
GE Aviation – O/18/84191: Urban Design comments, Knut Nord 27/11/18 

Outline consent for up to 148 residential dwellings (C3) with new vehicular access, car parking, work 
to highways, landscaping, and other associated works. 

This consultation follows on from pre-app and comments made to the applicant by the Eastleigh and 
Winchester Design Review Panel earlier in the year.  

 

General comments:  

 New parking area provided for existing residents should be rationalised, providing less space 
requiring hard surface. Keeping consistent road width and follow curb edge.  

 Parking area to Sydney Lodge, go away from wedge shape and utilise an equidistant width 
across, reducing the need for hardstanding.  

 Internal parking court for south eastern parcel can be reduced in width to introduce more 
soft landscaping. Entrance to this courtyard could be created more as a feature gateway, 
with the road re-aligned to obscure the hard parking environment. 

 Plots 15&16 have poor outlook into a parking court. Introduce more soft landscape to soften 
the impact of this negative feature. Decision to place houses between two apartment 
buildings is not entirely clear. 

 Large hardstanding area directly north of Sydney Lodge in the main POS is poorly defined 
and contained, and leaks into the roadspace. The main access route into the development 
site could benefit from a more clearly defined space directing residents and visitors alike.  

 Parking area behind plots 119-125 can be reduced by narrowing the distance between the 
opposing parking spaces. 

 Plot 116 has a particularly poor outlook. Reconsider placement of units at this location and 
indicate boundary treatment for plots 110 & 112. 

 Plots 126 – 145 suffer from a heavily car parking dominated street, which would benefit 
from being re-evaluated to conform more to a mews typology. 

 Parking court to most north eastern parcel is excessively large, unnecessary amount of 
hardstanding. Reconfiguration of this area with less hardstanding and more soft landscape. 
Similarly, the parking area to the east of the apartments is dominating and will impede on 
internal views in both directions, particularly at lower levels. 

 Pedestrian access between units 78/79 & 82/89 could be rationalised by a central single 
access point between units 80/81. 

 Massing of apartment buildings to the east of the plan need to be developed at an early 
stage, as they look quite substantial in plan. How volume and massing is handled will be 
crucial, especially for the northern building. 

 The formality of the central spine road remains from previous iterations. I agree the 
formality works well to provide enclosure to the central POS, but it could take a looser form 
beyond to the west where it begins to break down into less denser development and into 
landscape and distant views.  

 All parking bays should be identified either with a plot number or a V to improve legibility 
when reading the plan. 



 Plot 51 & 51 should turn the corner and address both northern and eastern aspects rather 
than purely the eastern as is the case currently.  

 Foot/cyclepath between development and GE aviation car park in the south western corner 
of the site, could this be moved to the street running the length of character area 5 towards 
the square? 

Character areas:  

 Green edge 
o Less formality to the building lines 
o Incorporate the houses to the north east currently within character area 2. 

 The square 
o Would there be a possibility to enclose the park entirely by placing a house south of 

plot 125? This would also work to enclose the street that runs west. 
 The Netley Corridor 

o Separate this area from “the square” as mentioned above. 


