was from the Bournemouth Civic Society. 

 
12. Consultations 

 



P a g e   6 
 

 Highways – Objections 

 Waste and Recycling – No objection subject to conditions 

 Tree Officer – No objections subject to hedgerow being retained 
 

 
 

Key Issue(s) 
 

13. The main considerations in assessing the proposal on this small constrained site comprise:  

 

 Principle / Previous Proposals 

 Impact on Character  

 Impact on Established Local Character  

 Neighbouring Amenity Impacts 

 Impacts on Host Dwelling Amenity 

 Proposed Living Environment for Future Occupants 

 Highway Issues 

 
14. These issues will be considered along with other matters relevant to this proposal below. 
 

Policy context 
 

15. Applications for planning permission must be considered having regard to the provisions of 
the Development Plan and any other relevant material considerations. The key document 
being the Bournemouth Local Plan. Various Development Plan Documents (DPD) make up 

the Local Plan, the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012) being the 
overarching document.  The CS has superseded the Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan 

(DWLP) as the strategic policy framework for the Borough although various policies in the 
DWLP have been retained as ‘saved’ policies. The Core Strategy covers the period 2006 to 
2026. The Affordable Housing DPD (December 2009) also makes up part of the Local Plan. 

 
16. The following Policies are considered relevant to the current application: 

 
17. Core Strategy 

Policy CS4 – Surface Water Flooding 

Policy CS6 – Delivering Sustainable Communities 
Policy CS16 – Parking Standards 

Policy CS17 – Encouraging Greener Vehicle Technologies 
Policy CS18 – Cycling 
Policy CS21 – Housing Distribution Across Bournemouth 

Policy CS33 – Heathland 
Policy CS38 – Minimising pollution 

Policy CS41 – Quality Design 
 

18. District Wide Local Plan     

 Saved Policy 4.25 – Trees/landscaping  
Saved Policy 6.8 – Residential Infill 

 
19. Other Local Documents  
         Affordable Housing - SPD 

Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework – SPD 
Residential Development: A Design Guide - PGN 

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) - PGN  
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Parking Standards SPD (2021) 
  

 National Planning Policy Framework   

20. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning 

policies for England and is a material consideration in planning decisions.  At the heart of 
the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development, reiterated in 
Bournemouth Core Strategy Policy CS1. NPPF paragraph 11 applies this presumption to 

decision making where the local plan classed as out of date. Footnote 8 of paragraph 11 
classifies a local plan as out of date if the local planning authority is (i) unable to 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites or (ii) where the Housing 
Delivery Test (HDT) result is less than 75% of the housing requirement over the previous 
three years.   

 
21. The 5-year housing supply and HDT results continue to be applied to each local plan area 

separately until replaced by a BCP wide Local Plan. In the Bournemouth area there is a 2.3 
year housing land supply with a 20% buffer (a shortfall of 4,862 homes) and a 2021 HDT 
result of 67%. The local plan is thus considered as out of date as the local planning 

authority is unable to demonstrate a five-year supply of homes and under the HDT test 
threshold of 75%. The presumption in favour of sustainable development thus applies and 

the benefit of providing a new house must be considered. 
 

Planning Assessment  

 
Principle / Previous Proposals 

 
22. In 1978 an application was refused for plot subdivision and the erection of a new dwelling in 

the northern portion where the current bungalow is proposed. The plot remains as in 1978, 

large but irregularly shaped, narrowing to the rear (east) and side (north). The existing 
dwelling presents prominently towards the space that was to be used for its proposed siting. 

These factors posed issues with a straightforward subdivision. The amenity spaces left for 
both existing and the proposed would have been disproportionately small and significantly 
out-of-keeping and character with the surrounding well-established pattern of development 

(even then). The 1978 application was refused on the grounds of overdevelopment.  
 

23. In 2006 a substantial two-storey rear elevation (NE) extension was added to the existing 
house reducing the existing rear amenity space (eastern portion) of the existing house and 
leaving a distance of 7m to the boundary. This gave increased importance to the amenity 

value of the undeveloped northern portion of the plot as associated garden. This was further 
confirmed on site as the rear aspect was observed entirely decked and only the northern 

portion providing the main grass, landscaping and leisure space amenity area. Permission 
for a substantively similar house as the one now proposed, again subdividing the plot, was 
refused just last year in 2021 (see history). That refusal was not appealed. The current 

proposal has made some minor tweaks to the design (a slight increase in roof height; 
removal of two flat roofs and insertion of small gables over instead; the addition of 1sqm 

(alcove) has been added to the living room footprint, and the two triangular lightwells 
increased marginally in size by approx. 0.6m width). However, the proposal remains 
essentially of the same scale, proportions and appearance as the one refused.  

 
24. The proposal has a more conventional pitch roof over and features gables instead of the 

previous flat roofs, but would present to the streetscene as a bungalow and also have the 
basement level of its refused 2021 predecessor, effectively making it a ‘sunken’ house. The 
ground floor would host a lounge / kitchen / dining room arrangement with the basement 

accommodating 3 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms.  Whilst infill developments have become 
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more common and more generally accepted since 1978, Policy requires them to be of good 
design and merit. Guiding policies, plans and SPD’s have all evolved to stress the need for 

respecting character, street scene and amenity. 
 

25 Whilst the principle of making better use of existing pre-developed urban and suburban land 
to diversify housing stock is an established approach in other parts of Bournemouth, this 
particular site has some particularly difficult constraints to overcome. The proposal has merit 

in that it would provide one additional house and this does weigh in favour of the scheme.  
However, the quality of the accommodation and impacts the structure would have on 

neighbours, occupants and the street/highway are also relevant. Please refer to the 
Planning Balance at the end of the report.   

 

 Impact on Established Local Character  
 

26. Policy CS21 of the adopted Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (2012) stipulates 
development should be of good design, contribute positively to the character of the area and 
the quality of the streetscene. Development will be permitted subject to the proposal 

complimenting and respecting the character of the area and amenity of neighbouring 
development. Policy CS6 echo’s the importance of good design principles to buildings and 

how spaces are treated. Saved Policy 6.8 of the Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan 
(February 2002) states that infill development will be permitted subject to the proposal 
complimenting and respecting the character of the area and amenity of neighbouring 

development. The adopted ‘Residential Development - A Design guide (2008)’ seeks to 
ensure that the layout of proposals respond to established street patterns and that scheme 

should be design led rather determined by the need to provide a certain number of units.  
With regard for the 2021 NPPF, Para 134 states “Development that is not well designed 
should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government 

guidance on design, taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary 
planning documents such as design guides and codes.” 

 
27. Policy CS41 states that new development should, through its scale, density, layout, siting, 

character and appearance be designed to respect and compliment the site, its host, its 

surroundings, the character of the area and it should not compromise local neighbouring 
residential amenity. It also discusses the importance of the openness and character of the 

streetscene. Development, which by virtue of its design would be detrimental to the built 
environment, amenity or character will not be permitted. Pre-application advice was sought 
prior to the 2021 submission regarding plot sub-division and the erection of a two-storey 

dwelling. The applicants were advised of the multiple issues the LPA would likely identify 
with the design put forward and the sites difficulties and constraints, as well as the issues 

the LHA expressed regarding the highway accesses and parking demand. 
 

Proposed Form and Layout 

28. In 1978 the plot was deemed to be too small for subdivision and for a dwelling of a similar 
footprint to this one. That scheme struggled to achieve a suitable orientation with relation to 

the NW gable and the streetscene as well as front and rear boundary setback. Since then, 
the site has been additionally compressed in terms of free space by the addition of a large 
rear extension to the existing house which has further complicated matters. The proposed 

dwelling here would front prominently and openly westwards onto the highway and, despite 
the token alterations to the elevation this revised application makes, it would still be of a 

strikingly different design to the established character and pattern of larger dwellings 
scattered set within decent sized plots in this otherwise spacious suburban environment.  
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29. The building would still have a squat single-storey design. The roof would remain top heavy 
and the variety of angles of the roof (resulting from the cramped, constrained triangular 

shape of the site) would compete visually and result in a dwelling having an irregular 
exterior, harmful to the local character and resembling a poorly formed hybrid of 

architectural shapes neither contemporary nor sufficiently pastiche to embed itself with 
success in the streetscene. The porch remains dominant on what is a small elevation and is 
highly out-of-character with the typical proportions and rations between frontage and porch 

in evidence on surrounding homes. The design, scale and shape of the proposal remains 
unsympathetic and the exposed nature of the site within the streetscene would only worsen 

the visibility and potential for the building to harm established character. The property would 
have no design relationship, integration or reflection with any of the neighbouring houses or 
their positive architectural vernacular and fenestration. 

 
30. Turning to the height, size and scale of the dwelling, single-storey bungalows (in outward 

appearance) are not a local feature in terms of housing types. Whilst the street scene would 
not be unduly cramped or congested, the proposal as shown on plan is. It sits too tightly up 
against the donor dwelling making the plot appear cramped and congested. The host, by 

reason of its angled skewed orientation would also be given a close and commanding view 
of the development within its former side curtilage from the large NW gable and other 

windows pointing that way. It is not a comfortable well-evolved respective relationship. The 
stark size, scale, design and material mismatches serve to immediately draw attention to 
the odd and uncomfortable relationship between the two. 

 
31. A significant amount of exposed hard-surfacing is also required to facilitate the two roll-

on/roll-off spaces and pathway at the frontage. Such wide and excessive frontage parking 
and access hard-surfacing would be out of-keeping and character within the local 
streetscene which consists of single-driveways and positive boundary treatments in terms of 

low-walling and mature vegetation. The plot severance would leave a much smaller ‘rear’ 
(side) garden area for the donor dwelling. It would seem disproportionately small compared 

to the size of the host dwelling. It would also be out of keeping and character with the host, 
its pre-war heritage and design and the wider character of the area.   

 

32. The proposed dwelling itself would have no meaningful rear garden amenity space in terms 
of its functional size. It would be disproportionately small compared to that of the donor 

dwelling as well it being out-of-keeping with local character.  It must be noted that the layout 
proposed on this repeat submission does still not contain the required bin and cycle stores 
(to satisfy policy) which would reduce it even further and undermine any function if could 

offer. It would also be hemmed in by high boundary treatments and be hard for the 
occupants not to feel overlooked from windows and garden within the donor property 

demesne.  As such both donor and proposed dwellings would have below standard private 
amenity spaces, squeezed into the rear of the narrowing and compressing triangular plot. 
This is simply not acceptable and contrary to adopted local design guidance and paragraph 

134 of the 2021 NPPF. 
  

33. Although some contemporary juxtapositions can successfully be achieved in some cases, 
the structure put forward here would be strikingly and unsympathetically out-of-keeping and 
character in terms of its design, size, scale, form and materials, particularly given the 

constrained cramped plot-size, unhealthy relationship to overlooking from neighbouring 
houses and below standard amenity space provision. It has a forced and contrived sense as 

it tries to overcome the constraints of the plots shape and size. The triangular elements, 
below ground excavations and mismatched architecture consolidate to form a discordant 
structure, crammed in on a small plot and with no design merit and little amenity value for 

future residents. The proposal would entail a cramped and congested form of development 
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across the two plots, harming the character and identity of the local area, contrary to the 
policies set out at the start of this section, including CS21, CS41 and 6.8.  

 
Neighbouring Amenity Impacts 

 
34. The proposed dwelling is single storey above ground and without any dormers or roof 

windows. It will be located tight to the northern boundary and situated some 16m from the 

nearest dwelling that backs on to the site from Townsville Road. The residential amenities 
enjoyed by occupiers of neighbouring properties will not be affected by any overshadowing, 

overbearing or overlooking impacts from the proposed dwelling. Any approval of the 
proposal would need to have permitted development rights removed to prevent dormers and 
further extensions blighting such amenities.  

 
Impacts on Host Dwelling Amenity 

 
35. Although prominently visible from window in the host dwelling, the proposed dwelling will not 

adversely impact upon amenity enjoyed by the host property it in terms of overbearing, 

overshadowing or overlooking impacts. However, as discussed above, it would result in 
disproportionately small ‘rear’ amenity space for the host dwelling, compromising some of 

its ability to host a larger family for which it is designed. Any approval of the proposal would 
need to remove or restrict Permitted Development Rights for the existing house, lest 
uncontrolled overdevelopment ensue.  

 
Proposed Living Environment for Future Occupants 

 
36. The ground floor level would be reasonably well-served by natural daylight and would have 

some outlook, albeit not to the front. However, the basement level bedrooms would be very 

dark with only small sunken ‘courtyards’ allowing only small amount of indirect light to filter 
in. They would also have no real outlook, only to the retaining walls only a short-distance 

away. The increases in size of the lightwells is not considered sufficient to alter the previous 
concern about inhospitable outlook. For two of the bedrooms, the main views would be of 
each other, compromising any ability to achieve both privacy between occupants and 

natural light. The ground-floor would provide a very poor living environment as it would 
transmit noise down to bedrooms. As also discussed above, the dwelling would be served 

by a poorly-designed inadequately small, highly-constrained private amenity space that 
would be cluttered by storage structures. 

 

37 As the proposal comprises a 3no. double bedroom dwelling set over two floors, the National 
Minimum Internal Space Standards require at least 102sqm of habitable space with at least 

2.5sqm of additional built-in storage space. The submitted drawings state that 106sqm of 
living space will be provided but scaling from the plans returns an internal space of only 
88.7sqm. There is an unusable triangular void behind the bathroom and the staircase space 

can only be counted once so this drops to 85.5sqm once the space is rationalised. There is 
thus a considerable shortfall in internal space, compounded by the lack of inter bedroom 

privacy, poor outlook and deficient natural lighting for the subterranean bedrooms. The 
proposed development would therefore not provide a high standard of living conditions for 
future occupants, contrary to the aims of policies CS21, CS41 and 6.8. 

 
 Highway Issues 

 
38. The proposed plans illustrate the 2 parking spaces for the new dwelling but do not show the 

relocated 2 spaces for the host referred to in the application form. The LHA’s Highway 

Officer has returned the following comments: 
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a) “This revised application plans submitted are no different to the ones submitted for the 

previous application ref no.7-2022-10716-B, as before no Design and Access statement 
has been submitted, in the application form it states D&A to follow.  

 
b) Therefore, given there is no revision in respect of the highway’s aspects of the 

development, the HA comments remain the same and are reiterated below but with 

some minor changes: The proposal involves the demolition of the donor property’s 
garage and erection of a 3 bed (4 habitable rooms) house with associated 2xcar parking 

spaces to side of existing house which and replaces its existing 2 car parking spaces by 
relocating to its frontage. In the application form it states the submission of a design and 
access statement to follow, none has been provided. 

 
c) BCP Council adopted the new Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

(SPD) on 5 January 2021, which came into immediate effect. The SPD takes a new 
zonal approach to parking standards under which the site falls within Zone D. 

 

d) For the proposal to satisfy Core Strategy Policy CS16, CS17 and CS18, car and cycle 
parking provision including the layout and design with electric charge points for the new 

and CS16 for the donor dwelling should be in accordance with this Parking SPD, 
adopted Jan 2021.  

 

Car parking provision: 
e) The benchmark parking standards are outlined in the SPD Table 10 C3: Houses: zone 

D the parking benchmark is 2 car parking spaces for 4 or more habitable rooms, the 
provision of 2 car parking spaces each for the new and existing donor dwellings 
therefore complies with the SPD parking standards benchmark. 

 
Car parking layout: 

f) Pre- app advice was given by the HA which provided the applicant with guidance on 
what would need to be provided and what would not be acceptable. 

 

g) The applicant has not shown any pedestrian visibility splays. All new vehicle 
accesses/drop kerbs such as the one proposed for the new and donor dwellings should 

provide pedestrian visibility splays. For pedestrian safety reasons, at all new vehicle 
accesses it is necessary to maintain within the site areas measuring 2m by 2m, with no 
obstruction more than 0.6m high, either side of where the vehicle accesses meet the 

back edge of the footway, known as pedestrian visibility splays, within which 
unobstructed visibility is available for drivers to see and be seen by pedestrians on a 

footway to avoid a potential hazard in time. The splays must be wholly within the site’s 
own curtilage. 

 

h) The applicant has shown the 2 car parking spaces at the ‘T’ head junction of Haverstock 
Road, in the pre-app submission advice was given that no vehicle access within 15m (or 

10m) of the junction would be acceptable, the applicant appears to have not taken on 
board that advice. 

 

i) Furthermore, given the donor site is sited on the inside of the bend in the road, the 
applicant was required to demonstrate that required forward sight line distances could 

be achieved at any new siting of the vehicle access being proposed for the donor 
dwelling. The applicant has not provided that information. 

 

Cycle parking: 
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j) For the proposal to satisfy Core Strategy Policy CS18, secure and covered cycle 
parking spaces 1/bed for the new dwelling should be provided in accordance with the 

new SPD.  
 

Other issues: 
k) Electric car charging facilities to be provided in line with Policy CS17, the council 

expects the inclusion of charging points for electric vehicles in all new developments as 

outlined in the SPD Table 1 EV provision. All houses with 1+ designated car parking 
spaces within the curtilage of its own plot must ensure the installation of active EV 

charging points for all the spaces. 
 
l) The applicant will be liable for the cost of returning any existing/part of a redundant 

crossovers fronting the site back to footway. 
 

m) The applicant is required to show all dimensions of parking bays, pedestrian visibility 
splays, secure and sheltered cycle storage, etc on the deposited plans. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
n) Reasons for Refusal: The applicant has failed to provide the required information to 

demonstrate that the design and layout of the parking including vehicle access, forward 
sight lines, cycle parking, EV charge points are fully policy compliant, which would give 
rise to conditions contrary with and prejudicial to the safety of all footway and road 

users.” 
 

39 As such, with regard to the LHA comments, the LPA also consider that the applicant has 
failed to lay out car parking provision compliant with the council’s requirements. Because no 
parking for the host dwelling is shown, and there remain issues with the useability of the 

spaces destined for the proposed house, the knock on effect will be displacement of on-
street parking. This will exacerbate existing parking stress on roads within the vicinity of the 

site leading to increased instances of inconsiderate parking, interference with the free flow 
of traffic and obstruction of visibility at accesses and junctions, within the vicinity of the site, 
all of which give rise to conditions prejudicial to highway safety and local amenity. 

 
40. The lack of adequate and demonstrated driver/pedestrian inter-visibility splays for the 

proposed parking arrangements increases the potential for conflict between drivers 
egressing the site and all footway users, especially vulnerable users such as those with 
different mobility needs and disabilities impairing visibility or hearing as well as children and 

the elderly, to an unacceptable level thereby resulting in conditions prejudicial to highway 
safety and local amenity.  

 
41. The provision of infrastructure and facilities in new developments at appropriate locations is 

required to enable the use of greener, low carbon, vehicle technologies however, the 

applicant has failed to provide electric vehicle charging facilities in accordance with the 
Parking SPD. The applicant has failed to provide cycle parking provision compliant with the 

council’s requirements. The absence of cycle stores prevents the required level of cycle 
parking from being provided for future residents for the development. This proposal fails to 
adequately encourage the cycling mode of transport. 

 
42. The development therefore represents poor design and is contrary to Policies CS16, CS17, 

CS18 and CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan Core Strategy (October 2012) and the aims 
of Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) which seek 
new development to provide safe and suitable access for all, and to give priority first to 

pedestrian and cycle movements. 
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Impact on Trees: 

 
43. As part of the pre-application process a highway tree outside the plot on the footway was 

identified to the applicants as potentially being affected. Closer assessment confirmed that 
this was not the case.  The tree officer commented that no trees are present on this site, just 
large shrubs of limited importance. Where a scheme to be supported officers should seek to 

secure the retention of the sites hedges if possible. The proposal is recommended for 
refusal so this matter has not been progressed. 

 
Drainage: 
 

44. SUD’s are proposed and a suitable drainage condition would be applied if minded to 
approve. 

   
 Waste Storage: 
 

45 No collection-day boundary-sited bin-presentation point has been provided but this could be 
secured by condition if minded to approve. However, such must not adversely impact on 

any proposed parking / access / visibility splays. Similarly, no bin store location details have 
been provided. Bin-storage location points need to be away from the streetscene in the rear 
spaces to avoid visual streetscene clutter. If minded to approve, a location (with a surfaced 

linked pathway) could be secured by condition. However, as discussed, such will further 
clutter and congest the already small rear garden. 

 
Biodiversity 

 

46 Government Circular 06/2005 states that “it is essential that the presence or otherwise of 
protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed development, 

is established before planning permission is granted.” Without knowledge of whether or not 
protected species are present, the LPA would not be able to comply with NPPF 2021 
paragraph 174. “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment by: d) by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net 
gains in biodiversity where possible’. Additionally, in determining this application the council 

has to bear in mind that under Section 40 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
2006 (NERC) “Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as 
is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 

biodiversity”. 
 

47 The site sits within a suburban neighbourhood with gardens and some trees. A significant 
portion of garden has already been decked and the proposal would deplete more soft 
landscaped ground from the local area. Both the new dwelling and the host dwelling should 

seek to install or incorporate into their designs measures to mitigate for habitat loss and 
biodiversity net gain. Simple methods of doing this would be to offer tree planting and hedge 

retention as part of a landscaping scheme and incorporate bird-nest boxes/bricks and bee 
bricks into both dwelling exteriors. Conditions to secure such detail could be attached to any 
grant of permission, but as the proposal is to be refused, the deficiency in information is 

raised as a reason for refusal, albeit with an informative advising how this could be 
overcome/addressed if the case is appealed. 

 
48 The proposals would result in a significant quantum of soft landscaping and planting being 

removed, significantly harming the on-site habitats and general biodiversity. Compounding 

this, the proposal fails to provide adequate space for a compensatory landscaping scheme 
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capable of mitigating the losses. Whilst a condition could secure the submission of details 
setting out bird nest bricks and bee bricks, the proposal fails to provide sufficient 

replacement planting, contrary to adopted local plan policy and should be refused.   
 

 
 
 

Heathlands mitigation: 
 

49. The site is within 5km of a designated Dorset Heathlands SPA (Special Protection Area) 
and Ramsar Site, and part of the Dorset Heaths candidate SAC (Special Area of 
Conservation).  Working in collaboration with Dorset Council and with advice from Natural 

England, BCP Council has adopted the Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework 2020 – 
2025 Supplementary Planning Document, the purpose of which is to set out the approach to 

avoid or mitigate harm to these protected sites.  In this instance, it is considered that the 
proposal is likely to have a significant effect on the Dorset Heathlands; however, having 
undertaken an appropriate assessment it is believed that the integrity of these sites can be 

maintained provided appropriate mitigation is secured.  
 

50. In this case, a financial contribution of £428 plus an administration fee of £75 is considered 
necessary for the purposes of such mitigation (Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM)). This contribution is to be secured by way of an appropriate planning 

obligation. 
 

 Affordable Housing  
 
51 The Council’s affordable housing DPD is relevant to applications for residential development 

and sets out an approach to achieving contributions towards the delivery of affordable 
housing in the borough. However, in the light of the most recent changes to the NPPG, 

which states that schemes for 10 units or fewer should not be subject to affordable housing 
contributions, a contribution has not been sought on this application. 

 
 Community Infrastructure Levy: 

 

52. The development proposal is liable to a community infrastructure levy charge but a liability 
notice will not be issued as the application is being refused planning permission. 

 
Planning Balance 

 

53. Given the shortfall of number of homes delivered in the Bournemouth area, the balance is 
tilted in favour of sustainable development to grant planning permission except where the 
benefits are significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the adverse impacts or where 

specific policies in the NPPF provide a clear reason for refusal. The proposed scheme 
would contribute new housing, delivering 1 additional dwelling.  

 
54. Set against this benefit, and having regard for adopted policies and the existing pattern of 

local development it is considered that the proposal would not be in accordance with the 

Development Plan, including parts of the NPPF, and would materially harm the character or 
appearance of the area; provide sub-standard living space for future occupants; and be 

deficient in terms of amenity space and parking arrangements to the detriment of habitability 
and general highway safety respectively. The Development Plan Policies considered in 
reaching this decision are set out within the report. 
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55 The proposal would deliver only 1 house, and the dwelling that would result would be 
deficient and below policy standards in the many ways set out in this report. In conclusion, 

with the tilted balance in mind, the benefit provided through the provision of one house 
(albeit deficient in habitability) will not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the harms 

and impacts of the proposal on neighbouring amenity, established local character, future 
occupant amenity and highways safety/parking impacts. 

 

56. In accordance with paragraph 38 of the NPPF the Council takes a positive and proactive 
approach to development proposals focused on solutions. The Council work with 

applicants/agents in a positive and proactive manner by: offering a pre-application advice 
service, as appropriate updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application. In this instance pre-application advice was sought and 

concerns raised about such a proposal. The applicants have had a substantively similar 
application refused and have made only minor changes to this new submission. The 

applicant has not been identified as having been enrolled on the self-build register held by 
the LPA.  The applicant was advised of the likely refusal of the scheme and given the 
opportunity to withdraw. The application was determined as submitted. 

 
  

Recommendation 

 
57. REFUSE permission, for the following reasons: 

 
a) It is considered that the proposal would, by reason of its poor design, size, scale and 

siting, result in an incongruous new dwelling and an out-of-keeping form of cramped, 
congested and contrived overdevelopment that would be detrimental to the host, the 
streetscene and the character of the area as well it as providing a poor living 

environment for the future occupants in terms of adequate living and amenity space 
provision and adequate daylight/outlook provision to habitable rooms. Furthermore, the 

proposal has failed to provide compliant and requisite car-parking provision which will 
give rise to conditions prejudicial to highway safety and local amenity; failed to provide 
adequate visibility splays and safe vehicular access and egress arrangements which 

would be prejudicial to highway safety and local amenity; failed to provide electric 
vehicle charging facilities in accordance with the Parking SPD; and failed to provide 

adequate and functional cycle storage provision in accordance with the standards. As 
such, the proposed development would be contrary to Policies CS6, CS16, CS17, 
CS18, CS21, CS33 & CS41 of the adopted Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy 

(2012), Saved Policies 4.25 & 6.8 of the District Wide Local Plan, the provisions of the 
document Residential Development: A Design Guide (2008), and the NPPF (2021). 

 
b) Also, it is considered that the development would be harmful to designated Dorset 

Heathlands SPA (Special Protection Area), Ramsar Site and Dorset Heaths SAC 

(Special Area of Conservation).  The failure to make an appropriate contribution 
towards Strategic Access Management and Monitoring measures would have an 

adverse effect on the integrity of the sites and is considered contrary to Policy CS33 of 
the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012) and the adopted Dorset 
Heathlands Planning Framework SPD. 

 
Informative Note: Refusals 

For the avoidance of doubt the decision on the application hereby determined was made 
having regard to the following plans: Drawing No.’s 1395R3/100, 1395R3/101, 
1395R3/102, 1395R3/103, 1395R3/104, 1395R3/105, 1395R3/106, 1395R3/107 
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Informative Note: Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charge 

The development proposal is liable to a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charge, but a 

liability notice will not be issued as the application is being refused planning permission. 
 
Informative Note: Biodiversity Gain 

In the event that an appeal is lodged, this aspect of the reason for refusal is capable of 
being addressed by further submission as set out in the officer assessment report. The 

matters have not been pursued here as the Council considers it would place an unfair 
financial burden on the applicant at this stage given the strong reasons for refusal and 

policy conflict that the scheme has not yet overcome. 
 
Informative Note: Heathlands mitigation 

The reasons for refusal relating to Heathlands mitigation can be overcome with the 
submission of a suitably worded planning obligation pursuant to section 106 of the Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990 (As amended). 
 

Background Documents: 

The application documents and consultation responses can be found on the relevant pages of 
the Council’s website using the case reference number. 

Committee Presentation Pack 
 
 

 


