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Minutes of Meeting 24.01.2022 
Friday, November 26, 2021 
2:34 PM 

Minutes 24012022+agenda item 

Planning Meeting Minutes – 24 January 2022 

Attendance 

Cllrs. Cohen, Dann, Rolfe and Underdown (Chair).   

Cllr Hand also attended the meeting in his ex officio capacity. 

Staff - Clerk  

Steve Tilbury – Planning Consultant 

Welcome 

a. Apologies for absence: Cllr Nicholson, Ryan and Thompson 
b. Declarations of interest – none  
c. Approve the Minutes of the Planning Committee 22.11.2022 –  

Proposed: Cllr Cohen       Seconded: Cllr Dann and Minutes of the 22.11.2022 
were approved (Cllr Rolfe was absent from the room while the vote was taken 
but returned at 19.01)  

  
2. Public session 

Representations were made by a resident about application H/21/92099 
109 Satchell Lane, Hamble.  A summary of the objections included 
Overdevelopment of the site (from a single storey dwelling originally to a three 
storey building).    
Design of the new roof from a hip to a gable roof structure results in a high and 
overbearing building on a visible plot.   
The line of the roof results in a loss of light to adjoining buildings 
Positioning of the garage will reduce parking on plot and will result in more 
vehicle movements in and out of plot onto a bend in the road. 
Garage line is in front of the building line which is out of character with the area. 
Concerned that the additional load from the structure would result in changes to 
ground levels and conditions for adjoining buildings.   
 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hpbg
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At the end of the public session to Chair consulted the Committee and agreed 
to bring forward the discussion of H/21/92099 while the resident was still 
present at the meeting  
  
Community Issues 
 

3. H/21/92099  109 SATCHELL LANE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, 
SO31 4HL 
  

Cllrs raised concern about the interruption to the established building line by the 
position of the garage and the potential of this being converted for residential 
use further over development of the site.  That the garage could displace 
parking onto the street which was not suitable at this location due to the 
proximity of the bend. Access onto the road at this point is dangerous and 
should be limited.  
Concerns that the new roof shape creates an overbearing structure and a loss 
of amenity to adjoining residents. 
That the additional development could result in land stability issues for adjoining 
residents, and this should be explored by the Planning Authority  
Proposed: Cllr Dann and  Seconded: Cllr Rolfe and all agreed to oppose the 
application.  
 
  

4. Cemex – Sand and Gravel extraction at Hamble Airfield  

Prior to the meeting two papers had been circulated to all councillors; the first 
focused on the long term strategic issues thrown up by the current application, 
while thew second set out some key considerations with the application. The 
Council’s consultant Steve Tilbury then explored these issues with the 
Committee and answered a number of questions. He focus of the discussion 
was around the need to stay focused on the issues linked to the current 
application and to not spend time revisiting the allocation of the site which was 
concluded in 2013.   He stressed the importance of us working closely with 
Eastleigh Borough Council on the issue and the contacts that we had already 
made with them both in terms of development management and the wider team.  
Using their expertise and knowledge would help to give greater weight to 
objections where they arise.  This would be explored further at the Team 
meeting with EBC on 25th January 2022. 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hpbg
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A key area of concern was the Transport Assessment which focused on the 
junctions below Hound Roundabout.  Need to identify what gaps are there and 
how best to have these qualified.  Part of the discussion considered whether the 
work we did in 2019 might be of help.  Some of it might be especially the 
junctions above the site entrance.  

Steve also highlighted potential issues with biodiversity and the emerging test 
that requires a 10% improvement in biodiversity over the current baseline.  On 
the Purple Haze Quarry application in Verwood issues of biodiversity resulted in 
an objection from Natural England.  We will need to watch when their response 
is made on this application as it could be critical to the determination of the site. 

Discussion also focused on the management plan for the site following 
restoration and the two clearly distinct geographical areas that could indicate a 
potential site for future residential development.  

The discussion then widen out to consider how best to support residents in 
making a meaningful response to the application. Residents will have a range of 
issues which they want to raise and providing guidance on what is a material 
consideration and a planning ground would help people to be more effective.  It 
was agreed that at this stage it was slightly premature to offer that advice and to 
wait until our Council Meeting on the 14th February.  This would allow sufficient 
time for Councillors to start work in their groups on working through the 
evidence and familiarising themselves with the information.  Once the groups 
are set up it would also be possible to direct residents to these groups where 
offers of support we made.   

The Chair thanked Steve for his contribution and he left the meeting as did the 
other councillors that were in attendance. 

 

4. Footpath and moorings report 

Proposed: Cllr Dann   Seconded: Cllr Cohen and all approved the footpath 
report produced by Cllr Thompson 

  

Applications for Consideration 

5. Application:   H/21/92099 
 Address: 109 SATCHELL LANE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, 
SO31 4HL 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hpbg
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 Description: Proposed Loft conversion and new outbuilding 
 Proposed: Cllr         Seconded: Cllr    were approved  

  

6. Application: DC/22/92225  HYS Holdings Ltd Port Hamble Marina Satchell 
Lane, Hamble, SO31 4NN 

Discharge of condition 5 (Construction Environmental Management Plan) of 
planning permission F/21/91716 for construction of two-storey building to 
provide offices 

Description: Approval of conditions 

For noting 

7. Application: X/21/92128 - 8-9 CORONATION PARADE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, 
SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4JT 

Variation to condition 2 (approved drawings) of planning permission F/20/87197 
for conversion of existing residential flat (Class C3) to retail space (Class A1); 
the erection of a single storey rear extension with roof mounted plant and 
alteration to shopfront. 

Description: Removal/variation of conditions 

For noting 

8. Application No: F/21/91716 - HYS Holdings Ltd Port Hamble Marina Satchell 
Lane, Hamble, SO31 4NN  

Construction of two-storey building to provide offices 
For noting 

9. Application: T/22/92191 
 Address: 12 CROWSPORT, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 
4HG 
 Description: 1 no. Oak (T1) - Sectional fell to just above ground level due to 
decay and general poor condition. 

Reduce the height and pollard to allow regrowthbut not remove.  If felled a 
replacement is needed. 

Significant number of trees removed already and those left should be protected. 
Want to see evidence that the tree is damaged and cannot be salvaged 

Proposed: Cllr Rolfe  Seconded: Cllr Cohen 

All opposed the actions outlined.  

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hubd
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Applications not considered 

10. H/21/92144 - 12 CIRRUS GARDENS, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, 
SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4RDescription: Loft Conversion with rear dormer to 
include raising of the roof and solar panels. 

11. Application: H/21/91950 

Address: 7 GRANTHAM AVENUE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, 
SO31 4JX 
 Description: Two storey side extension 
  

12. Application:  H/21/92086 
 Address: 14 MARINA DRIVE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 
4PJ 
 Description: Addition of rear dormer window, First floor rear balcony and front 
porch. Installation of rooflights to front roof slope, side chimney flue and 
alterations to the fenestration. 
  

13.  Application: H/21/91969 
 Address: 15 VERDON AVENUE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, 
SO31 4HW 
 Description: Demolition of conservatory, Two storey side and two storey rear 
extension with integral garage and new front porch 

Applications Decided 

14. Application: H/21/91826 9 HAMBLE HOUSE GARDENS, HAMBLE-LE-
RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4JGDecision 23 Dec 2021 Permit Delegated 
Decision Proposal Proposed detached double garage (amendment to 
H/20/89298)  

  

15. Application: NC/21/91912  

RIVERSIDE HOUSE, ROPE WALK, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, 
SO31 4HD  

Decision 20 Dec 2021 Raise No Objection  

Notification of proposed works to trees in conservation areas Proposal 1 no. 
Monterey Cypress (T12) - Remove to prevent wall damage. 1 no. Monterey 
Cypress (T16) - remove the secondary stem leaning out over the metal 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hhMY
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hpII
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001hhjh
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boundary fence and the boat storage area. 1 no. Magnolia Grandiflora (T7) - 
crown reduce 3 metres. 2 no. Aspen (T2 & T3) - pollard these trees to approx. 
4m. 1 no. silver birch (T5)- Minor works are proposed to remove the smaller 
stem in the fork at around 400mm high to avoid a tight fork which could fail in 
the future.  

  

16.  Application: F/21/91716 Full planning  

HYS HOLDINGS LTD PORT HAMBLE MARINA SATCHELL LANE, HAMBLE, 
SO31 4NN  

Decision: Permit  

Proposal Construction of two-storey building to provide offices Location  

  

17. Application: A/21/91429  

CAPSTAN HOUSE, HIGH STREET, HAMBLE-LE-RICE The Advert Display  

Decision: Consent  

Proposal Retrospective consent to display advertisement consisting of 3no. 
mounted display signs and 1no. wall mounted sign Location  

  

18. Application: X/21/92041  

YE OLDE COFFEE HOUSE, ROPE WALK, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, 
SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4HB  

Decision: Withdrawn  

Proposal Variation of conditions 2 (approved plans) and 3 (materials) of 
planning permission H/20/88098 for extension of existing deck on top floor with 
new pergola, new decking on existing second floor roof with Pergola and new 
door on 3rd floor leading thereto.  

  

19. Application: H/21/91634  

12 CIRRUS GARDENS, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4RH 
Decision: Withdrawn By Applicant  
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Proposal Two front dormer windows and rear dormer windows and raising the 
roof to create second floor accommodation, addition of roof lights, cladding and 
solar panels.  

  

20. Application: H/21/91630  

4 KINGFISHER CLOSE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4P 
Permit  

Proposal Carport extension  

  

21. Application: H/21/90035  

31 WESTFIELD CLOSE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4LG 
Permit  

Proposal Single/Two storey rear extension including a reconfiguration of the 
roof of the existing dwelling house to provide additional habitable space 
Location  

  

22. Application T/21/91487  

MERE HOUSE, THE GREEN, GREEN LANE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, 
SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4JB  

Consent To Tree Works  

Proposal 2 no. oak (T1 & T2) - reduce height & radial spread of both tree 
crowns by up to 3m to reduce weight & wind resistance.  

  

23. Application: H/21/91176  

131B PENDANA, SATCHELL LANE, HAMBLE, SO31 4HP  

Permit  

Proposal Conversion and extension of existing detached single storey garage to 
form an annex for an elderly relative  

  

24. Application: LDC/21/91787  

2 FARM CLOSE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, SOUTHAMPTON, SO31 4RZ 
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CLOPUD - Certificate Not Issued Delegated Decision  

Proposal Lawful Development Certificate for a proposed use or development: 
Conversion of existing car port into habitable accommodation, enlarged rooflight 
to rear elevation and bin store in timber cladding Location  

  

Exempt business 

 To consider passing a resolution under Section 100A(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972 in respect of the following item(s) of business on the 
grounds that it is/they are likely to involve the disclosure of exempt information 
as defined in paragraphs 1, 2, 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Act. The 
Schedule 12A categories have been amended and are now subject to the public 
interest test, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000. This 
came into effect on 1st March 2006. It is considered that the following items are 
exempt from disclosure and that the public interest in not disclosing the 
information outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. 

Proposed: Cllr Cohen   Seconded: Cllr Dann 

  

25. Enforcement Cases Update 

26. Meeting ended 21.15 
 



Planning committee 

28th March 2022 

Future of Hamble Airfield – Statutory Consultees – further actions 

Listed below are the outstanding requests for further information which 

HCC will confirm to Cemex.  The extent of the information requests 

mean that the there will need to be a further consultation round prior to 

recommendations being made to the Regulatory Committee.   

Name Action/information 

Flood authority We request a groundwater assessment which 
demonstrate that there will be at least 1m 
unsaturated zone between the base of any 
infiltration feature, and the highest groundwater 
level recorded including seasonal variations. 
Additionally, The EA must be consulted on 
surface water directly discharged into the water 
table. 

 Clarify where water courses where run off will 
be directed too are in relation to the site as this 
can indicate that infiltration is not viable. 

 Undertake a detailed ground investigation / 
hydrogeology assessment report of the filling 
material. This should demonstrate that: The 
existing discharge rates and volumes leaving 
the site will not be increased at a result of the 
new ground conditions. The filling material will 
not change / block groundwater movement 
through the site, increasing groundwater flood 
risk into adjacent sites. 

 More consideration as to how the partially 
restored site will function as it is not clear how 
surface water will be managed when some 
storage features may not be in place. 

County 
Archaeologist 

Additional details with regard to the military 
structures at the site and to the site’s 
Palaeolithic archaeological potential. I 

Arboriculture A revised AIA is required for this application 
please 

 A full assessment of the need for ground 
protection in these areas or rerouting of the path 
must be done. 



 HCC agreement must be gained prior to any 
works taking place. 

 A revised AIA is required for this application 
please 

Environment 
Agency 

No development approved by this planning 
permission shall commence until a remediation 
strategy to deal with the risks associated with 
contamination of the site in respect of the 
development hereby permitted, has been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
local planning authority. T 

Ecologist Impact assessment and mitigation measures (if 
necessary), will be required to be able to 
confidently confirm that the proposals will not 
have an adverse impact on the qualifying 
features of the Solent and Southampton Water 
SPA and Ramsar by affecting a potential 
functionally linked SPA habitat. 

 Based on the above, further information is 
required to ensure no adverse impacts on 
designated sites, habitats and protected 
species. 

Landscape We also need to be assured that the works can 
be carried out within this timescale, as we often 
see mineral operators requiring an extension of 
time 

Natural 
England 

The following information is required: • A 
detailed Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) 
and soil resources survey • Updates to, and 
clarification of, parts of the Landscaping, 
Restoration and Outline 5-year Aftercare 
Scheme document 

 Identify the implications of localised de-watering 
on the railway line / cutting. 
Assess the impact on the north to south 
hydraulic gradient of the water permeating 
through the River Terrace Deposit (RTD) and 
potentially create a ‘backing up’ of water to the 
north of the site in the RTD within which sits the 
railway cutting.  
Likewise, the restoration of the site using 1.8Mt 
of imported inert waste, with lower permeability 
than the in-situ RTD, will also alter the near 



surface hydraulic gradient and potentially impact 
on the railway cutting to the north.  
 

Rights of way Subject to the above, we therefore object to the 
application as it currently stands, due to it 
offering no benefits to Public Rights of Way, and 
therefore not being in accordance with the 
NPPF (2021) and the HMWP (2013). 

Highways No evidence that this optioneering exercise was 
undertaken fully and this should be provided to 
enable to rationale of the presented access to 
be understood. 

 One key element relates to CAVAT (Capital 
Asset Value for Amenity Trees), the value of 
these trees is likely to be substantial and 
nothing appears to have been submitted which 
looks to address these points. 
 

 



                                                           

Economy, Transport and Environment Department 

 
 

Note 
 

 
To:  Peter Bond– Strategic Planning  
From: Philippa Gordon – Highways Development Planning 
Our Reference:  PG 6/3/9/MIN (035985) 
Copies to:        
Date:  23rd March 2022 
  

Subject:  CS/22/92277 Proposed extraction of sand and gravel, 
with restoration to grazing land and recreation using 
imported inert restoration materials, the erection of 
associated plant and infrastructure and the creation of 
a new footpath and access onto Hamble Lane at 
Hamble Airfield 

 
Thank you for consulting me on the application recently submitted in relation to 
Hamble Airfield, Hamble. The application is for the proposed extraction of sand 
and gravel, with restoration to grazing land and recreation using imported inert 
restoration materials, the erection of associated plant and infrastructure and the 
creation of a new footpath and access. 
 
Site Location 
The site is a former airfield located in the north of Hamble. The site borders 
Hamble Lane to the west, Satchell Lane to the east and the railway line to the 
north. 
 
Proposal 
The site is allocated within the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013.  
It is proposed to extract approximately 1.7million tonnes of sand and gravel at 
a rate of approximately 250,000 tonnes per annum. It is anticipated that this will 
take approximately 7 years and this will then be followed by a period of infilling 
and restoration. It is anticipated that the proposed development would 
commence in 2023, and would take up to 11 years to complete, generating 
HGV movements up to 2034. 
 
The anticipated phases are: 
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• Traffic Phase 1: Year 1-2 – Export only; 
• Traffic Phase 2: Years 3 – 7 – Export and infill; and 
• Traffic Phase 3: Years 8 – 11 – Infill only. 
 
The site will be operational between the hours of 0700-1700 hours Monday to 
Friday and 0700-1200 hours on Saturdays. It is stated that soil stripping and 
sand extraction will not commence until 0800 hours. Maintenance of plant and 
vehicles will be until 1900 during the week and 1800 hours on Saturdays.  
 
Site Access 
Access to the Site is proposed to be taken from a new priority access junction 
directly onto Hamble Lane (shown on drawing ITB13040-SK-006 Rev B).  All 
HGVs arriving and departing the site will arrive and depart to the north (towards 
the M27). The access has been designed with a width of 7.3m and a kerb radius 
of 4.0m to the left / south of the access to prevent HGVs from turning left out of 
the site whilst still allowing smaller vehicles to make this manoeuvre. 
 
In 2019, the applicant engaged Hampshire County Council’s (HCC) 
Engineering Consultancy to provide a Pre-application Design Review (PADR) 
of the proposed new access. Two concerns raised within the PADR do not 
appear to have been addressed: 
 

1. The Designer was asked to demonstrate that other options had been 
considered thoroughly – both in terms of junction location and junction 
form. This has been briefly mentioned in the Transport Assessment (TA), 
but there is no evidence that this optioneering exercise was undertaken 
fully and this should be provided to enable to rationale of the presented 
access to be understood. 
 

2. The PADR made it very clear that both HCC Arboriculture and Ecology 
teams had genuine concerns regarding the proposed tree loss and set 
out requirements for the Designer to demonstrate that their loss could 
not be avoided, and to fully mitigate if their loss was found to be 
essential. One key element relates to CAVAT (Capital Asset Value for 
Amenity Trees), the value of these trees is likely to be substantial and 
nothing appears to have been submitted which looks to address these 
points.  Further information can be found within HCC’s TG15 Trees, 
landscape and Ecology and the 2019 Highways Trees Policy  
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/transport/TG15-Trees-Landscape-and-
Ecology.pdf 
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/transport/HighwaysTreePolicy.pdf   
 
 

Additional information is also required as follows: 
 

• Speed data is provided in a summary table only with no raw data. It is 
unclear where the measurements were taken, or when. The designer 
needs to confirm that the speeds are current (within two years) and taken 
in appropriate locations.  
 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/transport/TG15-Trees-Landscape-and-Ecology.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/transport/TG15-Trees-Landscape-and-Ecology.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/transport/HighwaysTreePolicy.pdf
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• Visibility to the south (left) can actually be shown to the centreline as 
there is a physical feature (refuge) which prevents overtaking here.  
 

• Visibility to/from the tactile paving on the southern side of the proposed 
junction (in particular) may be limited. The designer should demonstrate 
that ped/cyclist visibility is achieved at all crossing points.  
 

• The RSA requires updating to reflect the changes made since the PADR. 
 

• There is no mention of LTN 1/20. Designs will need to prove compliance. 
Where possible, the cycleway should be widened to 3.0m and a suitable 
verge/margin provided for safety – given recorded speeds. The designer 
also needs to account for ‘shyness’ from the proposed barriers. One 
section is shown 2.28m wide with barrier adjacent. The effective width 
becomes minimal here. The crossing refuge in the bellmouth should also 
be a minimum of 3.0m ‘deep’ to cater for cyclists and the designer needs 
to check that the barriers do not become a problem for cyclists here too. 
 

• A Walking, cycling and horse-riding assessment and review (WCHAR) 
has not been provided and is required.  
 

• With regard to vehicle tracking, lock-to-lock times of 6s would be more 
appropriate than the 3s currently proposed for HGVs.  
 

• Tracking – Speeds are not shown. These should be provided (it should 
be noted that anything lower than 10mph is not appropriate/realistic).  
 

• All internal tracking uses a 14m HGV, whereas the junction is tracked 
with the correct 16.5m HGV, it is not clear why this is inconsistent. 

 
Also, it is noted that the traffic count data included within the Transport 
Assessment includes ATC data from 2016/2017 plus growth.  A sensitivity test 
to compare this approach with more recent data (potentially held by HCC 
surveys team) should be undertaken to confirm accuracy.   
 
Recommendation 
From a review of the information contained in the application I am unable to 
make a recommendation until further information has been provided as outlined 
above.  A further response which covers the Transport Assessment and 
mitigation requirements will be provided once the above issues relating to the 
proposed access have been addressed. 
 
In the meantime, should you wish to discuss this further please do not hesitate 
to contact Philippa Gordon on 0370 779 2886. 
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Network Rail Consultation Response 

To: Peter Bond – Hampshire County Council  

Date: 14/03/2022 

Application reference: HCC/2021/0787 

Location: Hamble Airfield 

Network Rail Position: Holding Objection  

 

Dear Peter,   

 

Thank you for consulting Network Rail (NR) on the above planning application.  

 

NR is the statutory undertaker for maintaining and operating railway infrastructure of England, 

Scotland, and Wales. As statutory undertaker, NR is under license from the Department for 

Transport (DfT) and Transport Scotland (TS) and regulated by the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) to 

maintain and enhance the operational railway and its assets, ensuring the provision of a safe 

operational railway. Consequently, any third-party proposal that impacts NR’s ability to deliver a 
safe operational railway is a concern.  

 

Following a review of the proposal by Network Rail’s Mining, Network Rail are lodging a holding 

objection for the following reasons.  

 

Whilst it is noted that it is not intended to pump water off-site it is stated that water within the site 

will be pumped around the site where necessary to allow the mineral to be worked dry.  The 

applicant must demonstrate what implications this localised de-watering will have to the railway 

line / cutting which runs parallel to the northern boundary of the site. 

 

Similarly, the intention is to construct a lagoon and silt pond in the northern area of the site.  This 

will likely require the placement of an impermeable surround to the void in order to retain the 

water.  In so doing it may impact on the north to south hydraulic gradient of the water permeating 

through the River Terrace Deposit (RTD) and potentially create a ‘backing up’ of water to the north 
of the site in the RTD within which sits the railway cutting.   

 

Likewise, the restoration of the site using 1.8Mt of imported inert waste, with lower permeability 

than the in-situ RTD, will also alter the near surface hydraulic gradient and potentially impact on 

the railway cutting to the north.  The applicant must give further consideration to this. 

 

The site is a former airfield, and the Explosive Ordnance Risk Rating is “Medium”.  Accordingly, it is 

assumed that conditions will be included in the planning permission for requiring a scheme to be 

submitted and approved in the event that ordnance is discovered on site.  In this regard, 

consideration need to be given to the proximity of the active railway line to the north of the site. 
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Subject to addressing the foregoing matters, where a planning permission is proposed to be granted 

then conditions should be included to ensure: 

 

• No storage of any materials, including materials used for the screening mounds, shall be 

placed within 30m of the railway boundary as shown on Drawing No 21-12-

_HAMBLE_PHASING OVERVIEW.LSS 

• There must be no reduction in the effectiveness of any drain or watercourse belonging to 

Network Rail.  Furthermore, there must be no interference to any existing drainage rights 

that Network Rail enjoys. 

• Without the prior approval of Network Rail, the works shall not generate an increase in the 

existing flow rates into any culvert that passes beneath the railway. 

• Storm or surface water must not be discharged onto or towards Network Rail 

property.  Suitable drainage or other works must be provided and maintained by the 

developer to prevent surface flows or run-off affecting the railway.  

• It is noted that a footpath is proposed to be constructed along the northern boundary of 

the site adjacent to the railway line.  The developer should therefore be required to provide 

and maintain a suitable trespass-proof fence adjacent to the existing railway boundary.to 

prevent public access to railway property. 

• Cranes and jibbed machines, used in connection with the works, must be so positioned that 

the jib or any suspended load does not swing over railway infrastructure or within 3 metres 

of the nearest rail if the boundary is closer than 3 metres. 

• All cranes, machinery and constructional plant must be so positioned and used to prevent 

the accidental entry onto railway property of such plant, or loads attached thereto, in the 

event of failure. 

• Trees planted close to the railway should be located at a distance in excess of their mature 

height from railway property. 

• The site operator should ensure that the lighting scheme at the site does not present a 

dazzle hazard to train crew, and also that any coloured lighting does not conflict with the 

railway signalling system.  The lighting scheme for the site must be submitted to Network 

Rail for prior approval. 

 

To resolve the concerns addressed within this consultation response, the applicant will be required 

to engage with Network Rail’s Mining team. These can be obtained by contacting myself.  

 

I trust the above clearly sets out Network Rail’s position on the proposal. 

 

Kind regards,  

 

Nick Donoghue  

Town Planning Technician | Property (Southern) 

Network Rail  

1 Puddle Dock, London, EC4V 3DS 

M 07732 639934 

E Nicholas.Donoghue@networkrail.co.uk 

www.networkrail.co.uk/property 

 

mailto:Nicholas.Donoghue@networkrail.co.uk
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CABINET  

Thursday, 24th March 2022 

CONSULTEE RESPONSE TO PLANNING APPLICATION FOR GRAVEL 
EXTRACTION AT HAMBLE AIRFIELD 

Report of the Strategic Planning Manager 

 

Recommendation(s) 

It is recommended that  
 
(1) The Council responds to Hampshire County Council’s (HCC’s) consultation 

with an objection to the Cemex application (HCC reference HCC/2021/0787) 
and asks Hampshire County Council’s Regulatory Committee to refuse 
permission. 

(2) The contents of this report be agreed as supporting evidence for the 
Council’s objection, together with the grounds for objection agreed by the 
Council’s Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice and Hound (BHH) Local Area Committee 
(LAC) on 3rd March 2022. 

(3) The Council reserves the right to give further formal and material views on 
this matter in response to any further information from the developer (Cemex) 
and or Hampshire County Council. 

(4) The Council formally requests (via this committee report and decision) that 
Hampshire County Council removes the Hamble Airfield as an allocated site 
for minerals extraction from the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan. 

(5) Cabinet delegates the approval of further representations to Hampshire 
County Council on minor matters to the Executive Head for Planning and 
Economy in consultation with the Leader of the Council, Chair of the 
Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice and Hound Local Area Committee, and the Chief 
Executive. 

 

Summary 
 
The Council received notification on 18th January 2022 of an application by Cemex to 
extract minerals from the former Hamble Airfield site, which is allocated in the Hampshire 
Authorities’ Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (HMWP) 2013 as a site for sharp sand 
and gravel extraction.  
 
The Council objects to this application. Eastleigh Borough Council is not the planning 
authority for this application (Hampshire County Council is the planning authority for 
minerals and waste planning applications) and our response will be considered equally by 
HCC alongside all other responses. The consultation period is 21 January to 4 March 
2022; HCC have indicated that responses received after this date will be taken into 
account. 
  



 

 

 

This paper summarises the strategic issues and reasons for objection and should be read 
in conjunction with the report and decision at the Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice and Hound 
Local Area Committee on 3rd March 2022 detailing the range of technical issues and 
evidence for objection. 
 
The paper furthermore proposes a review of the allocation of the site in the Hampshire 
Minerals and Waste Plan (HMWP). 
 
  

Statutory Power 
 
Section 1 of the Localism Act 2011.  Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

 

Strategic Implications   

1. This report and the Council’s position on gravel extraction at Hamble Airfield is aligned with all 
of the Corporate Plan (2015-2025) themes of Environment, Health and Wellbeing and 
Economy.  

Introduction 

2. This report sets the current Cemex planning application in the context of the Council’s 
longstanding, consistent and evidenced objection to minerals extraction at this site. The 
report explains that the objection to the site’s allocation in the Hampshire Minerals and Waste 
Plan (HMWP) in 2013 is further supported by changes since 2013: changes in national policy, 
changes in minerals demand and changes in the assessment of local highways usage and 
impacts. 

Background to the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 
 

3. The HMWP was adopted by the Hampshire Authorities (Hampshire County Council, 
Portsmouth City Council, Southampton City Council, New Forest National Park Authority and 
the South Downs National Park Authority) in 2013 and covers the period up to 2030. It aims 
to deliver sustainable minerals and waste development in Hampshire ensuring the right 
development, in the right place, at the right time. 

4. The aim is to supply sufficient minerals to support the economy and to deal with waste 
effectively, while protecting Hampshire’s environment and communities from the impacts of 
such development. 

5. An independent Planning Inspector, appointed to examine the plan in 2012, reported in the 
summer of 2013 that the plan was ‘sound’, subject to some modifications. The Hampshire 
Authorities adopted the Plan on 15 October 2013 (a six-week legal challenge period also 
ended on 25 November 2013). 

6. Several strategic sites to provide an adequate and steady supply of locally (across 
Hampshire) extracted sand and gravel were outlined in the Plan. This included, at the time of 
the Plan’s adoption, 13 current and permitted sites, extensions to 2 existing sites and 5 new 
sand and gravel extraction sites. 



 

 

 

7. The Plan notes that “the spatial strategy for the future supply of aggregates will centre on 
using local land-won sand and gravel resources that can be worked without significant 
impacts to the environment, communities or economy.”1 

8. The Plan also notes that “The south of Hampshire is a densely populated and a heavily 
developed area but has significant underlying sand and gravel resources which are close to 
the markets they serve. However, mineral working in these areas can present problems for 
local communities, particularly lorry traffic associated with extraction in locations such as 
Hamble and Hythe.”2 

Hamble Airfield Allocation 
 

9. The former Hamble Airfield, north of Hamble-le-Rice, was identified as one of the potential 
new sites. The site covers an area of 62 hectares and has an existing land use of scrub 
vegetation and rough grazing. A map of the site is provided in Appendix 1. 

10. The site was allocated by the Hampshire Authorities as it was “considered to be the best 
option for providing a local supply of sharp sand and gravel from this part of south 
Hampshire”. The total mineral resource identified in the Plan was for 1.5 million tonnes (mt) of 
sharp sand and gravel. 

11. Several development considerations are noted for Hamble Airfield within the Plan including: 

 Protection of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Ramsar and Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  

 The impact on all roosting and foraging areas used by qualifying bird species of nearby 
SPA and Ramsar.  

 Protection of the Lee on Solent to Itchen Valley Estuary Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI).  

 The impact on Badnam Copse and West Wood Site of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SINC).  

 Safeguarding of adjacent public rights of way.  

 Maintain and manage existing informal recreational use of the site. 

 Phasing programme and working to protect local businesses and the amenity of local 
residents.  

 Protection of the water quality and recharge of the groundwater and surface water.  

 Safe and satisfactory access to ensure provision is made for vulnerable highway users 
and the impact on peak flows is managed.  

 Traffic issues including consideration of school traffic and pedestrians, particularly at 
Hamble Community Sports College and Hamble Primary, and management of traffic 
and congestion on Hamble Lane. 
 

12. Restoration, if extraction is approved, was also identified to be a combination of grazing, 
nature conservation, open space, public access and woodland. 

                                            
1
 Paragraph 2.34, HMWP: 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 
2
 Paragraph 2.17, HMWP: https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf


 

 

 

Previous Council representations 
 

13. The Council has played a leading role over many years alongside local residents, residents’ 
groups3, local businesses and Bursledon, Hound and Hamble-le-Rice Parish Councils, in 
objecting to proposals to extract minerals from the former Hamble Airfield site. 

 
In the spring of 2012 the Council began preparing the case for objection to proposals for 
minerals extraction at Hamble Airfield in the emerging HMWP. This case included the 
significant ecological, economic, amenity, transport, road safety and air quality issues for this 
site, and questioned the overall assessment of the supply of land-won (i.e. not marine-won or 
recycled) minerals identified as needed from Hampshire sites, at the time. 
 

14. Cabinet subsequently approved a response on 6th December 2012 for submission to the 
examination of the HMWP by the independent inspector. The representation of the Council, 
drafted by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd, is attached at Appendix 2. In summary the 
representation sought to address five key policies pertaining to the Council’s objection 
including protecting public health and safety, aggregate supply – capacity and sources, 
recycled and secondary aggregate development, aggregate wharves and rail deports and 
local land-won aggregates.     

15. In response to the Council’s objections in 2013, HCC indicated that that some of the Council’s 
objections (e.g. on traffic and ecology issues) could not be considered within the policies of 
the strategic HMWP but would need to be made in relation to specific development 
applications in the future. 
 

16. In 2016, the Council objected to a pre-application enquiry consultation for proposed sand and 
gravel extraction at the site (ref. Q/16/78595).  The objection emphasised the Council’s strong 
view that the site was unsuitable for mineral extraction and noted that insufficient 
consideration had been given to a variety of environmental matters including nature 
conservation, water quality and flow rates, highway matters, air quality impact, amenity 
impact, economic impact and heritage impact. 
 

Current Application 

17. Hampshire County Council, as the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, are consulting the 
public on an application they received on 29th December 2021 from CEMEX UK Operations 
Limited (HCC planning application reference HCC/2021/0787). Eastleigh Borough Council is 
a statutory consultee. 

18. The application is for the proposed extraction of sand and gravel with restoration to grazing 
land and recreation using imported inert restoration materials, the erection of associated plant 
and infrastructure and the creation of a new footpath and an access onto Hamble Lane at the 
former Hamble Airfield, Hamble Lane, Hamble-le-Rice, SO31 4NL. 

19. Public consultation started on 21st January 2022 and ran until 4th March 2022. As an 
application for minerals extraction, the matter will be determined by HCC; a date for 
determination by HCC’s Regulatory Committee, at the time of writing, has not been set. HCC 
has confirmed that responses received after the consultation date will be accepted. 

20. The full suite of planning application documents and environmental statement documents are 
available on HCC’s planning application website4. Public representations and decision 

                                            
3
 Residents Against Gravel Extraction (RAGE), Steering group Against Gravel Extraction (STAGE) 

4
 https://planning.hants.gov.uk/Planning/Display/HCC/2021/0787#undefined 



 

 

 

notices will also be uploaded in due course. It is noted that over 600 public responses have 
been posted during the consultation period. 

Grounds for objections 

21. A report to the Bursledon, Hamble and Hound (BHH) Local Area Committee (LAC) on 3 
March 2022 details several technical objections to the application.   

22. In summary these include:  

(a) Policy principles:  The proposal is for 1.7million tonnes of extraction which exceeds the 
1.5mt envisaged from this site in the HMWP and is therefore likely to result in greater 
impact that those originally considered when the site was allocated. Other less 
sensitive sites should be properly assessed, with less weight given to the locational 
merits of the Hamble site (to serve demand in south Hampshire) where there are such 
significant environmental considerations weighing against this. 

(b) Local economy: EBC considers that the economic disadvantages in the form of traffic 
disruption to local businesses and pollution, outweigh the benefits. 

(c) Highway implications:  

(i) Concerns about the increased level of traffic generated by the site, particularly 
HGVs against the background of an already severely congested road at peak 
times.  

(ii) Implications for congestion and road safety particularly for pedestrians, 
including schoolchildren from the two nearby schools. Implications for 
emergency services and businesses in Hamble. Impacts relating to pedestrian 
safety, amenity and pollution (with the northern end of Hamble Lane being an 
Air Quality Management Area). 

(iii) Concerns about the proper assessment of existing and future baseline traffic 
and a lack of detailed raw traffic count and trip data upon which to form an 
accurate assessment.  Lack of assessment of the capacity of several junctions 
through which proposed HGV and other traffic generated by the development 
would travel. 

(iv) Evidence from a recent appeal decision (ref 325559, decision date 15/1/21) 
indicating existing significant congestion at peak times at certain junctions. This 
appeal also raises questions of deliverability of the HCC Hamble Lane 
Improvement Scheme 

(A supplementary report concerning transport issues in more detail was appended to 
the BHH report.) 

(d) Pollution: As well as being unable to properly assess pollution relating to traffic due to 
the lack of traffic data provided, there is a need for the applicant to provide further 
information about noise and dust at the site 

(e) Ecology: The Council considers that the applicant has underestimated the ecological 
value of the site. Furthermore the applicant has not addressed the displacement of 
significant recreational activity (dog walking) to other sites nearby including the 
designated site of Hamble Common (SSSI). 

(f) Tree impacts: The Council objects to the removal of three valuable mature trees at the 
site access and seeks more information on the choice of access site. 

https://meetings.eastleigh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=250&MId=6870&Ver=4
https://meetings.eastleigh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=250&MId=6870&Ver=4
https://meetings.eastleigh.gov.uk/documents/s50033191/BHH%20LAC%20220303%20Item%2010%20addendum%20re%20transport%20v2.pdf


 

 

 

(g) Landscaping: Screening bunds are overly engineered and need to be redesigned. 
Landscaping impacts on local residents has been underestimated. 

23. A number of local residents and representatives addressed the BHH meeting on 3 March 
raising a range of concerns. (This follows a public meeting held by Hamble-le-Rice Parish 
Council on 28 February 2022 where around 180 people attended.) 

24. The BHH Local Area Committee agreed the objections in the report and the Council has 
submitted this as the first part of the Council’s response to HCC’s consultation. 

 

Additional grounds for objection 

Traffic and Transport 

25. The Council has sought independent consultancy support from Systra Ltd to assess the 
transport implications of the proposal.  Their report is attached at Appendix 3. In line with the 
issues raised in the BHH report, the Systra report notes the following: 

(a) The application is for significantly more HGV (90, rising to 144) and non-HGV (40) trips 
than envisaged at the time of allocating the site in the HMWP in 2013 (60 trips). 

(b) The HMWP noted that safe and satisfactory access was required at the Hamble site to 
ensure provision for vulnerable highway users and the impact on peak flows is 
managed. Traffic issues were noted, including consideration of school traffic and 
pedestrians, particularly at Hamble Community Sports College and Hamble Primary, 
and management of traffic and congestion on Hamble Lane.  The HMWP Inspector’s 
Report considered the traffic impacts on residents and users of local facilities as being 
of particular importance. Adequate mitigation was expected to be required, though the 
design and execution of the scheme and through the imposition of appropriate 
planning conditions.  

(c) In agreeing proposals for the Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme in 2019, HCC stated 
that additional development along the Hamble Lane corridor would worsen the existing 
traffic-related problems and would negate the benefits of the improvement scheme, 
with very limited opportunity to make further improvements to the corridor in the future. 
Therefore it was considered inappropriate from a traffic perspective for further 
development to be allocated or permitted along Hamble Lane, until at least the 
implementation of the preferred Scheme for the northern section.  

(d) In preapplication discussions with the applicant in 2018, HCC did not raise a concern 
over the potential HGV movements anticipated. Furthermore, HCC did not request that 
the applicant should carry out junction capacity surveys at junctions with Satchell 
Lane, Portsmouth Road, Jurd Way, Tesco, the Windhover roundabout and M27 
Junction 8, on the basis that these junctions would be subject to improvements (by 
National Highways, and HCC – the Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme5), so that 
undertaking capacity assessments of these junctions would be unlikely to reflect future 
traffic conditions. The assumption of the J8/Windhover roundabout and Hamble Lane 
improvements being completed prior to the start of the development is considered a 
significant weakness in the approach to transport impacts. 

(e) Identification of the peak hours of traffic is likely to be different due to the location of 
local schools and employers operating shift patterns, as well as the local healthcare 

                                            
5
 https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/transportschemes/hamblelane 
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facility attracting an increased number of patients due to closures elsewhere in the 
area. 

(f) the Applicant’s raw traffic count data was not included in the Transport Assessment 
(TA) and therefore the traffic assumptions including peak hours could not be reviewed 
and validated. Given the choice of a PM peak hour later than conventionally observed 
and the existing congestion profile in the local area, it is considered that further 
evidence is required to validate the HGV traffic profile and demonstrate that the traffic 
impact assessment is accurate. 

(g) Traffic Flow data from Hamble Parish Council (prepared by WYG, 2019) indicates that 
the traffic profile has high levels of flow from the mid-afternoon to early evening, 
specifically between the hours of 15:00 and 19:00. (The Cemex proposal has HGV 
traffic continuing until 17:00.) The traffic data presented suggests that the afternoon 
peak extends earlier into the afternoon than conventionally observed. Therefore, it is 
considered that the raw traffic data used in the TA is required from the Applicant to 
demonstrate that the traffic impact assessment is accurate. 

(h) The applicant has not adequately considered safety issues relating to the northern 
section of Hamble Lane and Junction 8 of the M27. 

(i) The design of the site access needs to be reconsidered for the safety of pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

(j) The surveys or data used to calculate the trip profile of the site have not been included 
in the Transport Assessment. The total traffic generation, HGV trip profile and the 
subsequent junction modelling cannot therefore be validated. Given the unique nature 
of the site and the specific distribution of HGV traffic (weighted in the application 
towards the start of the day), it is considered that further evidence is required to 
validate the HGV traffic profile and demonstrate that the traffic impact assessment is 
accurate. 

(k) SYSTRA understands that the impact of additional vehicle movements from the 
HMWP allocation at Hamble Airfield has already been factored into HCC assessments 
of traffic on Hamble Lane, and therefore the design of the Hamble Lane Improvements 
Scheme. It is noted that the proposed development puts forward a maximum trip 
generation of more than double that of the HMWP, potentially meaning that the 
modelling inputs used to support this scheme would have underestimated the traffic 
impact of the proposed development as it is presented in the TA report. Furthermore 
the increase in traffic modelled by HCC (20%) from 2015-2026 appears to relate to a 
general increase across the modelled network, rather than specifically traffic routing on 
Hamble Lane to/from the junction with the Windhover roundabout and M27 Junction 8. 
The specific traffic increase recorded with regard to the zone containing the former 
airfield site has not been confirmed. 

(l) SYSTRA considers that there is a clear requirement for the Transport Assessment to 
demonstrate via appropriate traffic modelling whether the existing Hamble 
Lane/Satchell Lane junction can accommodate the additional demands which will arise 
from the Hamble Airfield proposals as they have been set out in the TA report.  
 

26. The lack of raw traffic data for assessing traffic impacts clearly has implications for assessing 
thoroughly the air quality impacts, not least in an Air Quality Management Area at the top of 
Hamble lane and along part of the A27 (Providence Hill). 



 

 

 

27. The Council expects that the impact of increased volume and frequency of heavy goods 
traffic on the Hamble railway bridge to be thoroughly assessed by HCC as Highways 
Authority and Network Rail. 

28. The Council is concerned about delays caused to its own street cleansing and waste 
collection services from the extra traffic generated by the application.  It is also concerned 
about insufficient cleansing of vehicles from the site and debris on the roads spoiling the 
amenity of the area. Actions to clear debris will itself cause delays to vehicles and other road 
users near the site access. 

29. The Council requests that the actual and potential activities of major employers in Hamble is 
taken fully into account in the transport assessment. As well as employers operating shift 
patterns which make traffic flows on Hamble Lane untypical, the Council understands that 
traffic from existing employment sites may change in future, with GE Aviation likely to bring 
their logistics function back to Hamble and BP currently operating HGV movements below the 
level for which they have permission.  

30. The approach to assessing traffic impacts from a development of this kind should assess 
impacts across all parts of the day, or at least peak periods as opposed to a narrow view of 
peak hours. As an example the first shift for employees at the Coopervision site in Hamble 
starts at 7am. Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) Guidelines 
used for assessing road traffic impacts (including thresholds for high, moderate and low 
impacts) dates from 1993 and does not reflect the greater awareness and policy priority on 
pedestrian and cycling amenity that has developed over the last 30 years. 

31. Notwithstanding comments above that the Hamble Land Improvement Scheme design may 
not have adequately made provision for the trips anticipated from the Cemex development, 
the Council understands that there are significant questions about the deliverability of the 
scheme, with an estimated cost of £15m and committed funds held by HCC of only £2m. 

HCC approach to congestion on Hamble Lane 

32. The history of HCC’s views as Highway Authority is relevant in considering the Cemex 
application; for many years HCC has made no objection to development, making it impossible 
for the Council to refuse inappropriate development. In more recent years HCC’s assessment 
of congestion on Hamble Lane has changed. The following chronology sets this out. 

33. On 29th April 2014 and 9th November 2016, HCC as the Highways Authority had no objection 
or no highways reasons for dismissal for two planning applications for 150 and 225 dwellings 
at and to the west of Hamble Lane respectively. 

34. On 2nd August 2017, HCCs initial highways impact reason for refusal for an application for 80 
dwellings to the south of Mallards Road was withdrawn at appeal. Subsequently, a Statement 
of Common Ground was prepared, and it was noted that a small number of additional 
movements were not considered severe by HCC. Shortly after this application, on 14th 
November 2017, a HCC report to the Executive Member for Economy, Transport and 
Environment (ETE) sought to obtain permission to undertake public consultation on potential 
improvements to the A3025. The report introduces the need to forecast existing and future 
traffic given that “Hamble Lane is already operating at or above capacity in the peak hours”. 

35. On 20th March 2018, a planning application for 200 dwellings to land south of Bursledon Road 
was required by the Highway Authority to provide a highways contribution as the highway 
was noted as “considerably oversaturated”. On 5th April 2018 however a further application 
for 64 dwellings on land to the rear of Blackthorn Health Centre received no mention of 
highways issues.   



 

 

 

36. On 17 July 2018, the HCC Executive Member for ETE gave approval for the formal public 
consultation on the emerging proposals for the Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme. The 
report references that “at peak times, junctions on Hamble Lane are at maximum capacity, 
which can cause severe journey time delays for residents and commuters.”  

37. On 20th December 2018, HCC objected to a planning application for 70 dwellings at Satchell 
Lane, although this was refused by the Planning Inspector. Subsequently, as detailed in a 
letter to the Council, HCC stated that the impact on congestion “will not be severe”. 

38. On the 12th March 2019, the HCC Executive Member for ETE received an update on the 
consultation on the Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme. Significantly the update outlined that 
“at peak times, junctions on Hamble Lane are at maximum capacity, which can cause severe 
journey time delays for residents and commuters”. The report further stated  “it is considered 
that additional development along the corridor would compound the existing problems and 
would negate the benefits of the scheme […] therefore until at least the preferred scheme for 
the northern section has been implemented, it is considered inappropriate from a traffic 
perspective for further development to be allocated or permitted along Hamble Lane.” 

39. On the 15th January 2021, HCC did not object to 148 dwellings on land off Kings Avenue (the 
applicant in this case was GE Aviation) although some prior correspondence between HCC 
and the Council did identify that HCC agreed that some of the junctions were over capacity. 
Subsequently, the Planning Inspector dismissed an appeal citing a significant increase in 
queue delays and that the related highways mitigation measures were unlikely to be sufficient 
or come forward within a reasonable timeframe.  

40. Finally, on the 13th August 2021, HCC objected to an application for 61 dwellings on land at 
Hamble Lane. The objection references the GE Aviation appeal and Inspector’s comments 
and also reiterates the latest HCC policy position whereby no further development will be 
approved on Hamble Lane until any high risk of significant cumulative impacts has been 
mitigated. It is noted however that developer contributions were also requested if permission 
is granted. 

41. Given the planning policy decisions and examples provided above, it appears that since 
2014, and even when a clearer policy position was emerging, HCCs decisions on highways 
matters relating to Hamble Lane do not seem to be consistent.    

Sensitivity of the affected area and populations 

42. The nearest residential properties to the site (all within 50m) are those in Hamble Lane, 
Satchell Lane and those to the south of the site. As noted in the HMWP6, “it is standard 
practice in Hampshire for operational mineral extraction and inert waste recycling sites to 
have a minimum buffer zone of 100 metres, where appropriate, from the nearest sensitive 
human receptors, such as homes and schools”.   

43. The proposals suggest that the minerals processing area and stockpiles will be located more 
than 100m from any dust sensitive receptors whereas the Institute of Air Quality Management 
(IAQM) recommends at least 250m. 

44. There are also two schools in close proximity which are Hamble School (secondary) around 
100m to the north of the site, and Hamble Primary around 200m to the south-west along 
Hamble Lane. The secondary school has grown significantly since 2013 as has the usage of 
the leisure facilities on the school site. The Hamble School has placed staff near the railway 
station as stewards to ensure that students are safe crossing Hamble Lane  and accessing 

                                            
6
 Paragraph 5.15, HWMP, https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 
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the rail station. (It is noted that the other sensitive minerals site allocated in the HMWP 2013 
at Hythe is significantly smaller than Hamble Airfield and significantly more separated from 
local communities and distant from a school - around 1000m from the nearest school.)  

45. The Blackthorn Health Centre on Satchell Lane is currently home to the GP services for the 
whole peninsula, and the Lowford Surgery in Bursledon acting as the location for a range of 
clinics and treatment. This means that that there are further increases in trips up and down 
Hamble Lane; in many cases these will be vulnerable sometimes elderly patients, many with 
existing long term conditions such as Asthma and COPD, which are highly sensitive to air 
pollution. In this application the effects of dust need to be considered, including links to 
silicosis which may not present in the patient for several years.  

 

 

 

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan review 

46. Planning Regulations and National Planning Policy require that policies in Local Plans should 
be reviewed to assess whether they require updating at least once every five years and 
updated, as necessary.  

47. Following an initial review, the HMWP underwent a review in 2020 which concluded that the 
Plan required some further updating. 

48. It is understood that the Hampshire Authorities are currently working towards adoption for an 
updated HMWP in Autumn 20237. 

49. As part of the update, and of particular significance for the Hamble Airfield application, 
specific studies will be undertaken, to determine the updated Plan requirements for minerals, 
restoration, transport and landscape. It is understood that currently, the timeframe for the 
completion of the final updated evidence base will be July to October 2022. 

50. It is this Council’s view that this review provides an opportunity for the viability of the Hamble 
Airfield allocation to be thoroughly reviewed with a current evidence base. It is anticipated 
that the transport evidence alone would suggest that the site is inappropriate for allocation in 
a revised HMWP. 

Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) 

51. New development has the potential to impact on established or allocated minerals extraction 
sites areas. The Minerals and Waste Safeguarding in Hampshire SPD (2016)8 sets a 
‘Minerals and Waste Consultation Area’ with a 250m buffer around minerals sites in rural 
areas, so that HCC is made aware of any development proposed nearby to minerals 
sites.  This is seeking to ensure that residential and other development does not encroach / 
impact on the operation of minerals sites.  However it is also a useful guide as to where 
impacts may occur in reverse (e.g. new minerals infrastructure in relation to existing 

                                            
7
 Paragraph 2.10, HMWP Development Scheme, December 2020, 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HMWP-2020Review-DevelopmentScheme-April2021.pdf 
8
 Page 20, SPD – Minerals and Waste Safeguarding in Hampshire 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/planning-
strategic/HMWPMineralsandWasteSafeguardinginHampshireSPDFinalFeb2016.pdf 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HMWP-2020Review-DevelopmentScheme-April2021.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/planning-strategic/HMWPMineralsandWasteSafeguardinginHampshireSPDFinalFeb2016.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/planning-strategic/HMWPMineralsandWasteSafeguardinginHampshireSPDFinalFeb2016.pdf


 

 

 

residential areas). While it does not mean there should automatically be a buffer as wide as 
250m between mineral workings and adjacent residential areas,  it does indicate that if 
buffers are less than this, then even further care is needed in the design and operation of the 
minerals site to ensure the appropriate level of mitigation.    

Change in the demand for aggregates 

52. At the time of the Plan adoption, to ensure an adequate and steady supply of aggregates 
from 2011 to 2030, the Hampshire Authorities agreed a Local land-won requirement for a 
sharp sand and gravel extraction of 24.67mt at a rate of 1.28mtpa, based on the 10-year 
average sales figure from 2001-2010 despite the rate falling significantly (from 1.79 to 
0.84mtpa) over that period.9 

53. In their most recent available Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA) for 2021 however, based 
upon a range of growth economic forecasting approaches and an overall trend of a decline in 
sales since 2009, a lower requirement than the ‘Local Requirement’ set in the Plan of 
0.92mtpa has been calculated which is “considered to better reflect the future level of 
demand.” This figure itself may be unrealistic and rather high; applying the original 
methodology in the HMWP the 10yr average figure is 0.74mtpa, with the 3-year average only 
0.81mtpa.10 Furthermore, the setting of 0.92mtpa is modelled on 2018 sales figures which the 
longer-term trend shows are untypically high.  

54. Lower requirements for marine- won sand and gravel (2 Mt identified in the HMWP revised 
down to 1.49 Mt, reflecting the 3yr average of sales or 1.33 Mt based on a 10yr average of 
sales) also suggest a reducing demand for aggregates overall.  

55. The Applicant’s Planning Statement relating to demand refers to the 2019 Local Aggregate 
Assessment which is not the latest assessment of demand (i.e. 2021). Assessment of future 
aggregate demand needs to be considered with increased care due to considerable 
uncertainties in recent years: the UK’s departure from the EU, the Covid-19 pandemic, and 
more recently a reappraisal of global energy and security issues. An increase in sharp sand 
and gravel in the last year should therefore not be seen as indicative of a sustained trend 
likely to continue into the future. The 2021 LAA frequently refers to the uncertainty of 
assessing future demand and chooses different modelled estimates for setting a LAA rates 
for different minerals. 

56. The 2021 LAA states: “Overall sales of sand and gravel have decreased to levels last seen in 
2015”. This throws further doubt on the use of the original ‘Local requirement’ figure from the 
2013 HMWP being used by the Applicant.  Indeed the LAA 2021 states that “based on the 
2020 LAA rate the minimum requirements [stated in the NPPF for 7yrs of supply of minerals] 
are met”; the Landbank figure for Sharp Sand and Gravel is comfortably over the 7 year 
minimum at 8.71 years. The NPPF requires Minerals Authorities to assess supply based on a 
10yr rolling average. By this methodology the Landbank figure rises further to 10.79 years.  

57. The 2021 LAA lists a number of infrastructure schemes predicted to be undertaken in future 
years, without quantifying the actual aggregate demand these entail or comparing these with 
previous years sales. Housing development is predicted although this is at a lower rate than 
the last 5 years; this implies that demand is unlikely to rise in future years. The LAA 2021 
does not present the detailed evidence that supports a conclusion that demand will increase. 

                                            
9
 Policy 17, HMWP, 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 
10

 Paragraph 2.10, Table 2, Local Aggregate Assessment 2019, 
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/2019LocalAggregateAssessment.pdf 

https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/2019LocalAggregateAssessment.pdf


 

 

 

58. The need for gravel extraction at Hamble Airfield is further reduced by the demonstration in 
the 2021 LAA of future possible supply from allocated sites. With less than half these sites 
taken into consideration (3.5mt) the landbank rises to 23.77years (based on 10yr average).  
(The figure based on the original 2013 Local Requirement looks even more inaccurate by 
comparison: 13.71 years.).  This generous future landbank should allow the more challenging 
and sensitive sites to be discounted and removed from the HMWP at its review. 

59. Capacity data in the LAA 2021 show that Land-won aggregate sites are currently only 
operating at 48% capacity, and that there is considerable capacity for increased sales in 
recycled and secondary aggregate. It should be noted that the Minerals Product Association 
suggests that there could be a decrease in land-won aggregates over time, substituted by 
marine-won aggregate. 

60. There is a greater focus on using more sustainable products such as ‘green’ concrete, 
recycled aggregates and using alternative construction techniques. Government policy is 
supporting Modern Methods of Construction and offsite construction in order to address 
delays, costs and environmental impacts of traditional construction. This includes significant 
offsite construction using different materials.  The effect of such approaches will be to reduce 
demand for sand and gravel in future. 

61. In addition, the Hampshire Authorities’ most recent Minerals and Waste Monitoring Report for 
2019 states that further “consideration should be given to circular economy policies (i.e. the 
use of secondary and recycled aggregate). It is anticipated that such consideration would be 
incorporated into the forthcoming HMWP review. 

Community engagement 

62. Cemex offered initial pre-application stakeholder meetings to Hound Parish Council, Hamble 
Parish Council, and Councillor Keith House in June 2018.  

63. Subsequently, Cemex offered further pre-application consultation meetings to local 
stakeholders in November 2021. This included a virtual public exhibition (which Cemex sent 
to circa 3,200 neighbouring residential and business addresses) and the opportunity for 
residents and stakeholders to give further feedback via a website, freephone information line, 
and a project email address between 11th November 2021 and 25th November 2021. 

64. The results of the Cemex consultation are detailed within Cemex’s Statement of Community 
Engagement11. During the consultation period, Cemex received a total of 264 feedback 
responses that included 226 online feedback forms, 28 emails, 5 paper feedback forms, and 
5 letters. 

65. 91% of the total responses received objected to the proposals, 6% supported the proposals 
and 3% was neutral. 

Risk Assessment 
 

66. As identified within the grounds for objection above, the proposal has significant risk to the 
environment and society. Risks to the environment include a complete loss of habitat and 
species, increased carbon emissions and detrimental impact on climate change.   

                                            
11

 https://cemex.hambleparishcouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2022/01/Vol-1-Appendix-5-Statement-of-Community-
Involvement.pdf 
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https://cemex.hambleparishcouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2022/01/Vol-1-Appendix-5-Statement-of-Community-Involvement.pdf


 

 

 

67. Health and safety risks to society will also arise from increased traffic, air pollution and dust, 
all of which are likely to impact local residents and school pupils, and also have a 
disproportionate impact on some groups. 

68. Risk to the economy will also arise from the increased traffic movements which will likely 
lower the productivity of local commuters.    

 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

69. A search of the Cemex application documents has identified that no equality or diversity 
implications have been considered.  

70. There are two schools near the Hamble Airfield site; children and young people (and their 
parents) would disproportionately suffer any road safety and amenity impacts of a gravel 
extraction. The worsening of Hamble Lane’s Air Quality Management Area would 
disproportionately affect small children, disabled and older people. 

71. Vulnerable road users, for example those with protected characteristics particularly in relation 
to disability and age would also be disproportionately impacted at key points along Hamble 
Lane. In particular, the closure of the Bursledon Surgery has necessitated additional travel 
needs for local residents to access alternative health provision (now provided for at 
Blackthorn Health Centre). 

72. The Council strongly considers that Cemex should undertake a thorough assessment of the 
equality and diversity implications.  

Financial Implications 

73. There are no financial implications as a result of this report. 

Climate Change and Environmental Implications 

74. The Council’s objection is consistent with the Council’s CEE declaration and ambitions. If 
permitted, this development would lead to an increase of carbon emissions within the 
Borough and would contribute to the continued decline of our environment. 

75. HCC have also declared a Climate Emergency. The carbon hierarchy is identified as a key 
principle within their strategy, whereby carbon-intensive activities should be avoided in the 
first place. Permission by HCC for the application would therefore be inconsistent with their 
strategy. 

76. The HMWP12 also has a Policy on climate change which states that “minerals and waste 
development should minimise their impact on the causes of climate change”. Furthermore, as 
identified within the most recent 2019 monitoring report13, it is noted that “the policy needs to 
be stronger to be in line with the emerging focus on climate change”. 

77. The applicant also considers that14 “the proposal has the potential to impact on climate 
change through the effects of flood risk, vehicle emissions, energy consumption, location 

                                            
12

 Policy 2, Page 28, HMWP https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 
13

 Policy 2, P27, HMWP Monitoring Report 2019, 
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/planning-strategic/minerals-waste-sites/2019monitoringreport.pdf 
14

 Paragraph 117, CEMEX UK Operations Ltd, Environmental Statement Non-Technical Summary, 
https://cemex.hambleparishcouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2022/01/Vol-3-Environmental-Statement-Non-Technical-
Summary.pdf 
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https://documents.hants.gov.uk/planning-strategic/minerals-waste-sites/2019monitoringreport.pdf
https://cemex.hambleparishcouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2022/01/Vol-3-Environmental-Statement-Non-Technical-Summary.pdf
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relative to market and the impact on habitats and species. However, it is concluded that the 
site minimises its impacts on climate change as far as possible, and given its location relative 
to the market, it prevents less sustainable vehicle movements bringing the material from 
further afield”. The relative location of “markets” is however undefined, and the applicant is 
asked to provide evidence of local demand that justifies the application and outweighs the 
local impact of the application.    

Conclusion 

78. The Council has a range of grounds for objection to this application as set out above and in 
line with arguments promoted in 2012 objecting to the inclusion of Hamble Airfield in the 
HMWP 2013. Over the last 10 years there has been considerable change in traffic 
movements, school attendances, the location of local health services and government policy 
relating to climate change and methods of construction.  These changes amplify and build 
upon objections made in 2012, and provide evidence both that the current application is 
inappropriate and that the site allocation should be deleted from the HMWP at the earliest 
opportunity. 

DICCON BRIGHT, STRATEGIC PLANNING MANAGER 
 
Date: 03/03/22 
Contact Officer: Diccon Bright  
Tel No: 023 8068 8436 
e-mail: diccon.bright@eastleigh.gov.uk 
Appendices Attached: Appendix 1: Map of Hamble Airfield site 

Appendix 2: Previous representation, on behalf of the  
Council by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd 
Appendix 3: Systra Ltd Report 
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Appendix 1: Map of Hamble Airfield site (extract from HMWP page 163) 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix 2: 

Previous representation, on behalf of the  

Council by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 

Draft Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (dHMWP) 

Post Examination in Public Proposed Modifications 

Eastleigh Borough Council – Draft Response to Modifications 

Overview 

1. Following the Examination in Public (EiP) into the dHMWP Hampshire County 
Council (HCC) has published for consultation their proposed modifications to the 
dHMWP. 

 
2. The consultation period is open until the 17th December 2012 and all submitted 

responses to the modifications will be submitted to the EiP Inspector for further 
consideration. That consideration may also lead to further sessions of the EiP. 

 
3. This Advice Note identifies a proposed approach to responding to those  

modifications that affect the case previously stated by Eastleigh Borough Council 
(EBC) in respect of the dHMWP. It considers both changes that have been made, 
and those that have not. 

 
4. Having reviewed the proposed text of new Policy 1 it is considered that the 

suggested text broadly follows both the Inspectors debate at the EiP and the 
provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
5. The provisions of policies 2 – 9 (previously policies 1 - 8), including their 

modifications, are not considered to introduce new matters that affect the case 
previously submitted by EBC. 

 
6. The same is considered of policies 11 – 16 and policies 21 – 24. Policies 25 – 33 

relate to waste management and have not previously been applicable to EBC’s 
case whilst policy 34 relates to safeguarding potential minerals and waste wharf  
and rail depot infrastructure, on which comments were not previously submitted. 

 
7. This advice note therefore focuses only on the submitted points of EBC’s case rather 

than opening wholly new areas of representation. 
 

8. The previously stated components of EBC’s case addressed in this advice note are 
as follows: 

 
 Policy 9, now 10: Protecting public health safety and amenity 
 Policy 17: Aggregate supply – capacity and sources 
 Policy 18: Recycled and secondary aggregate development 
 Policy 19: Aggregate wharves and rail depots 
 Policy 20: Local land-won aggregates 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

Policy 9, now 10: Protecting public health safety and amenity (draft Change 36 

and draft Change 38) 

9. EBC’s representation sought, in summary, changes to the text of the draft policy to 
include the following provision: 

 
To ensure the impacts of Minerals sites upon public health, safety and amenity are 
appropriately controlled a minimum safeguarding buffer of 100 metres between 
sensitive receptors and new minerals sites will be applied to all minerals-related 
development. Where necessary this buffer will be increased to reflect the needs of the 
receiving environment. 

10. It also sought alterations to the explanatory text to the policy at paragraph 4.13 (now 
5.14) as follows: 

 
The screening of sites and other mitigation measures are often required to ensure that the 
potential impacts of minerals and waste development on the habitats, landscape, townscape 
and local communities are acceptable. It has been is standard practice in Hampshire for the 
operational mineral extraction and inert waste recycling sites to have buffer zones of 100 
metres from the nearest sensitive receptors, such as homes and schools. A 100 metres 
wide buffer zone will be applied to all new minerals developments as a minimum 
buffer and consideration will be given to larger buffer zones where the impacts upon 
the receiving environment necessitate greater protection, for example in areas where 
minerals are proposed to be worked alongside concentrations of population, schools, 
community land uses and facilities. Developments handling bio-wastes, such as landfill 
and composting sites may have to have a buffer zone of up to 250 metres from sensitive 
receptors unless there are exceptional circumstances such as mitigation measures which 
can reduce the size of the buffer. 

 

11. The proposed modifications do not amend the policy accordingly but do include the 
following change in the explanatory text: 

 
The screening of sites [text continues as before]… It is standard practice in Hampshire for 
operational mineral extraction and inert waste recycling sites to have a minimum buffer zone 
of 100 metres from the nearest sensitive receptors, such as homes and schools though this 
distance will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 

 
12. Two approaches might be pursued in response to the proposed modification: 

 

 To reiterate the original objection to the policy, accepting the change to the text 
but requiring also the change to policy for clarity and application across all 
development control decisions; or 

 To accept the change to the text as an acceptable outcome on the basis of the 
original representations made. 

 
13. The first approach is recommended. 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Policy 17: Aggregate supply – capacity and sources 

 
14. EBC’s representation sought to secure the following change to Policy 17: 

 
An adequate and steady supply of aggregates until 2030 will be provided for 
Hampshire and surrounding areas to meet a total annual supply of 4.44Mtpa from the 
following sources and at the following rates: 

 

i. 1.0 Mtpa of recycled and secondary aggregates; and 

 
ii. 2.0 Mtpa of marine dredged aggregates; and 

 
iii. 1.0 Mtpa of limestone delivered by rail from Somerset. 

 
iv. a minimum of 0.44 Mtpa of land won sands and gravel 

 
15. And the following change to the explanatory text to the policy at paragraph 5.1.19: 

 
Policy 17 will enable the supply of 4.44Mtpa of aggregates reflecting the average 
supply from the past 10 years of sales and exceeding recent sales during the past 5 
years by 30%. could enable a supply of aggregates of 5.56 Mtpa which is some 25 % 
above average sales, production and landings of 4.44 Mtpa over the last 10 years(60). 
The additional provision allows for significant resilience to Hampshire's aggregate supply 
and in the event of failure from any one source or unexpected increase in demand. It also 
enables a diversity of supply which is essential to meet the dNPPF requirement of a 'steady 
and adequate supply' and includes a minimum level of realistic level of land won sand 
and gravel provision reflecting the role it will continue to play, avoiding restrictions on 
the ability to utilise existing landbanks and avoiding the provision of excessive 
quantities of minerals and the introduction of unnecessary land impacts and planning 
blight. , 28% of total potential. It is judged that supply from any source is robust and this is 
discussed under policies 18 (Recycled and secondary aggregates), 19 (Aggregate wharves 
and rail depots) and 20 (Sand and gravel extraction). 

16. Neither of these changes has been addressed by the proposed modifications. At the 
same time, HCC have prepared modifications that reflect their Local Aggregate 
Assessment (LAA), which they consider reinforces their approach through Policy 17 
to seek the levels of aggregate supply indicated in the dHMWP. 

 

17. In response, the converse can be argued to be true. The LAA reinforces the view that 
the demand for aggregate is reducing. In addition, HCC have not in any of their 
updates supplied any more recent data for the year 2011 / 2012, data which, given 
that the year 2012 / 2013 is almost ¾ complete, is notable for its absence. 

 

18. It is suggested that the following might be pursued in response to this issue: 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 That the original representation is maintained and appended to a representation 
to the proposed modifications 

 That the representation to the modifications reinforces that original 
representation using text outlined below 

 That the representation requests that the forecasts are updated with 2010 / 
2011 and 2011 / 2012 data, given that adoption will now be well into 2012 

 That objections to the dHMWP’s Integrated Sustainability Assessment are 
maintained. 

 
19. The text to reinforce the original representation is based on a critique of the 

implications of the LAA for the dHMWP, as follows: 
 

a. The use of the 10 year rolling sales data analysis provides a means by which actual 
trends over a wide period of time can be tracked to inform decisions on minerals supply. 
As the National Planning Policy Framework advises, this approach should be combined 
with, inter alia, consideration of local information. This further enables local trends to be 
combined with local circumstances to indicate what should and can be provided for in a 
given area. 

 
b. As these figures will also take account of import / export trends, this approach should 

also prove to be resilient in respect of the role each authority plays in supplying or 
receiving mineral from other local authority areas. 

 

c. What is objected to is the manner in which the Hampshire Authorities have applied this 
approach to forecasting supply to the perceived needs of the Hampshire area. 

 
d. The Plan forecasts the provision of 2.0Mtpa of marine won sand and gravel, up from an 

average of 1.51Mtpa. The Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA) explains at Paragraph 
2.28 that sufficient reserves of permitted reserves exist to make this a fully achievable 
policy aim. This is supported by the required existing capacity at wharves to handle the 
mineral to be landed (as explained at paragraph 2.34 of the LAA), which exceeds the 
2Mtpa forecast. 

e. In addition, paragraph 2.29 of the LAA indicates that additional unlicensed reserves 
exist which would further supplement this supply. When this is combined with the 
approach of the Plan to support and safeguard existing and potential future wharves, it 
is clear that the strategy of the Plan to move away from land won supply is both 
appropriate and achievable. This is subject to those policies and forecasts not being 
undermined by planning policy that seeks the supply of excessive land won supplies. 

 
f. The Plan also forecasts the provision of 1.0Mtpa of recycled / secondary aggregates, up 

from an average of 0.63Mtpa. The LAA explains at paragraph 2.42 that there is a total 
processing capacity in Hampshire of 1,660,000 tpa at identified sites, along with a 
further potential 1,100,000 tpa provided for at exempt sites. 

 
g. At a rate of 630,000tpa current and a 1,000,000tpa forecast future supply, it is clear that 

there exists the opportunity to realise this forecast increase through current capacity in 
the Plan area. This is subject to those policies and forecasts not being undermined by 
planning policy that seeks the supply of excessive land won supplies. 

 
 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

h. The Plan also identifies that there exist sufficient extant consents (the landbank) for the 
supply of 16.44Mtpa of sands and gravel over the life of the Plan, or approximately 
0.85Mtpa. 

 
i. When the existing landbank is combined with the achievable forecasts for marine won 

and recycled / secondary aggregates, Hampshire is placing itself in the position of being 
able to viably promote the provision of 3.8Mtpa of sands and gravel. 

 

j. When further combined with the forecast increase in crushed rock, Hampshire is 
aligning itself to the provision of 4.85Mtpa of all aggregates, thereby supplying in excess 
of the existing average of the last 10 year period or 4.44Mtpa. This approach to 
provision does not require the allocation of new land won capacity. 

 

k. However, the Plan does not focus on this opportunity and instead seeks to undermine  
its own policy forecasts for the supply of marine won and recycled / secondary 
aggregates by pursuing a strategy that promotes the supply of a further 11.5Mt of land 
won sands and gravel through new planning permissions, or an additional 0.6Mtpa. 

 

l. This is illogical. The average supply of sands, gravel and recycled / secondary materials 
equates to 3.71Mtpa over the past 10 years. The forecast and permitted supply 
available to / promoted by Hampshire equates to over 3.85Mtpa. There is, therefore, no 
clear need for the allocation and provision of an additional 0.6Mtpa of sands and gravel 
from new site allocations. 

 
m. Given that forecast increases to non-land won sand and gravel and crushed rock, 

combined with existing permissions, already exceed the 10 year average by 
approximately 9%, and that the trend of the past 10 years is one of steady reduction in 
supply: 

 

i. Where is the demand for 4.85Mtpa anticipated to come from, to justify that 
supply? 

ii. Where is the demand for a further 0.6Mtpa from new site allocations, in addition 
to the 4.85Mtpa referenced above, anticipated to come from? 

iii. Where is the research to demonstrate that such high levels of demand, not 
experienced on average in the past 10 years, or in reality since 2004 (4.84Mtpa 
supplied) exists? 

iv. What is the effect of promoting excessive land won supply on the aims of 
achieving increased marine won supply, from licensed reserves? 

v. What is the effect of promoting excessive land won supply on the aims of 
achieving increased supplies of recycled / secondary aggregates through 
existing available capacity? 

vi. How is this over-supply therefore justified, sustainable or sound? 

 

Policy 18: Recycled and secondary aggregate development 

Policy 19: Aggregate wharves and rail depots 

20. As the proposed modifications do not propose changes that alter the support 
previously stated by EBC to these policies it is not considered necessary to take 
any further action other than to restate that support. 

 

Policy 20: Local land-won aggregates 

 

21. EBC’s representation sought to secure the following changes to Policy 20: 
 

The allocation of Hamble Airfield should be deleted from the draft HMWP and Policy 20 

 
 



 

 

 

22. This was reinforced by a detailed appraisal of the key environmental issues affecting 
the Hamble area through the allocation of the site. 

 

23. In response to this particular point HCC have not proposed any changes and retain 
the allocation as part of their preferred sites. 

 
24. It is suggested that: 

 

 The original representation is maintained 
 That the original representation is reinforced by the additional points proposed 

to be raised in respect of Policy 17 
 

25. In addition, HCC have introduced certain additional criteria to Policy 20, as outlined 
below: 

 
4. Proposals for new sites outside the areas identified in Policy 20 (including 
extension of sites identified in Policy 20 (2)) could be supported where: 

 

i. monitoring indicates that the sites identified in 2) and 3) are unlikely to be 
delivered to meet local need and demand to meet landbank requirements; and 

 
ii. maximises use of existing plant and infrastructure and available mineral 
resources; or 

 
iii. the development is for the extraction of minerals prior to a planned 
development; or 

 
iv. the development is part of a proposal for another beneficial use, for example 
an agricultural reservoir; or 

 
v. the development is for a specific localised need, for example a borrow pit. 

 
 

26. These draft criteria take too relaxed an approach to the issue of non allocated ‘windfall’ 
sites and in the process undermine the impact that draft Policies 17 and 20, along with 
18 and 19 (recycling and secondary aggregate development / aggregate wharves and 
rail depots) can have. Therefore, the change to Policy 20 at Criterion 4 should be deleted 
and replaced with the following text, either as a new Criterion 4 or as a wholly new  
policy. If any further provisions are to be added to Policy 20, or a separate new policy on 
windfall sites alone, then it should stem from the provisions of new Policy 1. 

 

 

 



27. In particular, the reference made in the draft policy under dC78 to 
beneficial use of land should be removed on the basis that it is 
ambiguous and lays open for consideration the use of any land where a 
benefit might be shown, however tenuous and irrespective of whether 
the land is already fulfilling a beneficial purpose. 

 

28. However, if HCC consider that this criterion (or new policy) must include 
reference to beneficial land use then it is essential that the sub criterion 
used is much clearer than that tabled at present. 

 

29. Finally, the inclusion of the example of an agricultural reservoir is 
unhelpful and misleading. This is neither an example of a common 
beneficial use of land yielding mineral nor the extent of beneficial use 
that might arise. It should be left to the developer to establish if their 
proposal represents a beneficial use and for the that use to be judged 
against the policies of the plan. Accordingly, and only if essential to the 
operation of a windfall site criterion or policy, if this particular sub-
criterion on beneficla land is to be retained it should be included in the 
wider Criterion (or a new policy) 

 

30. Based on the points raised above criterion 4 of Policy 20 should be 
revised as set out below. 

Proposals for new sites outside of the areas identified in parts 1, 2 
and 3 of Policy 20 will not be permitted unless it can be 
demonstrated that: 

 

i. sites identified in parts 1, 2 and 3 of policy 20 are not 
deliverable, and that the policy is therefore out of 
date as defined in Policy 1; and 

ii. there is less than a seven year landbank, that the need 
for that minerals remains, and that the policy is 
therefore out of date as defined in Policy 1; and 

iii. the site is acceptable when considered against 
the environmental criteria and policies of the 
plan; and 

iv. the site can utilise existing infrastructure, plant and 
mineral reserves at an existing mineral working not 
identified in parts 1, 2 or 3 of Policy 20; or 

v. extraction of the mineral would avoid sterilisation prior 
to implementation of a planned development allocated 
in the development plan; or 

vi. the site is to act as a borrow pit only for a 
development site located immediately adjacent to 
that proposed borrow pit. 

31. To facilitate both an improved understanding of the existing text that 
accompanies policy 20 and to provide the necessary explanation to 
accompany EBCs suggested changes to that policy, it is necessary 
to amend the existing draft text covered by dC84, namely 
paragraphs 6.71 – 6.72 of the track changes October 2012 draft 
HMWP. 

 
32. The amendments suggested through this representation therefore 



 

  
 
  

cover the following ground: 
 

a. To better define the limited circumstances within which windfall 
sites might be acceptable; 

b. To propose further definition of the context set by the use of 
existing plant, infrastructure and available mineral resources. 

c. To propose further definition of the term planned development. 

d. Explanatory text of the context set by the use of the term 
beneficial use, if that sub- criterion is to be used. 

 

Representation Format 
 

33. That a representation form is completed and submitted for each 
representation to be made, as follows: 

 

No. Part of Plan Issue Appendices 

1 Policy 10 Objection to omission from 
Policy maintained 

Original representation to Policy 
9 

2 Paragraph 
5.15 

Support for change made to text None 

3 Policy 17 Objection to approach to 
minerals supply in light of the 
Local Aggregate Assessment 

Original representation to Policy 
17 

4 Policy 17 ISA Maintain original representation Original representation to ISA of 
Policy 17 

5 Policy 20 Maintain original representation, 
reinforced with objections to 
Policy 17 re: LAA 

Original representation to Policy 
20, ISA and Transport Study 

6 Policy 20 new 
text 

New representation objecting to 
lack of clarity and suggesting 
new text 

None 

7 Paragraphs 
6.64 – 6.74 

New representation objecting to 
lack of clarity and consistency 
with new provisions of Policy 20 

None 

 
34. These would utilise the formal response form and would be PDF’d 

together with the original representation, where it is required as an 
appendix. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
 
  

 
 
 

 

 
 

 



 

Countryside Planning and Development Control 
Hampshire Countryside Service  

Hampshire County Council  
Three Minsters House 

Winchester 
Hampshire  
SO23 8UL  

www.hants.gov.uk/countryside  

  
 
For the attention of: Peter Bond, MWPA Case Officer. 
Planning reference: HCC/2021/0787 

Site location: Hamble Airfield, Hamble Lane 

Proposals: Proposed extraction of sand and gravel, with restoration to grazing land 
and recreation using imported inert restoration materials, the erection of associated 
plant and infrastructure and the creation of a new footpath and access onto Hamble 
Lane at Hamble Airfield 

 
Date: 17.03.22 
 
 
  
Consultation response:  Objection  
 
Thank you for consulting Hampshire Countryside Service as Highway Authority in 
respect of Public Rights of Way and Commons Registration Authority. We also 
manage Country Parks and Countryside Sites throughout Hampshire.  Please accept 
this as our response to the above application, taking into account the material 
considerations relating to Public Rights of Way, Commons and impacts to 
Hampshire County Council Country Parks and Countryside Sites. 
 
Site Context: Hamble le Rice Footpath 1 runs northwards From Hamble House 
Gardens along gravel path alongside tarmac road, then along earth path following 
boundary fence of airfield, then along track approx. 5 ft. wide between fence and 
hedge to grass path approx. 8 ft. wide enclosed between wire fences and out on to 
Satchell Lane. Hamble le Rice Bridleway 709 runs north from Satchell Lane to the 
northeast of the site. Hamble le Rice Footpath 16, Hound Footpath 5 and 6 are to the 
north west of the site. Royal Victoria Country Park is the west. 
  
A copy of the Definitive Map of Rights of Way and Definitive Statement and 
Countryside Sites can be found at 
https://maps.hants.gov.uk/rightsofwaydefinitivemap/ and 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/rightsofway/definitivemap   
 
 
 

http://www.hants.gov.uk/countryside
https://maps.hants.gov.uk/rightsofwaydefinitivemap/
https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/rightsofway/definitivemap


 

 
Comment:  
 
The proposals include permissive footpaths around the north, east and western 
edges of the site which provide access to a number of Public Rights of Ways and 
Royal Victoria Country Park. According to the National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraph 100) planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public 
rights of way and access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for 
users. For example, by adding links to existing rights of way networks.  
 
The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) requires improvements to the 
strategic right of way network, including provision of additional footpaths and cycle 
routes. Policy 9 (restoration of minerals and waste developments) states that 
restoration should be beneficial and in keeping with the character and setting of the 
local area, and contribute to the delivery of local objectives. Paragraph 4.75 also 
states that multiple use of restored sites and cross-cutting benefits will be supported. 
Policy 12 (Managing traffic) requires improvements to the highway (PROW are part 
of the highway network) to address issues such as pedestrian safety, the 
environment and amenity. 
 
In regards to the development considerations set out in the Hamble Airfield allocation 
(page 162 HMWP, 2013); it is highlighted that adjacent rights of way shall be 
safeguarded and that the existing informal recreational use of the site shall be 
maintained and managed. In accordance with legislation regarding public rights of 
way, permissive paths do not secure any public right of access, and therefore, it 
seems the best course of action to sustainably maintain and manage the existing 
recreational use on the site is to have paths dedicated as Public Rights of Way 
[PROW]. 
 

It is identified in the Hampshire County Council Countryside Access Plan that there 
is need for a new off-road bridleway parallel to Satchell Lane linking Footpath 1 and 
Bridleway 709. The permissive path to the north provides a link from Bridleway 709 
to Footpath 15 and Royal Victoria County Park. 
 
The current application does not accord to the above material considerations and 
policy with regards to the PROW network. 
 
As mitigation for the proposal’s impacts, we propose the following: 

• That the proposed permissive paths between points A to E shown on the 
Landscape Layout Plan (Operational) be built by the developer to HCC 
Bridleway Specification prior to works beginning on site. This is typically a 3m 
wide path with an unbound surface. This would then operate as a permissive 
public path for pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders until, during the 
completion of the final restoration phase of the site, the permissive routes are 
dedicated as new Public Rights of Way as a bridleway; 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/countryside/designstandards-pathsurfacing.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/countryside/designstandards-pathsurfacing.pdf


 

• In regards to the existing PROW footpath 1 to the east of the site. It is 
currently proposed to remove fencing on the western side of PROW and run a 
parallel permissive path. Our preference, and a more sustainable design, is to 
merge the existing PROW and the proposed permissive path into one new 
public bridleway (3m wide, unbound surface to Design Standards) along the 
route of the proposed permissive path. This would enhance the experience of 
the users of the PROW by moving into the green area, rather than it being 
pushed up against the fence-line of the neighbouring properties. The phasing 
of this would be to create the new permissive bridleway, as the above point, 
until completion of the development, at which time an application to officially 
divert the existing PROW onto the ‘new path’ and upgrade it to a public 
bridleway can be carried out; 

• Inclusion of a commuted sum, agreed through a legal agreement, for 
Hampshire Countryside Service to take on the maintenance of the in 
perpetuity, upon dedication, of the public bridleway; and 

• Should it be identified that any works to be carried out by Hampshire 
Countryside Service off site to mitigate impacts of the proposed development 
on the PROW network, then a contribution would also be sought for this via a 
legal agreement.  

 
We are of the view that the additional material weight of a dedicated PROW rather 
than a permissive path (referring to para 4.41, HMWP (2013)) could be sufficient in 
allowing the Highway Authority (in regards to PROW) to consider the proposed 
development acceptable. This revision to the proposed development could bring 
benefits of retaining public recreation access to the site, giving the proposal a 
positive legacy for the local community; improving local public transport infrastructure 
in a sustainable and climate mitigating way; increasing amenity and health benefits 
of the proposal; and also assisting in the safety, congestion and pollution impacts of 
the proposal on the public road network, particularly when noting the significantly 
high existing proximity of residential and educational development. 
 
Subject to the above, we therefore object to the application as it currently stands, 
due to it offering no benefits to Public Rights of Way, and therefore not being in 
accordance with the NPPF (2021) and the HMWP (2013). 
 
Countryside Planning would welcome further engagement with the Minerals and 
Waste Planning Authority and the applicant – including regarding the methods to 
secure the contributions and commuted sums. Please contact 
countryside.planning@hants.gov.uk to discuss further.  
 
 
Regards, 
 
Sam Thwaites 
Countryside Planning Support Officer 
Hampshire Countryside Service 

mailto:countryside.planning@hants.gov.uk


 

 

By email 22.03.2022 

 

Dear Amanda 

 

Firstly, may I thank the Parish Council for engaging my services to assist with the response to the first 

stages of the Cemex planning application.  I have enjoyed working with you and I hope that the 

Council has been satisfied with the support provided.  You asked me to consider on what basis we 

might continue the working relationship and I am pleased to set out my thoughts below. 

 

As you are aware, there is considerable uncertainty over how long it will be before the application 

reaches the Regulatory Committee, and more even importantly, what issues may arise along the way 

in which the Parish Council may need or wish to be involved.  This makes it difficult for me to offer 

any fixed price for services which I can be sure would be fair and reasonable.  I have no wish 

whatsoever to generate fee income unless I am providing you with services you need at the time you 

need them, but it is also true that in such a drawn-out and complex process there will be some 

element of monitoring, scanning and discussion which is required to ensure that we identify key 

issues as they arise. 

 

I would therefore suggest that a sensible and fair arrangement would be for you to retain me for a 

notional 1 day per month (notional because I will actually give you as much time as is needed within 

reason) to provide monitoring and reactive services and generally support the Parish Council as the 

application makes its way to committee.  These services would include reading application 

paperwork and offering oral advice on its significance, responding to your enquiries or questions 

about the application by phone or video call, reading any draft material for publication on which you 

would like a second opinion, and keeping in touch with colleagues at Eastleigh Borough Council with 

you or on your behalf.  The charge for this 1 day will be at my normal parish council rate of £350 and 

I suggest an initial period of 6 months starting on the 15th March 2022, billed in two halves (which 

will hopefully takes us at least close to the decision making date) after which the arrangement can 

become open ended and continue on the same fee basis until you decide to terminate.  Six months 

support on this basis will therefore cost a maximum of £2100.  

 

This 1 day per month would not include drafting of original papers, attending parish council 

meetings or other meetings in person or other work over above the monitoring and general support 

described above.  The Parish Council will have complete discretion over any additional work that it 

wishes to commission but I would be pleased to offer these services and would a fee with you as 

they arise based on my £350 day rate for parish council work.   

 

I am very conscious that the Parish Council has limited resources and that it must account to the 

public for all expenditure.  I am also very aware that there are often public concerns over fees paid 

to consultants and whether these constitute value for money.   I would therefore like to place on 

record that I will never advise the Parish Council to commission work that I do not genuinely believe 

would be of instrumental value in addressing the Cemex application and that I will always keep the 

time charge for additional work to the lowest amount reasonably possible.  

 

I hope that this proposal is of interest and look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Best Regards 

 

Steve Tilbury  



 

 

Steve Tilbury MSc AssocRTPI 

Steve Tilbury Consulting Ltd 

4 Carisbrooke Close, Alresford, SO24 9PQ 

Registered in England and Wales  

Company Registration No. 13029596 

 

 



Planning Committee 28.03.2022 

Eastleigh Borough Local Plan: Inspector’s Final Report - Received by email 18th March 

2022 

We have received the Inspector's Final Report on the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-

2036. 

We are pleased to report that the Local Plan has been found to be ‘sound’ and legally 

compliant, providing the final Main Modifications are included. These are only small 

changes from the proposed Main Modifications published for consultation in June 2021. 

The Inspector’s main modifications delete the Strategic Growth Option (SGO) and link 

road, and result in some adjustments to settlement gaps, but otherwise it retains the 

overall shape of the Council’s plan. 

The Local Plan will now go forward with a recommendation to adopt the Plan at a Full 

Council meeting on Monday 25 April 2022. 

• Inspector's Report 

• Main Modifications 

• Inspector’s post hearing letter, April 2020 

The  documents will also be available to view at local libraries, Parish and Town Council 

offices in the Borough and at Eastleigh House. 

More details about our Local Plan
 

https://eastleighboroughcouncil.cmail20.com/t/j-l-zhhady-irhiurjddu-r/
https://eastleighboroughcouncil.cmail20.com/t/j-l-zhhady-irhiurjddu-y/
https://eastleighboroughcouncil.cmail20.com/t/j-l-zhhady-irhiurjddu-j/
https://eastleighboroughcouncil.cmail20.com/t/j-l-zhhady-irhiurjddu-t/
https://eastleighboroughcouncil.cmail20.com/t/j-l-zhhady-irhiurjddu-i/


 
 

 
 
 
 

Report to Eastleigh Borough Council  

by C Masters MA (Hons) FRTPI 
 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Date: 14 March 2022 
 

 
 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

(as amended) 

Section 20 

 

 

Report on the Examination of the 

Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 

2016-2036 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

The Plan was submitted for examination on 31 October 2018 

The examination hearings were held between 21 November 2019 and Wednesday 29 

January 2020.  A subsequent additional hearing took place on Tuesday 5 January 2021 
 

File Ref: PINS/W1715/429/6 
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Abbreviations used in this report 

 
CLLR 
DtC 

GTAA 
HCC 

Chickenhall Lane Link Road 
Duty to Co-operate 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
Hampshire County Council 

HMA Housing Market Area 
HRA 

IDP 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
LDS Local Development Scheme 
LP Local Plan 

MM 
Framework 

Main Modification 
National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012)  

PfSH Partnership for South Hampshire 
PPG Planning Practice Guidance 
PPTS Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 

SA 
SAEG 

Sustainability Appraisal 
Southampton Airport Economic Gateway 

SoCG 
SCI 

Statement of Common Ground 
Statement of Community Involvement 

SGO 

SHMA 
SMS’s 

Strategic Growth Option 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
Small and Medium Greenfield sites 

The Plan  
UCO 
 

The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan  
Use Classes Order 
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Non-Technical Summary 

 
This report concludes that the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan provides an 

appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough, provided that a number of main 
modifications [MMs] are made to it.  Eastleigh Borough Council has specifically 
requested that I recommend any MMs necessary to enable the Plan to be adopted. 

 
The Council prepared schedules of the proposed modifications and these were 

subject to public consultation over a six-week period. I have recommended their 
inclusion in the Plan after considering all the representations made in response to 

consultation on them. In some cases, I have amended their detailed wording 
and/or added consequential modifications where necessary.  
 

The Main Modifications that I recommend can be summarised as follows: 
 

• Changes to various elements of strategic policies S2 and S3 reflecting 
housing land supply, the housing requirement  and the housing trajectory to 
ensure that they reflect the most up-to-date evidence, as well as to ensure 

that assumptions concerning timing and delivery of certain developments 
are justified; 

• To delete a number of site allocations, and associated infrastructure policies 
which are unsound or where development has already been completed; 

• To delete policy S5 the Strategic Growth Option (SGO) and policy S6 which 

set out associated infrastructure requirements in the form of a new link road 
as neither policy is justified; 

• To amend policy S1 concerning sustainable development to ensure that the 
policy provides an appropriate reference to the South Downs National Park 
as well as ensuring the policy adequately reflects national policy in terms of 

sustainable travel; 
• Modifications to several employment site policies to support the role of these 

sites in the context of economic growth and to ensure they accurately reflect 
the changes to the Use Classes Order; 

• Changes to various housing allocations to ensure that the policy framework 

is effective; 
• To ensure all site allocations include inset maps so that the applicable 

policies are consistently and adequately expressed throughout the Plan; 
• To amend policy S4 relating to employment land provision as well as the 

employment land floorspace requirement over the Plan period so it is 

consistent with the evidence base; 
• Modifications to policies E6, E7 and E9 in relation to the provision of the 

Chickenhall Lane Link Road (CLLR) to ensure the policies are effective; 
• Modifications to retail policies DM21 and DM22 to ensure the Plan reflects a 

justified approach to retail development and town centre uses and to ensure 

the policies are reflective of the changes to the Use Classes Order; 
• Delete policy HE7 relating to the provision of a cemetery at Kanes Hill, 

Hedge End as the requirement is not justified by the evidence base; 
• Add a number of site allocations as individual site allocations with 

appropriate development criteria to reflect that the sites are no longer listed 
within policies DM24 and DM25;  
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• Modify the wording of policy S8 in relation to settlement gaps for clarity and 

effectiveness; 
• Add a new policy concerning the Historic Environment to ensure that the 

strategic approach to the Borough’s historic environment is appropriately 

reflected within the Plan; 
• To provide a comprehensive glossary within the Plan to ensure that the 

terminology and acronyms used through the Plan are effective; 
• To add a monitoring framework at appendix C to ensure the Plan’s 

effectiveness; 

• A number of other modifications to the Plan to ensure that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 
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Introduction 

1. This report contains my assessment of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan in 

terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 
amended).  It considers first whether the Plan’s preparation has complied with 
the duty to co-operate.  It then considers whether the Plan is sound and 

whether it is compliant with the legal requirements.  The National Planning 
Policy Framework 2012 (paragraph 182) makes it clear that in order to be 

sound, a Local Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

2. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in July 
2018 and further revised in February 2019 and in 2021.  It includes a 
transitional arrangement in paragraph 214 which indicates that, for the 

purpose of examining this Plan, the policies in the 2012 NPPF will apply.  
Similarly, where the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) has been updated to 

reflect the revised NPPF, the previous versions of the PPG apply for the 
purposes of this examination under the transitional arrangement. Therefore, 
unless stated otherwise, references in this report are to the 2012 NPPF 

and the versions of the PPG which were extant prior to the publication of the 
2018 NPPF. 

3. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local 
planning authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound Plan.  The 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan submitted in October 2018 is the basis for my 

examination.  It is the same document that was published for consultation on 
25 June 2018. 

Main Modifications 

4. In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that I 
should recommend any main modifications [MMs] necessary to rectify matters 

that make the Plan unsound or not legally compliant and thus incapable of 
being adopted.  My report explains why the recommended MMs, all of which 

relate to matters that were discussed at the examination hearings, are 
necessary.  The MMs are referenced in bold in the report in the form MM1, 
MM2 etc, and are set out in full in appendix 1. In a number of instances, the 

MMs have resulted in the Council updating the policy references. For the 
avoidance of doubt, where references have been superseded, the references 

within this report refer to the policy references as they appear on the MM 
schedule.  

5. Following the examination hearings, the Council prepared a schedule of 

proposed MMs and produced a Sustainability Appraisal Addendum1 (SA) and 
updated the Habitats Regulations Assessment2 (HRA).  The MM schedule was 

subject to public consultation for six weeks. I am satisfied that all reasonable 
steps were taken to ensure that everyone had an opportunity to review these 
documents and respond if they wished to do so. I have taken account of the 

consultation responses in coming to my conclusions in this report.  I have 

 
 

 
1 ED106 LUC Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, April 2021 
2 ED107 HRA Report for the Proposed Main Modifications, May 2021 
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made some amendments to the detailed wording of the main modifications 

and added consequential modifications where these are necessary for 
consistency or clarity.  None of the amendments significantly alters the 
content of the modifications as published for consultation or undermines the 

participatory processes and sustainability appraisal that has been undertaken.  
Where necessary, I have highlighted these amendments in the report. 

Changes to the Use Classes Order (UCO)  

6. The Government published The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 
(Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 which came into force on 1 

September 2020. The views of the Council in the context of the Use Classes 
Order (UCO) changes were sought3 and where appropriate, particularly in 

relation to a number of the site allocations and town centre policies, 
modifications to the policies concerned to reflect these changes have been 

recommended.  

Policies Map  

7. The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates 

geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan. 
When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to 

provide a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies 
map that would result from the proposals in the submitted local plan. In this 
case, the submission policies map comprises the set of plans identified as 

SUB002a and SUB002b (policies map north and south respectively). 

8. The policies map is not defined in statute as a development plan document, 

and I do not have the power to recommend main modifications to it. However, 
a number of the published MMs to the Plan’s policies require further 
corresponding changes to be made to the policies map. In addition, there are 

some instances where the geographic illustration of policies on the submission 
policies map is not justified and changes to the policies map are needed to 

ensure that the relevant policies are effective. 

9. These further changes to the policies map were published for consultation 
alongside the MMs in the form of schedule ED109 and policy map modifications 

identified at documents ED109a-f. 

10. When the Plan is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give 

effect to the Plan’s policies, the Council will need to update the adopted 
policies map to include all the changes proposed as set out at schedule ED109 
and documents ED109a-f as published alongside the MMs. 

Context of the Plan 

11. Eastleigh Borough is bounded by Test Valley to the north west, Winchester to 
the north east and east, Fareham to the south east, and Southampton to the 

south and west. The main settlement within the Borough comprises Eastleigh 

 
 

 
3 ED105 Eastleigh’s response to the Inspectors letter (ED76) concerning the changes to the 

Use Classes Order, October 2020 
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town, with a number of other notable settlements which are predominantly 

suburban in character. The Borough contains a number of unique features 
such as the River Hamble which is used as a sailing venue, as well as the 
Ageas Bowl and Southampton airport.  

12. The Local Plan for Eastleigh has a protracted history. This Plan has been 
prepared to replace the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2001-2011. A previous 

Plan which was submitted for examination in July 2014 and covered the period 
2011-2029 was found to be unsound for a number of reasons. The Council 
have therefore prepared this Plan which will, along with the Hampshire 

Minerals and Waste Plan October 2013, constitute  the full development plan 
for Eastleigh to cover the Plan period 2016-2036. As part of the examination 

process, I held hearing sessions between November 2019 – January 2020, 
after which I wrote a post hearing letter4.  

13. My letter, which I attach at appendix 2 to this report, sets out my detailed 
findings on a number of significant issues in connection with the soundness of 
the Plan. In particular, it deals in detail with the proposed strategic growth 

option (SGO). To avoid unnecessary repetition, sections of that letter are to be 
read alongside this report. Following further correspondence and action points 

arising from the hearing sessions, the Council completed additional work to 
address a number of outstanding concerns. In addition, a further individual 
hearing session was held in January 2021 concerning proposed site allocation 

HA2. Consultation on the main modifications took place between 9 June and 
21 July 2021.   

14. Upon adoption, the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 will replace the 
saved policies of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011). I 
acknowledge that the relative certainty that will be provided by finalising this 

Plan will be beneficial to the Borough in terms of encouraging sustainable 
development. In light of the detailed findings contained within the report, the 

Plan includes a commitment to undertake an update to this Plan within 1 year 
of its adoption. This is a pragmatic approach to allow this Plan to proceed to 
be adopted on this basis.  

Public Sector Equality Duty 

15. The Council have produced an Equalities Impact Assessment5 which was used 
to inform the Plan. I have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of 

the Equality Act 2010. This has included my consideration of several matters 
during the examination including the delivery of a mix of housing types (policy 
DM26), specialist housing for older people (policy DM27) and the delivery of 

sustainable design and transport (policy DM1). My findings in relation to those 
matters, including where relevant any significant impacts on equalities and 

groups with protected characteristics, are set out in the subsequent sections of 
this report.  

 
 

 
4 ED71 Inspectors post hearings letter, attached as appendix 2 to this report, April 2020 
5 SUB010 Equalities Impact Assessment, June 2018 
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Assessment of Duty to Co-operate  

16. Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council 

complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s 
preparation. In this case, up to the point at which the Council submitted the 
Plan for examination in October 2018. 

17. The Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement6 (DtC) identifies the strategic cross 
boundary issues which are relevant to Eastleigh and the preparation of this 

Plan. The report confirms that officers have been actively engaged with a 
number of relevant bodies including but not limited to a number of 

neighbouring authorities, the Partnership for South Hampshire (formerly PUSH 
now PfSH), Transport Working Group, Hampshire County Council (HCC) 
statutory agencies such as Historic England, Natural England and the 

Environment Agency as well as other consultees and a number of national 
agencies and organisations. This demonstrates a clear pattern of joint working 

in order to consider the important issues relevant to the Plan and 
demonstrates that clear arrangements are in place for joint working with a 
number of partner organisations which involved professionals as well as 

elected members. These issues include but are not limited to population and 
housing, retail development, economic development, infrastructure provision, 

conservation of the natural and built environment and transport planning 
matters.  

18. In addition to the above, a number of statements of common ground (SoCG) 

have been prepared in relation to strategic matters effecting the Borough. 
These include but are not limited to neighbouring Authorities, the Environment 

Agency, Natural England as well as HCC.  It is clear that the Council have 
engaged actively and constructively with a wide range of organisations and 
bodies on a number of cross boundary issues.   

Conclusion on duty to cooperate 

19. Overall, I am satisfied that where necessary, the Council has engaged 

constructively, actively and on an on-going basis on strategic matters effecting 
the preparation of the Plan. The issues have been resolved effectively and 
there are no concerns from these authorities and organisations regarding the 

duty to cooperate. I therefore conclude that the duty to co-operate has been 
met. 

Assessment of Other Aspects of Legal Compliance 

Local Development Scheme 

20. The Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s approved Local 

Development Scheme (LDS). This was published in 20167 and updated in 
2017. This document set out an expected adoption date of May 2019. 

 
 
 
6 DTC001 Revised Duty to Co-operate Statement, October 2018 
7 ORD002 Local Development Scheme, December 2017, ORD003 Local Development 

Scheme, September 2016 
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Although the Plan’s content is compliant with the LDS, some delays in 

its progress have occurred. I am satisfied that there is no fundamental 
conflict with the LDS. 

Public consultation and engagement 

21. The Council have outlined how public consultation and engagement has taken 
place in accordance with the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The 

evidence presented sets out how the Council has sought the views of the 
community and others as part of the early stages of the formation of the Plan.  

22. I note a number of concerns expressed regarding the consultation which was 

carried out by the Council during the preparation of the Plan. More specifically, 
these concerns related to the nature of consultation events and availability and 

quality of the evidence base as well as the extent to which views in relation to 
the various growth options were taken into account. However, the consultation 

on the Plan and the MMs was carried out in compliance with the Council’s SCI 8 
which was subsequently updated in light of the coronavirus pandemic. The 
Plan has evolved through this process of consultation, and the statement of 

consultation summarises a number of these consultation responses and 
identifies the Councils actions accordingly.  

23. The fact that the preferred SGO proceeded on the basis of the allocation 
outlined as policy S5 in spite of a high level of opposition does not in itself 
demonstrate that the Council failed to have regard to the consultation 

responses made. Positive plan preparation and engagement is not necessarily 
closely associated with agreement in relation to the issues involved. Moreover, 

it goes to demonstrate the strength of local opinion as well as outlining that 
the Council has indeed been successful in engaging with local residents and 
interest groups in this regard. As a result, I am satisfied that the consultation 

carried out whilst the Plan was being prepared was legally compliant and that 
the Council have taken reasonable steps during the plan preparation process.  

Sustainability Appraisal 

24. During its preparation, the Plan was subject to a Sustainability Appraisal (SA)9 
as required by the relevant legislation. The SA included a report of the findings 

of the appraisal, and as required by the relevant legislation, the Council 
published the report along with the Plan and other submission documents 

under regulation 19.  The SA was subsequently updated to assess the main 
modifications. 10 

25. The SA assessed a number of distinct growth options across the Borough. The 

first SA11 assessed 23 strategic location options and then went onto assess 8 
spatial strategic location options. The latter SA prepared at the pre submission 

stage of the Plan assessed 5 alternative strategic growth options. The 

 
 

 
8 SUB014 Statement of Community Involvement, November 2015 
9 SUB003b Sustainability Appraisal, Main report, June 2018 and SUB016 Sustainability 

Appraisal Addendum, June 2019 
10 ED106 LUC Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, April 2021 
11 ORD007 Sustainability Appraisal, Main Report 2015 
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assessment of these alternative options is set out within the SA, including an 

appraisal of emerging policies and approaches as part of the assessment of 
reasonable alternatives. The analysis undertaken was to a sufficient level of 
detail given the scale of development at the SGO when compared with the 

Small and Medium Greenfield Sites (SMS)s12. 

26.  In the context of the SMSs, the SA was systematic in utilising the Council’s 
existing evidence base in accordance with relevant legal requirements. The 
sites were apprised using a systematic process and proportionate information. 
I consider that the approach adopted demonstrates that the Plan has taken a 

proportionate and realistic approach to the consideration of alternative 
options. I am satisfied that the approach to site analysis in terms of the SMS’s  
is a proportionate and justified one and as a result, the SA provides a 
satisfactory assessment of the Plan's strategy and policies against reasonable 

alternatives.  

27. A fundamental part of the Council’s proposed housing strategy from 2024 

onwards is the provision of a Strategic Growth Option (SGO) at land north of 

Bishopstoke and land north and east of Fair Oak.  This is set out at policy S5 

which allocates these two sites for 1000 and 4300 homes respectively. 

Approximately 3350 dwellings were anticipated to be delivered from these 

sites between 2024 and 2036, along with the necessary associated 

infrastructure which is significant and included a new link road covered by 

policy S6.  The Plan identified that the remaining figure of approximately 2000 

dwellings would be delivered beyond this current Plan period.  

28. A number of concerns were raised around the suitability of the SA process, 
with particular regard to the consideration of reasonable alternatives for the 
SGO and the methodology and conclusions drawn in relation to the various 

strategic growth options considered. As I have already highlighted to the 
Council in my post hearing advice letter of April 202013, I raised serious 

concerns in relation to the assessment of individual reasonable options and 
secondly, as a result of this, the selection of the preferred SGO option (B/C). 
On this basis it cannot be demonstrated that the preferred SGO is sound. 

29. In light of this conclusion, a number of MMs14 are necessary to rectify this. The 
deletion of the SGO from the Plan, along with the associated infrastructure 

works in the form of policies S5 and S6 and other associated references 
throughout the Plan to the SGO are necessary for soundness.  

30. The SA has been applied iteratively throughout the preparation and 

examination of the Plan, including an assessment of the main modifications. 
On this basis I am able to conclude that the appraisal included a proportionate 

assessment of cumulative impacts, on economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the Plan as proposed to be modified.   

 
 

 
12 HOU11A Small and Medium Sites Background Paper, July 2018 and HOU18 Small and 

Medium Sites Background Paper – Supplementary Site Selection Report, November 2017 
13 ED71 Inspectors letter to Eastleigh Borough Council post hearing, April 2020 
14 MM13,MM14,MM15,MM16,MM17,MM18,MM19,MM20,MM21,MM22,MM23,MM24,MM25, 

MM63 
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Habitats Regulations 

31. The Plan was subject to a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) during its 
preparation and was subsequently updated to address the proposed MMs as 
required by the relevant Regulations. The HRA concludes that the Plan would 

not affect the integrity of designated sites15 provided that certain mitigation 
measures are carried out. Subject to MMs which set out measures to protect 

the integrity of the sites affected and which I will address in further detail 
within my report, the Plan includes appropriate policies to secure this 
mitigation. The Plan also appropriately reflects the SoCG with the Environment 

Agency and Natural England16. In reaching this conclusion, I have also had due 
regard to the responses received in relation to the MM consultation exercise. 

As a result, I am satisfied that the relevant legal requirements have been met 
and that the Plan can therefore be adopted in compliance with the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.  

Other legal requirements 

32. The Plan includes policies to address the strategic priorities for the 

development and use of land in the local planning authority’s area. 

33. The Plan also includes policies designed to ensure that the development and 

use of land in the local planning authority’s area contributes to the mitigation 
of, and adaptation to, climate change.  These include, amongst other things, 
policies which seek to support sustainable transport and development, green 

infrastructure, sustainable development, zero or low carbon energy and 
sustainable urban drainage and to minimise/mitigate flood risk. I acknowledge 

that a number of representors are of the view that the Plan does not respond 
appropriately to the climate emergency acknowledged by the Council. 
However, for the reasons I have set out throughout this report, subject to the 

MMs which I have outlined, I am able to conclude that the Plan is sound, and I 
am satisfied that in the context of national planning policy, the Plan contains 

appropriate policies to help mitigate and adapt to climate change. 

34. Appendix A to the Plan contains a list of all of the extant development plan 
policies that will be superseded when the Plan is adopted as required by 

regulation 8(5) of the 2012 Regulations. The Plan complies with all other 
relevant legal requirements, including in the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 

2012 Regulations.  

Conclusion on legal requirements 

35. In light of the above, I therefore conclude that, all relevant legal requirements 

have been complied with during the preparation of the Plan.  

 

 

 
 
15 River Itchen SAC, Solent Maritime SAC, New Forest SPA, Solent and Southampton Water 

SPA/Ramsar 
16 ED47 SOCG between Eastleigh Borough Council, Environment Agency and Natural 

England, October 2019 
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Assessment of Soundness 

Main Issues 

36. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the 
discussions that took place at the examination hearings, I have identified a 
number of main issues upon which the soundness of this Plan depends.  This 

report deals with these main issues.  It does not respond to every point or 
issue raised by representors.  Nor does it refer to every policy, policy criterion 

or allocation in the Plan.   

Issue 1 - Whether the Plan’s spatial strategy is justified and consistent 

with national policy with regard to the quantity of development that it 
aims to accommodate over the plan period 

Vision, Objectives and Strategy 

37. Chapter 3 of the Plan identifies the Vision, Objectives and Strategy for New 
Development. The Vision for the Plan is identified clearly at paragraph 3.1. It 

sets out 13 key objectives, formulated around the characteristics and issues 
facing Eastleigh which are set out in chapter 2 of the Plan. These objectives 
cover a number of economic, social and environmental factors and support the 

objectives of national policy. The Vision and Objectives identified collectively 
provide the context for the strategic policies contained within the Plan. 

38. Chapter 3 of the Plan goes onto outline the strategy for new development over 
the plan period. MM5 provides additional text to the development principles 
section, as without this text the Plan does not accurately reflect the 

development distribution strategy and principles which the Plan refers to. 
Overall, the approach to the Vision, Strategy and Objectives is consistent with 

national policy and the overall objectives of delivering sustainable 
development during the Plan period. MM1 and MM121 amend the reference 
to the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) to ensure it is correctly 

referenced throughout the Plan. MM2 is necessary as it deletes references 
within the reasoned justification to the quantum of greenfield sites in terms of 

housing delivery which has altered since the Plan was submitted. Additionally, 
MM3 updates the overall requirement for new employment floorspace through 
the Plan period in line with subsequent changes to policy S2 outlined below.  

39. Chapter 4 of the Plan sets out the strategic policies for the Plan period, 
including the preferred development strategy for delivering the growth 

planned and identified through the Plan over the period 2016 to 2036. The 
overall context for sustainable development is set out in policy S1. This sets 
11-point criteria for the delivery of sustainable development, covering the 

economic, social and environmental factors which are reflective of national 
policy in this regard. MM6 is necessary to amend the wording of a number of 

criteria to ensure that they are effective in their application, with an additional 
criterion to be added in relation to the South Downs National Park to ensure 
that sustainable development has regard to the status given to this area and 

its designation as an International Dark Skies reserve. 
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Spatial Distribution of Development 

40. The Borough’s settlement hierarchy sets the context for the spatial distribution 
of development across the Borough during the Plan period. It has been 
informed by a scoring matrix reflecting the existing roles and facilities the 

centres offer. The principal settlement of Eastleigh represents the main town 
within the Borough, followed by the two large urban areas of Chandlers Ford 

and Hedge End. Lower order settlements sit below this tier including the 
settlements of Botley, Hamble and Bishopstoke and the final tier includes the 
smallest settlements such as Allbrook and Boorley Green.  

41. I expressed concerns regarding the extent to which the evidence base 
represents the most up to date position in relation to this settlement hierarchy 

and in particular, whether it reflects the more recent pattern of distribution of 
development which has occurred in the Borough. As a result, MM9 is 

necessary to reflect the evolving role and function of both Boorley Green and 
Horton Heath given the significant amount of development which has taken 
place here in recent years. It also adds additional text to the reasoned 

justification to provide greater clarity in relation to table 1 which identifies the 
existing settlement hierarchy.  

42. Taking this settlement hierarchy as a starting point, the Plan proposes the 
distribution of new housing growth across existing urban areas, strategic sites, 
urban extensions and smaller sites to meet more local needs. The Council 

have clearly defined the factors which have influenced the distribution 
proposed, in line with the settlement hierarchy. These factors have included, 

but are not limited to transport and accessibility, landscape and biodiversity 
and other environmental issues including settlement gaps. MM4, MM7 and 
MM8 are necessary to ensure that the Plan accurately reflects the importance 

of the role and function of the settlement hierarchy in terms of the distribution 
of development and spatial strategy proposed by the Plan.  Subject to these 

modifications, the approach to the spatial distribution of development is 
effective and justified.  

43. In order to ensure that the key diagram set out at figure 6 is effective, MM34 

addresses a number of changes required for soundness, most notably the 
deletion of the SGO and associated infrastructure (covered below), whilst also 

updating the settlement gaps and residential sites. 

Strategic Growth Option 

44. A fundamental part of the Council’s proposed housing strategy from 2024 
onwards is the provision of a Strategic Growth Option (SGO) at land north of 

Bishopstoke and land north and east of Fair Oak.  This is set out at policy S5 

which proposes to allocate these two sites for 1000 and 4300 homes 

respectively. Approximately 3350 dwellings were anticipated to be delivered 

from these sites between 2024 and 2036, along with the necessary associated 

infrastructure which is significant and included a new link road covered by 

policy S6.  The Plan identified that the remaining figure of approximately 2000 

dwellings would be delivered beyond this current Plan period. 

 

45. I raised serious concerns in relation to the assessment of individual reasonable 

alternatives for the SGO option and secondly, as a result of this, the selection 
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of the preferred SGO option outlined at policy S5. The full extent of these 

concerns regarding the soundness of the Plan are set out in my letter at 

appendix 2 to this report. In summary, the concerns here relate to the 

sustainability of this site as a SGO when compared with other reasonable 

alternatives. In particular, the SGO outlined by policy S5 would generate a 

greater increase in traffic overall on the rural roads within and on the edge of 

the South Downs National Park17 when compared to the other SGO options.  

The rural nature of these roads forms an integral part of the overall National 

Park experience.  Additional traffic at the sort of level predicted by the 

evidence base could have a detrimental effect on the communities concerned.  

Given the statutory importance of the National Park, the scale of development 

proposed and the potential impacts of increases in traffic movements within 

and on the edge of the National Park, I am unable to conclude that the 

selected SGO represents the most suitable option when considered against all 

other reasonable alternatives. 

 

46. In addition to the locational characteristics of the SGO, the evidence base in 

relation to transport and accessibility does not justify the selection of this SGO 

for a number of reasons. These include the distance people would need to 

travel, the ability of people to walk and cycle, the propensity to use public 

transport and the level of delay on the highway network. Overall, the evidence 

base does not justify the selection of the SGO as the preferred option in this 

regard, and as a result, policy S5 would fail to meet the aim set out in 

paragraph 34 of the Framework, and the overarching principle of promoting 

sustainable development.  

47. As a result, I therefore conclude that the SGO and associated infrastructure is 
not justified or consistent with national policy. A number of MMs18 are 
necessary to rectify this situation. The deletion of the SGO from the Plan, 

along with the associated infrastructure works in the form of policies S5 and 
S6 and other associated cross references and reasoned justification 

throughout the Plan to the SGO are all necessary for soundness. Given that I 
do not have the power to recommend main modifications to the policies map, 
it will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to these 

required changes. 

48. The result of the deletion of the SGO is that there will be a shortfall over the 

Plan period housing requirement of some 2614 dwellings towards the end of 
the Plan period19, specifically from 2032 onwards. Paragraph 47 of the 
Framework requires local planning authorities to identify a supply of specific, 

developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 and, where 
possible, for years 11-15. Even with this shortfall the Plan is therefore 

 
 

 
17 SGOOO23 SGO Comparative Assessment Background Paper: Update on Transport 

Issues, June 2019 
18 MM13,MM14,MM15,MM16,MM17MM18,MM19, MM20,MM21,MM22,MM23, 

MM24,MM25,MM63  
19 ED90 Matter 4: Housing Need, Housing trajectory, housing land supply, five year supply 

and affordable housing, October 2020 



Eastleigh Borough Council’s Local Plan 2016-2036, Inspector’s Report March 2022 
 
 

16 
 

consistent with the Framework and in any event the Council have committed 

to an early review.  

49. Legislation requires a review of the Plan to take place within 5 years from the 
date of adoption. However, in the case of this Plan, I have concluded that this 

shortfall will necessitate an early review. This is important for a number of 
reasons, primarily to ensure that the shortfall is suitably addressed through 

the Plan making process. This is necessary to ensure that the Plan is sound. 
MM11 therefore outlines the requirements for an early review which the 
Council should commence within 1 year from the adoption of this Plan.  

50. I am mindful of the acute need for Eastleigh to have a Plan. Delivering the 
sites which the Plan identifies will meet the need and requirement for housing 

for a majority of the Plan period and would be entirely in accordance with the 
Framework as I have outlined above.  Given the level of shortfall involved and 

the timing which would be for the last 3 years of the Plan period, this is a 
proportionate and pragmatic response.   

51. Taking into account these modifications, I am of the view that the Plan 

provides an appropriate strategy in terms of the distribution of development 
proposed, taking into account the existing settlement hierarchy as well as 

other sustainability factors such as transport accessibility and environmental 
constraints.  

Conclusion 

52. Taking into account the MMs set out above, I am satisfied that the Plan’s 
spatial strategy is justified and consistent with national policy with regard to 

the quantity of development that it aims to accommodate over the plan 
period. 

Issue 2 - Is the strategy for the delivery of new homes across the Plan 

period soundly based, having particular regard to the housing 
requirement, the acknowledged shortfall towards the end of the Plan 

period, and the need to identify a five-year supply of deliverable housing 

The Housing Market Area  

53. Eastleigh Borough sits completely within the Southampton Housing Market 

Area (HMA). This HMA also includes Test Valley (in part), Southampton, New 
Forest (in part) Winchester (in part) and Fareham (Western Wards only). The 

evidence to support this HMA includes work completed by PfSH20 concerning 
housing market geographies across the PfSH area as a whole. It took on board 
a number of factors including but not limited to updated information 

concerning migration flows, commuting dynamics, socio economic factors and 
house types and prices. These factors, when considered collectively informed 

the boundary of the HMA as set out within the SHMA. From the evidence 
presented, I am satisfied that the HMA has been based on an effective 

 
 

 
20 HOU001 PfSH Position Statement, June 2016 HOU002a and HOU002b SHMA and 

Appendices 
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evidence base. There is no substantive reason to question the definition of the 

HMA.  

The OAN (Objectively Assessed Need)  

54.  The approach to the OAN is set out across a number of documents. The 

Council have used the PfSH SHMA OAN Update 2016, (HOUOO3) as a starting 
point. This was subsequently updated by the Objectively Assessed Needs 

Background Paper (HOU004) as well as the Council responses contained within 
their matter 4 statement. HOU004 whilst far from ideal in terms of its 
presentation and format, provides a clear explanation of the local factors 

which have been taken into account and where necessary, provides supporting 
evidence for the adjustments made.  

55. This evidence takes the trend-based household projections as a starting point. 
In terms of demographics, the evidence utilised the 2014 -based household 

projections which were published by the Department of Communities and 
Local Government in July 2016. These represented the most up-to-date 
figures available at that time.  A number of sensitivity factors including but not 

limited to, household formation rates, market signals, evidence on local 
affordability and affordable housing need, labour force and economic growth 

have then been taken into account. The Council have explained in detail the 
rationale for the sensitivity testing applied.   

56. There was no uplift adjustment made for economic growth potential within the 

Borough as it was deemed that the demographically derived figure from the 
OAN did not require adjustment. This was supported by Oxford Economics 

2017 Forecasts, providing a forecast figure which sits centrally within the 
forecasting range.  As a result, the employment forecasting suggests a lower 
level of job growth than that supported by the population outputs of the OAN. 

I am content that this is a reasonable approach based on the evidence 
available.   

57. A 1.7% adjustment has been made for vacancy and second home ownership. 
This figure is supported by the use of Council tax data which has been 
sourced. In addition, a 15% adjustment has been made for market signals and 

local demographic changes.  I note that some representors have quoted higher 
figures used elsewhere. Whilst I acknowledge that the appropriate scale of 

such an uplift can be difficult to judge, this approach is both cautious and 
reasonable.  

58. Since the Plan was submitted for examination, the ONS published their 2018-

based household projections (2018-2028) on 29 June 2020. I wrote to the 
Council in August 202021 regarding these new projections and the Council 

responded22. The PPG recognises that the government’s official population and 
household projections are generally updated every 2 years to take account of 
the latest demographic trends. Wherever possible, local needs assessments 

 

 
 
21 ED75 Letter to Eastleigh Borough Council regarding 2018 household projections, August 

2020 
22 ED77 Letter from Eastleigh Borough Council regarding 2018 household projections, 

August 2020 
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should be informed by the latest available information. The National Planning 

Policy Framework is clear that Local Plans should be kept up to date. A 
meaningful change in the housing situation should be considered in this 
context, but this does not automatically mean that housing assessments are 

rendered outdated every time new projections are issued.  

59. Utilising the 2018-based projections would result in a reduction of 

approximately 100 dwellings a year than the annualised OAN figure. Taking 
into account the fact that this Plan is being examined under the transitional 
arrangements, as well as the relatively modest difference in the figures before 

me, I conclude that the 2018 projections do not, in their own right, result in a 
meaningful change to the housing evidence before me. As a result, the 

assessment within the housing evidence remains appropriate and robust.  

60. To conclude and having regard to the above findings, it is my view that it is 

appropriate to regard an OAN of 630dpa as representing the Borough’s 
housing need. This figure does not take account of any constraints and has not 
been influenced by any policy considerations.  

The Housing Requirement  

61. The Plan sets out a housing requirement at policy S2 of 14,580 for the period 

2016-2036 which is informed by the evidence base23 and subsequent updates 
following the hearing sessions. This requirement figure includes for two 
additional matters.  Firstly, addressing the shortfall in delivery during the 

period 2011-2016 (i.e when no Plan was in place).  In terms of the shortfall, 
the Council have applied a target of 650dpa to this time period and identified 

clearly how the shortfall will be addressed through the housing trajectory. The 
Council have utilised the PfSH Spatial Position Statement24  which set out 
650dpa for the period 2011-2034. For the purpose of identifying delivery 

performance for the period 2011-2016, relying on this document is reasonable 
in the absence of an adopted development plan target. Taking into account the 

evidence presented and the particular circumstances of this Plan, the 650dpa 
appears to me to be a reasonable target to use for this time period.  

62. Secondly, the requirement also includes an additional contribution towards 

unmet need within the wider HMA. This is identified at 20dpa. In terms of the 
wider HMA, whilst I acknowledge that the shortfall which exists maybe larger 

than this within the wider HMA overall, the Council have provided a clear and 
justified reasoning for arriving at this figure. This includes but is not limited to, 
the environmental constraints which exist within the Borough and also the 

more comprehensive approach to reviewing housing needs through the sub 
regional work being completed by PfSH for both the Portsmouth and 

Southampton HMAs. I have no objections from the other authorities to this 
level of contribution25. On this basis, the contribution would appear to me to 
be reasonable and proportionate. To conclude, I am satisfied that the 

 
 
 
23 HOU004 Eastleigh OAN Background Paper, June 2018 
24 HOU001 PfSH Spatial Position Statement 2016 
25 ED39 SoCG between Eastleigh Borough Council and PfSH Authorities, August 2019 
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approach adopted to the housing requirement is a sound one and is justified 

by the evidence base. 

Housing Supply Strategy and Distribution of Growth 

63. In terms of strategic policies, policies S2 and S3 set the overall context for 

housing delivery during the Plan period. Policy S2 states that between 2016-
2036, the Council will promote the delivery of a minimum of 14,580 dwellings.  

The policy goes onto define 4 broad categories of supply. MM10 is necessary 
to update the policy so it reflects the most up to date figures in relation to 
these various elements of supply, update to the affordable housing delivery 

figure as well as updating the employment development figures which I 
address under issue 3. The modification also deletes part c of the policy which 

reflected a 3350-dwelling contribution on the SGO which no longer forms part 
of the Plan.  It also introduces additional text to acknowledge the shortfall 

which occurs at the end of the Plan period which I have addressed at 
paragraph 48 above.   

64.  Subject to this modification, this supply includes existing completions (2572 

dwellings), dwellings with planning permission or resolutions to grant planning 
permission (7187 dwellings) an allowance for windfall development (1475 

dwellings) and allocated new sites within the Plan (732 dwellings). The policy 
also refers to the provision of an average of 200 (net) new affordable homes 
per annum as part of this supply, I shall return to the matter of affordable 

housing below.  Therefore, the majority of the supply over the Plan period is 
coming from existing commitments. 

65. Policy S2 sets out how the Plan envisages this level of housing will be 
achieved.  Some 2572 dwellings reflect existing completions, a significant 
proportion (7187) will be on existing sites with planning permission or 

resolutions to grant planning permission. 1475 is identified as an allowance for 
windfall development. The Council have provided evidence to justify the 

approach to the windfall allowance26 and have explained the past delivery 
rates in relation to windfall. This evidence comprises the Land Availability 
Monitoring System operated by HCC which makes a distinction between large 

and small sites. The small site allowance is taken from 2019 and not 2016 (to 
avoid the inclusion of actual completions) and the large site windfall allowance 

is counted for the last 7 years of the Plan.   I am mindful that the figures 
presented are in the context of an out of date adopted Plan. However, I am 
satisfied that there is compelling evidence that the windfall allowance 

represents a reliable source of supply and the approach to the windfall 
allowance presents a justified and evidence-based approach.  

66. As a result, 732 dwellings would be on new sites allocated through this Plan. 
Given the significant passage of time since the previous Plan was adopted, it is 
not an unusual situation that a significant bulk of this supply is coming from 

existing consents which are either under construction or about to be 
completed.  

 
 

 
26 HOU020 Housing Trajectory Update, June 2019 and ED101 Housing Supply Update, July 

2020 
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67. Policy S3 seeks to direct the location of new housing development in the first 

instance to locations within the urban areas, and then greenfield sites. Policy 
S3 goes on to define these sites in broad terms, with an indication of the 
location and dwelling numbers that each of the locations will contribute 

towards overall supply. A significant proportion of the housing supply will 
come from sites under construction, with planning permission or resolutions to 

grant planning permission. The policy serves to define the broad strategic 
locations of housing growth. MM11 is necessary to delete reference to the 
SGO and update the locations contributing to housing delivery as well as the 

dwelling numbers where new smaller greenfield sites within and adjoining 
settlements are to be located. The modification also adds the housing 

trajectory into the reasoned justification as well as identifying a number of 
strategic sites with planning permission for clarity. This modification is 

necessary to ensure the policy is effective. Overall, the approach to housing as 
proposed by policy S3 is a justified approach and is consistent with national 
policy. 

68. The supply of sites is made up from existing completions, large site resolutions 
and commitments, new site allocations as well as a small site and windfall 

allowance. Detailed information has been provided within the evidence base 
concerning the deliverability, suitability and availability of these sites as well 
as highlighting relevant opportunities and constraints. This information has 

been drawn from but not limited to planning application information as well as 
discussions with landowners and developers.  To my mind, it presents a 

comprehensive and realistic picture of delivery rates.  

69. In accordance with paragraph 47 of the Framework, the Plan identifies key 
sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the Plan 

period, as well as identifying a supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-
10. The Plan would provide for sites to meet the identified need for a majority 

of the Plan period, following the adoption of the Plan. The Council’s 
commitment to a review of this Plan within 1 year of adoption will ensure that 
the shortfall is fully and properly addressed. Overall, I am of the view that the 

housing supply strategy and distribution of growth proposed is sound,  
justified and would accord with the Framework in this regard.   

70. The Strategic Land Availability Assessment27 report identified specific 
deliverable and developable sites within existing built-up areas which have the 
potential to contribute to the Borough’s housing requirements.  Each site 

suitability is considered taking into account a number of factors such as 
access, ground conditions, flood risk, pollution and effect on landscape 

features. Leading on from this, the Council’s evidence on how sites then 
moved to site allocations is identified28. In addition, small and medium sites 
were also subject to their own background paper29 setting out the various 

criteria used.  I acknowledge the concerns raised in relation to these 
assessments, and in particular in relation to those which were not selected for 

 
 

 
27 HOU010a-l inclusive SLAA Report, May 2017 
28 HOU009 From SLAA to Site Allocations, May 2017 
29 HOU11a Small and Medium Sites Background Paper, July 2018, HOU018 Supplementary 

Site Selection Report, November 2017 and HOU019 Small and Medium Sites Background 

Paper, October 2018 
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allocation within the Plan. I also note that in a number of circumstances sites 

have been rejected with limited consideration of the extent that issues could 
be resolved or mitigated against.  A number of representors have provided 
examples of measures to address these factors.  It seems to me that there 

have been some inconsistencies in the Council’s evaluation of sites.  However, 
these instances are relatively few and far between, and are not so serious that 

the entire exercise is undermined. In all cases, these matters are subjective 
and require planning judgement to be applied.  Even bearing in mind the 
potential mitigation measures suggested by others, I consider the outcome of 

the site selection process to be reasonable and adequately justified.     

Housing Trajectory 

71. Document ED61b submitted after the hearing sessions outlines the housing 
trajectory for the Plan period. This was subsequently updated as ED90. This 

updates the evidence in relation to housing including the Council’s matters 
Statement. In support of the submitted Plan, the Council outlined what it 
describes as a ‘cautious trajectory’30 with a particular focus on discounting the 

various components of supply.  Whilst I fully understand the reasons provided 
for taking this approach, it is neither warranted, necessary or an approach 

supported by the Framework. The evidence concerning past delivery rates is 
sufficiently clear and sites where doubt remains around their delivery have 
been addressed.   

72. The trajectory identifies a 5% buffer should be applied as the authority does 
not have a record of persistent under delivery.  This is supported by reference 

to the latest housing delivery test score.  I note a number of representors 
consider that a 20% buffer should be applied. As the Plan is to be assessed 
under the 2012 Framework, I have taken the guidance within this document 

concerning under delivery into account. On this basis and taking the past 
delivery rates over a more extended period of time into account, it is my view 

that the Council does not have a record of persistent under delivery. The 
performance is indeed mixed but in my planning judgement this is not 
reflective of a persistent under delivery situation. As a result, the trajectory for 

the whole Plan period need only reflect a 5% buffer.  

73. The evidence base and indeed the housing numbers which the Council are 

relying upon have evolved throughout the examination. This is perhaps 
somewhat inevitable with a lengthy examination. I am mindful of a number of 
criticisms directed at the Council in this regard. Consistency in terms of the 

way in which figures have been presented has been an issue. Nevertheless, I 
am content that the modifications recommended (MM10 and MM11) will 

remedy any soundness issues in this regard.  

 

 

 
 
 
30 HOU007a Housing Trajectory and HOU007b Tables 1-22, June 2018 updates HOU020  

Housing Trajectory Update, June 2019 and HOU021 Housing Trajectory Appendices June 

2019 
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Can the Plan deliver a five-year housing land supply for Eastleigh?   

74. ED61a and ED90 set out the five-year housing supply position. On the basis of 
the Plan’s overall housing requirement of 14,580 dwellings, the five-year 
housing requirement (1 April 2019 to 31 March 2024) is 3,827 dwellings.  

75. A windfall allowance totalling 162 dwellings over the five-year period 
(applicable to years 3,4 and 5) has also been included. As demonstrated by 

paragraph 48 of the Framework, local planning authorities may make an 
allowance for windfall sites within the five-year supply position, if there has 
been evidence to demonstrate that such sites have consistently become 

available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of 
supply to the housing position. The Council have provided evidence to justify 

the approach to the windfall allowance31 and have explained the past delivery 
rates in relation to windfall as I have set out above. The approach to the 

windfall allowance presents a justified and evidence-based approach.  

76. The evidence to support the delivery of the five year requirement was 
scrutinised during the examination and where necessary, amendments made 

to the trajectory in terms of the delivery timeframe and dwelling numbers. In 
particular, ED61b provided a comprehensive update on both small site and 

large site delivery, highlighting where necessary differences between these 
figures and ED20a. It is also the case that a significant component of supply 
within the five-year position comprises sites which are under construction.  It 

is my view the elements of supply have been based on reasonable 
assumptions. Taking into account past delivery rates and the evidence 

presented, there is in my view a clear prospect that there will be an up-to-
date supply of specific deliverable sites which are able to provide five years’ 
worth of housing land against the requirement identified at policy S2 upon 

adoption of the Plan.  

Conclusion  

77. In conclusion, and subject to the above-mentioned modifications, the Plan’s 
overall approach to the provision of new housing is soundly based. There is a 
reasonable prospect of a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites on 

adoption of the Plan. However, given the acknowledged shortfall which will 
occur in housing supply towards the end of the Plan period, this is an issue 

which the Council will need to address as part of the review of the Plan.  I 
therefore conclude that in relation to issue 2, the Plan is positively prepared, 
justified and effective in terms of its approach to housing.  

 

Issue 3 – Whether the Plan’s strategy for economic growth including the 
policies concerning employment sites is positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy 

78.  The evidence base comprises the Employment Background Paper (ECON001), 

and two subsequent updates in the form of (ECON002), July 2018 as well as 

 

 
 
31 HOU020 Housing Trajectory Update, June 2019 
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(ECON008) June 2019.  ECON008 explains that the employment floorspace for 

the Plan period has been derived from, as a starting point, the PfSH Economic 
and Employment Land Evidence Base Paper ECON005, May 2016. This 
evidence results in the floorspace target figure as set out at policy S2 of 

144,050sqm.  

79. However, as acknowledged by the Council, this work included a five year 

additional margin of supply. ECON002 takes this starting point and factors in 
market demand, net losses and anticipated future losses as well new sources 
of supply in terms of committed sites with planning permission. These factors, 

when considered collectively, provide an overall net position reflected in this 
evidence base and updates the target to 80,000sqm over the period 2011-

2036. This results in a Plan target of 103,511sqm (2016-2036) once 
completions and losses during the period 2011-2016 have been taken into 

account. In terms of office development, although omitted from the submitted 
Plan, the evidence demonstrates that taking into account completions and 
losses for the period between 2011 and 2016, a local plan target of 56,800 

sqm is justified for office development. These figures accord with the evidence 
set out at ECON002 and present a positive and robust evidence base upon 

which to identify the floorspace target for the Plan period.  

80. The above updates require modifications to policies S2 and S4 to ensure that 
the policies are effective. Policy S2 defines the strategic approach to new 

development across the Borough. MM10 is necessary to update the overall 
employment development figure so that it is consistent with the evidence base 

as outlined above and takes account of the deleted SGO which included 
provision for approximately 30,000 sqm of employment floorspace.  In the 
context of economic growth, the policy notes that the Council will promote the 

delivery of a minimum of 103,500 sqm (net) of new employment development 
during the Plan period, of which 56,000sqm would be E(g)(i)/(ii) development. 

Identifying the overall office development figure within policy S2 supports the 
approach to the various site allocations which will make up this supply as the 
quantum for each site is reflected within the site allocation wording. I will deal 

with the sites which contribute to the overall delivery of this figure later within 
my report, however the identification of a singular (net) employment delivery 

figure in the context of the approach to new development represents a 
justified approach, and one which will enable the Plan to be effective in the 
context of delivering sustainable economic development.  

81. The strategic approach to employment provision across the Borough is set out 
at policy S4. The policy sets out 6 locations which will be the focus for new 

employment opportunities. This includes existing employment locations, new 
employment development within the urban edge, a number of small-scale 
employment allocations and the regeneration of both Eastleigh town centre 

and Eastleigh Riverside. The policy goes on to acknowledge that office and 
retail development will be focused on Eastleigh town centre in the first 

instance. In principle, the policy is soundly based and once again is reflective 
of the core planning principle of making the effective use of land.  

82. However, in order to ensure the policy is effective, MM12 is necessary to the 

policy and reasoned justification to reflect the new use classes classifications 
and to ensure the correct site allocation policies are cross referenced within 

this policy. In addition, in order to add greater clarity, the modification clarifies 
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the residual target and total employment land supply position across the Plan 

period and sets out how it is anticipated that the employment floorspace 
identified by policy S2 will be met. It also sets out the application of the 
sequential approach to office development. This is both necessary and justified 

given that a number of the employment site allocations are in out of centre 
locations.  

83. Policy S4 outlines the detailed approach to employment provision over the 
Plan period. The approach is broadly to support sustainable economic growth 
in a number of defined locations comprising mixed use regeneration, 

greenfield development, extensions to existing business parks, and new 
employment allocations within the urban edges and/or the reuse of buildings 

in the countryside. In addition, the policy also places an emphasis on the 
contribution existing employment sites can make through intensification.  

84. The second part of the policy outlines the approach to office development 
which aims in the first instance to locate development within Eastleigh Town 
centre, the wider Eastleigh urban renaissance quarter, Eastleigh Riverside and 

in district and local centres. This approach accords with both the Framework 
as well as the PfSH Economic Development Strategy in terms of promoting this 

type of use in the most sustainable location which is to be supported. MM12 
outlines a number of modifications to the policy in terms of cross referencing 
allocations within the Plan, and introduces a table which clearly defines the 

target for the Plan period and the various components of supply. Subject to 
the modification outlined above at MM12, the policy would provide a positive 

and aspirational response to the employment requirements of the Borough 
over the Plan period.  

85. The Southampton Airport Economic Gateway (SAEG)/Eastleigh Riverside is 

defined within the evidence base as an employment area of sub regional 
importance. It comprises three site allocations within the Plan (E6, E7 and E9) 

These 3 employment sites make up almost 132,000sqm of allocated 
floorspace.  On the one hand, these sites are noted as strategic employment 
locations of subregional importance32.  They are also noted as providing the 

most significant prime, large scale employment opportunity in southern 
Hampshire.  Indeed, site E6 in particular is extremely well connected to both 

the town centre and the main railway station within Eastleigh.  On the other 
hand, a number of constraints to the development of these sites are noted, 
primarily in terms of access and the necessity for the Chickenhall Lane Link 

Road (CLLR) to provide appropriate access to the sites.   

86. I have concerns given the acknowledged long term aspirational nature of some 

of these SAEG/Eastleigh Riverside sites, having regard to national policy 
contained within the Framework, namely that long term protection for 
employment purposes is not reasonable if there is no reasonable prospect of 

the site being used for that purpose (paragraph 22). The additional evidence33 
prepared on this issue by the Council explains that the Council would not need 

all the potential employment land within the SAEG/Eastleigh Riverside area to 

 
 

 
32 ECONOO6 LEP Transforming Solent Growth Strategy, January 2015 
33 ED103 Employment Provision and the CLLR, October 2020 
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come forward within the Plan period. Appendix 4 to ED103 also clearly sets out 

the various components of supply within the Eastleigh Riverside area and the 
potential access options. On balance, I am content that the longer-term nature 
of these SAEG/Eastleigh Riverside employment site allocations is a justified 

approach given the acknowledged infrastructure requirements which would be 
necessary and the wider benefits that these would deliver to Eastleigh as a 

whole.  

87. In terms of existing employment sites, policy DM15 provides a policy 
framework to protect major, long established employment sites which are 

allocated on the policies map and provides a criteria-based approach in order 
for any redevelopment proposals to be assessed. The policy permits the 

redevelopment of these allocated sites for employment uses as well as 
permitting flexibility for other employment uses outside of the B use classes. 

This is provided certain criteria are met including ensuring the proposals would 
not have a significant impact on the continued primary use of the site and 
whether the use would be preferable  in terms of the amenity of the area or 

highways safety. This wording adds flexibility to the policy and avoids a 
blanket restriction on the loss of employment land which should be avoided. 

MM46 is necessary to update the policy in light of the changes to the UCO. On 
balance, and subject to the modification outlined, the policy presents a 
proportionate approach to the safeguarding of existing employment sites 

within the Borough.  

Conclusion  

88. In conclusion, and subject to the modifications outlined above, the Plan’s 
strategy for economic growth, including the policies concerning employment 
sites, is  positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national 

policy.  

Issue 4 – Whether the Plan’s site allocations are justified, deliverable and 

consistent with national policy 

Introduction 

89. The site allocations which will contribute to the delivery of the planned level of 

growth over the Plan period are set out at chapter 6 of the Plan. Within my 
report, I do not propose to address all of the site allocations, particularly 

where there is no requirement for main modifications. Where individual site 
allocations include necessary infrastructure such as schools and public open 
space, this is reflected within the policy itself.  

90. MM51 and MM52 delete policy DM24 from the Plan and the associated 
reasoned justification. This is necessary as the policy merely listed sites which 

had the benefit of planning permission and these sites are largely under 
construction or built out.  For the same reasons, MM53 deletes policy DM25 
from the Plan. However, where sites are still under construction these have 

been included as new separate allocations.  Given that I do not have the 
power to recommend main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the 

Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required changes.  

91. In addition, the following sites identified as individual allocations either have 
planning permission, have been completed or have been amalgamated with 



Eastleigh Borough Council’s Local Plan 2016-2036, Inspector’s Report March 2022 
 
 

26 
 

other allocations within the Plan so are to be deleted through the following 

main modifications – FO2 (Land North of Mortimers Lane) MM65, FO5 (Land 
East of Knowle Lane) MM68, FO6 (Foxholes Farm, Fair Oak) MM69, FO7 
(Land at Costalot Stables, Blind Lane, Horton Heath) MM70, FO8 (Hammerley 

Farm, Anson Road, Horton Heath) MM71, BU6 (Land adjacent to Woodleigh, 
Windmill Lane, Bursledon) MM79, CF3 (Land south of the supermarket and 

east of Bournemouth Road, Chandlers Ford ) MM91, E2 (Land at Woodside 
Avenue, Eastleigh) MM94. Furthermore, site allocations BU8 (Open space at 
Long Lane, Bursledon) MM82 and HO1 Country Park, (Land south of 

Bursledon Road) MM86.  

92. E10 (Land south of M27, junction 5) MM101 E11 (Western extension to 

Lakeside Country Park, Eastleigh) and MM102 are also deleted from the Plan 
as the proposed open space is complete and open for public use. Site 

allocation HE7 referred to the provision of a cemetery at Kanes Hill, Hedge 
End. This policy is not justified by the evidence base as there is no evidence to 
support such a requirement so has been deleted accordingly from the Plan 

(MM111) along with the necessary associated changes to the reasoned 
justification. It will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to 

these required changes.  

Bishopstoke, Fair Oak and Horton Heath 

Strategic Growth Option (SGO) 

93. A SGO is proposed at policy S5 at land north of Bishopstoke and land north 
and east of Fair Oak.  This policy sought to allocate two sites for 1000 and 

4300 homes respectively.  

94. I have already set out clearly my reasons for the deletion of the SGO and 
associated infrastructure from the Plan. Policies S5 and S6 are deleted from 

the Plan through MM13 - MM25 inclusive. In order to avoid excessive 
repetition on this issue, I do not propose to address all of these modifications 

individually.  However, they are all necessary to enable the Plan to be 
effective.  

95. In Bishopstoke, aside from the deleted SGO and associated infrastructure 

requirements, the only remaining allocation is for healthcare provision in the 
form of policy Bi1, South of Stokewood Surgery, Bishopstoke. MM62 provides 

an inset map for the allocation consistent with how other allocations are 
referred to within the Plan and adds reasoned justification to outline how the 
site may provide for additional healthcare needs arising as a result of the 

planned housing growth in the area, namely land West of Horton Heath which 
I refer to below. This modification is necessary for the policy to be justified 

and effective in its application and subject to this modification, the policy is 
sound.  

96. In terms of Fair Oak, apart from the deleted allocations which I have outlined 

above, there remain 5 site allocations within Fair Oak. Policy FO1 is allocated 
for residential development at West of Durley Road, Horton Heath. MM64 

amends the reference within the policy to the settlement gaps, provides an 
appropriate cross reference to policy DM6 and also updates the reference to 
wastewater infrastructure provision and delivery to ensure the policy approach 
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is justified and effective in this regard. Subject to this modification, the policy 

is sound.  

97. Policy FO3 relates to East of Allington Lane. This is also a site allocated for 
residential development. MM66 includes a number of changes to make the 

policy more effective. As above, these include providing an appropriate cross 
reference to policy DM6 and also updates the reference to wastewater 

infrastructure provision and delivery to ensure the policy approach is justified 
and effective in this regard. The approximate number of dwellings has also 
been increased from 38 to 119 to reflect the most recent planning permission 

on the site. The reasoned justification is also amended to include a reference 
to the ecological interest of part of the site. Subject to this modification, the 

policy is sound.  

98. Policy FO4 refers to Lechlade, Burnetts Lane, Horton Heath. MM67 updates 

the reference to wastewater infrastructure provision and delivery to ensure the 
policy approach is justified and effective in this regard, and for the same 
reasons provides an appropriate cross reference to policy DM6 within the 

policy. Subject to this modification, the policy presents a sound approach.  

99. Policy HH1 refers to Land west of Horton Heath and is recommended as 

MM73.  This comprises and amalgamates the sites previously allocated under 
policy DM24 as sites 28 and 39 as well as site FO6. As a single allocation, the 
site represents a strategic allocation for approximately 1500 dwellings, 

employment land, open space, retail and associated infrastructure provision. 
The site has outline planning permission and is now, along with an adjoining 

site (site allocation FO5) owned by Eastleigh Borough Council who is also the 
developer. In accordance with the housing trajectory, this site will contribute 
210 units to five-year supply and there is clear evidence to support this. The 

policy presents a detailed criteria led policy, referring to a masterplanning 
approach for the site and providing detailed guidance in this regard within the 

reasoned justification. The allocation is reflective of the recent planning 
permissions on the site and is necessary and justified given the comprehensive 
criteria based approach which the policy presents. MM73 also sets out within 

the reasoned justification reference to the provision of new local facilities for 
Horton Heath. The allocation will also necessitate the approximate location of 

necessary highways improvements and open space provision to be illustrated 
on the policies map. Given that I do not have the power to recommend main 
modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the 

policies map in relation to this required change. The modification presents a 
sound approach to the allocation and development of this strategic site in a 

comprehensive manner which will make a significant and important 
contribution to housing delivery over the Plan period.   

Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice and Hound 

100. Within Bursledon, Policy BU1 allocated a residential development site for 
approximately 19 dwellings at Land North of Providence Hill. MM74 updates 

the reference to wastewater infrastructure provision and delivery to ensure the 
policy approach is justified and effective in this regard, as well as providing an 
appropriate cross reference to policy DM6. Subject to this modification, the 

policy is sound.  
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101. Policy BU2 refers to Heath House Farm and is a further residential site 

allocated for approximately 38 dwellings. In parallel with BU1 above, MM75 
updates the reference to wastewater infrastructure provision and delivery to 
ensure the policy approach is justified and effective in this regard, as well as 

providing an appropriate cross reference to policy DM6. It also adds text in 
relation to supporting the Bechstein’s food source (grassland habitat) to 
ensure that ecological matters in relation to the site are adequately addressed. 
In light of this modification, the allocation is sound.  

102. Policy BU3 allocates a residential development site for approximately 50 

dwellings at land lying south east of Windmill Lane.  MM76 updates the 
reference to wastewater infrastructure provision and delivery to ensure the 

policy approach is justified and effective in this regard, as well as providing an 
appropriate cross reference to policy DM6. The policy wording has also been 

strengthened in relation to the adjoining Bursledon Windmill Conservation 
Area to ensure that the heritage assets are adequately referenced within the 
policy, to ensure that the policy is effective.  Subject to this modification, the 

policy is sound.  

103. MM77 and MM78 provide inset maps for the associated allocations at policy 

BU4 (Tansfield Stud) and BU5 (Land at Heath Green, Heath House Lane, 
Hedge End). The inset maps are justified to ensure the policies are effective in 
terms of their application and to ensure the Plan presents a consistent 

approach in this regard. Subject to these modifications, policies BU4 and BU5 
are sound.  

104.  Finally, policy BU6 allocates the Riverside Boatyard, Blundell Lane, 
Burlesdown for mixed use development. The modification here is addressed by 
MM80, a number of the changes necessary are to ensure a consistency of 

approach in relation to the two boatyard sites (see policy HA2, Riverside and 
MM84 outlined at paragraph 109 below).  

105. With MM80, the allocation reflects that the Boatyard use itself is protected 
through policy DM20, and accordingly the site is more accurately described as 
adjoining the boatyard. The site boundary requires amending to reflect this. 

Given that I do not have the power to recommend main modifications to the 
policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to 

this required change.  

106. An inset map is also necessary to identify the site area, for consistency with 
how other site allocations are identified within the Plan. Appropriate uses 

include boatyard and/or hotel use as well as holiday accommodation. These 
uses are reflective of the potential of the site to accommodate a range of uses 

identified. A number of development criteria have been amended, in principle 
these relate to the provision of SuDS, details of buffering required to protect 
the headwater system and associated waterway as well as specific measures 

relating to green infrastructure and habitat provision. These modifications are 
necessary to ensure that the ecological impacts of any proposed development 

here are adequately addressed. For the same reason, a contribution towards 
the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership is also identified by the policy as 
well as the provision of a management plan in order to improve the 

relationship of the site to the River Hamble and sites designated as being of 
nature conservation value.   
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107. I have also amended modification MM80 following the main modifications 

consultation to ensure consistency with paragraph 6.2.56 and policy HA2 of 
the Plan, as there is no evidence of long identified need for a high-quality hotel 
to be provided within the Hamble Peninsula. The evidence in this regard is 

both limited and dated and the Council accepted this position in relation to site 
HA2. As a result, the modification deletes the reasoned justification at 6.2.32. 

108. Within Hamble-le-Rice, there are a total of 3 allocations. MM83 provides an 
inset map for the associated allocation at policy HA1, Railway station parking, 
Hamble.  MM85 provides an inset map for Hamble Airfield. In both of these 

instances, the inset map is justified to ensure the policies are effective in 
terms of their application and to ensure the Plan presents a consistent 

approach in this regard. Subject to these modifications, the policy approach is 
sound. 

109. Policy HA2 allocates the Mercury Marina and Riverside Camping and Caravan 
Park for mixed use development. This site was subject to discussion at two 
separate hearing sessions during the course of the examination. The site is a 

brownfield site which provides an important function for the local community 
through the provision of, amongst other things, water sports facilities and uses 

used by the local sea scouts and sea cadets. The allocation outlines that the 
site is suitable for a range of uses including marina, holiday accommodation 
and car parking/boat storage. However, MM84 deletes the specific reference 

to hotel use within the policy along with the reasoned justification as there is 
no evidence to support the long-identified need for a high-quality hotel on the 

Hamble Peninsula. Accordingly, this element of the policy is not justified by the 
evidence base.  

110. There was significant evidence presented in relation to the viability of a 

number of development options on this site, as well as more extensive 
development proposals forming part of a masterplan approach for the site. In 

order to recognise that alternative uses may be supported here, the 
modification MM84 mirrors the wording of policy DM20 in terms of 
acknowledging that floorspace not restricted to boat related uses maybe 

suitable on the site.  This is necessary for the policy to be justified and 
positively prepared. In addition, the modification strengthens the reasoned 

justification in relation to the training facilities for sailing and canoeing and 
other water sports which use the site, placing an emphasis on not just 
retaining but enhancing these facilities. Given the widely recognised important 

community role that these facilities provide this is also necessary for the policy 
to be justified. Furthermore, the reasoned justification is also amended to 

emphasise the ecological sensitive locations adjacent to the site and to provide 
a cross reference to policy DM11 in this regard.  Subject to this modification, 
the allocation at Mercury Marina and Riverside Camping and Caravan Park is 

sound.  

Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury 

111. There are three site allocations in total for Chandler’s Ford. MM87 provides for 
a new policy at CF1 Land at Common Road Industrial Estate, Chandler’s Ford. 
This is an allocation for approximately 30 dwellings, the site was previously 

listed under policy DM25. It reflects the changing nature of the immediate 
area, for example the Drapers Tools factory site opposite the site has planning 
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permission for residential use.  The modification provides a criteria-based 

policy approach, covering such matters as the existing topography and flood 
risk, vehicular access, a cross reference to policy DM6 in terms of sustainable 
urban drainage and the requirements for a site level HRA. Overall, the policy 

presents a justified and effective approach. Given that I do not have the power 
to recommend main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council 

to amend the policies map in relation to this required change.  

112. Policy CF2 is Land to the rear of 75-99 Hiltingbury Road, an allocation for 
approximately 16 dwellings through MM88. This site was also previously listed 

on the now deleted policy DM25. The policy and reasoned justification reflect a 
criteria-based approach to the development of the site, and the policy is 

justified given the sites central location in close proximity to a number of 
services and facilities. As a result, the policy represents a sound approach. As 

noted above regarding site CF1, as I do not have the power to recommend 
main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the 
policies map in relation to the required changes.  

113. Policy CF3 relates to the Central Precinct in Chandler’s Ford. It is allocated for 
a mixed commercial and residential development, MM89 amends the 

identified uses in light of the changes to the UCO, as well as including a cross 
reference to policy DM22 and referencing the wastewater network. Overall, the 
allocation presents an appropriate mix of uses within this central location and 

the policy is sound.  

114. Finally, policy CF4 allocates Land at Steele Close, Chandlers Ford for a mixed-

use development. It comprises an operational fire station which has been 
declared surplus to requirements by the Hampshire Fire and Rescue Service. 
MM90 amends the site area and the uses in light of the changes to the UCO 

and includes a reference to the application of the sequential test given the 
sites location adjacent to junction 13 of the M3. Given that I do not have the 

power to recommend main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the 
Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required changes. 
Overall, the policy subject to the modification outlined, presents a 

proportionate approach given the site’s location and the uses envisaged and 
the policy is therefore sound.  

Eastleigh  

115. This is the main town within the Borough, providing the main shopping centre 
for the Borough as well as a number of significant employment locations. The 

approach to the site allocations here are to address a number of land use 
requirements including retail and employment provision over the Plan period. 

A number of the main modifications are required to reflect the changes to the 
UCO which have occurred since the Plan was submitted for examination, in 
particular these changes have had significant impacts on the approach to the 

designated shopping frontage which I shall set out in further detail below.  

116. Policy E1 contains the Land at the Civic Offices, Leigh Road. The site is 

allocated for a range of uses including offices, employment, education and 
training with community facilities and residential use also referred to. MM92 
amends the site area, inset map and address to delete the reference to the 

former Magistrates Court which no longer forms part of the allocation. It will 
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be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required 

changes.  

117. The modification also places an emphasis on achieving a density of 
development which optimises the use of the site and deletes the previous 

reference to a masterplan which is neither justified nor necessary at this site. 
Corresponding changes to the reasoned justification are also included within 

the modification. Subject to MM92, the site allocation is sound and justified.  

118. MM93 replaces the deleted policy E2 which allocated Land at Woodside 
Avenue (deleted as site under construction and largely complete)  with Land at 

Toynbee Road for residential development comprising approximately 64 
dwellings. This allocation was originally listed under policy DM25 (now 

deleted). The site includes the vacant Jewsons store and a number of vehicle 
rental, repair and storage business premises. The site is well located in terms 

of accessibility to shops and services within the town. The allocation includes a 
number of development requirements. In terms of permeability, the allocation 
reflects the fact that the existing footbridge into Archers Road does not meet 

current standards and as such the allocation includes for a replacement 
footbridge over the railway line to the immediate north of the site. It will be 

for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required 
changes. Overall, the allocation is adequately justified by the evidence and is 
sound. 

119. Policy E4 is for the Urban Renaissance Quarter. This is a mixed-use site 
allocation on the approach to Eastleigh town centre. Recent planning 

permissions as well as completed developments limit the extent to which 
opportunities for redevelopment exist in this location, particularly because a 
number of the individual development sites within the allocation have recently 

been completed. As a result, the Council will need to revise the boundary as 
illustrated for the allocation on the policies map to reflect these changes. It 

will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required 
changes.  

120. MM96  is necessary to amend the policy in light of these recent permissions 

and completions. The modification deletes (iii) which was text relating to the 
Romsey Road frontage.  The Plan as a whole places an emphasis on higher 

density development within Eastleigh. In order to ensure the policies of the 
Plan support this, MM96 also amends the wording of criteria (i) to ensure that 
any residential, office or community development here achieves at least three 

stories in height. This is necessary for the policy to be effective.  

121. Eastleigh River Side (policy E6) relates to an extensive area including existing 

industrial sites and railway sidings to the east of Eastleigh railway station and 
extending to Southampton airport to the south. The area also includes 
currently inaccessible greenfield land to the south of the Fareham railway line. 

It presents potentially the most significant brownfield development site within 
the Borough and subject to the necessary infrastructure works outlined within 

the policy, has the capacity to deliver a significant amount of floorspace and 
deliver a range of appropriate town centre uses, including residential 
development. In order to achieve this, the policy requires a masterplan 

approach, which should emphasise the genuine opportunities for enhanced 
pedestrian and cycle connectivity between the site and the town centre.  
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122. Policy E6 identifies appropriate uses and seeks to promote the redevelopment 

of existing industrial premises subject to a number of detailed policy criteria. 
In the first instance, the policy would require the preparation of a development 
brief and masterplan for the site, which could include, mixed use development 

with opportunities for a variety of land use types as supported by the policy 
wording. This presents a flexible approach which would allow development 

proposals to be assessed against a defined set of development criteria which 
are justified and effective. MM97 amends the uses which are deemed to be 
appropriate at the site, reflective of the changes which have occurred to the 

UCO. The modification adds additional policy wording to the criteria to ensure 
that provision is made for the relocation or retention of the existing bus depot 

facility, this is necessary for effectiveness. Furthermore, the modification also 
ensures that specific reference is made to the area within Eastleigh Riverside 

which is defined for business and/or industrial development, this is justified in 
light of the employment evidence base.  I outline at paragraphs 85 to 86 the 
relevance of the CLLR to the development potential of this site, as well as 

policy E7 and E9. Accordingly, I do not propose to repeat these points here but 
merely acknowledge the important role the CLLR can play to the long-term 

vision for this site and the neighbouring site. MM97 ensures that this key 
infrastructure component is accurately reflected by the policy and reasoned 
justification. Subject to this modification, policy E6 is sound.  

123. Policy E7 refers to development opportunities adjoining Eastleigh Riverside, 
specifically east of the railway works. The policy seeks to permit the 

development of 8.5 hectares of land for employment generating uses provided 
a number of detailed criteria are met. MM98 removes text within the policy 
relating to policy E9 which is not relevant to the policy wording, amends the 

site area to ensure it is accurate, updates the uses which will be appropriate in 
light of the changes to the UCO, and includes an appropriate cross reference 

to the CLLR. The modification also introduces additional reasoned justification 
to acknowledge the important economic role that the site has. This is a 
justified approach. Given that I do not have the power to recommend main 

modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the 
policies map in relation to these required changes. Overall, subject to this 

modification, the policy is sound.  

124. Policy E9 relates to the allocation at Southampton Airport. The policy provides 
a framework for future development at the airport, recognising that the 

Council will continue to work with the operators to promote its viability and 
support its expansion subject to a number of development criteria. MM100 

adds an inset map, amends the reference from countryside gaps to settlement 
gaps for consistency with the rest of the Plan, updates the amount of 
floorspace envisaged for employment uses and/or airport related activities and 

updates the uses which are considered appropriate in light of the changes to 
the UCO (including changes to the reasoned justification) and provides an 

appropriate cross reference to the CLLR. The modification also adds additional 
development criteria relating to a site level HRA requirement. This modification 
is necessary in order to ensure the policy is effective and as a result the policy 

is sound.  

125. MM103 provides an inset map for the associated allocation at policy E12 

Aviary Estate, Eastleigh. The inset map is necessary to ensure the policy is 
effective in terms of its application and to ensure the Plan presents a 
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consistent approach in this regard. Subject to this modification, policy E12 is 

sound.  

Allbrook and North Boyatt 

126. There are two site allocations at Allbrook, policy AL1, Land east of Allbrook 

Way and policy AL2, Land west of Allbrook Way. Policy AL1 allocates the site 
for approximately 95 dwellings. MM104 deletes the references within the 

policy to the SGO which no longer forms part of the Plan. As a result, the 
references within the policy to a new link road are changed to relief road with 
an appropriate reference to addressing the existing traffic constraints on 

Allbrook Hill and the requirement for an appropriate transport assessment. 
This is a justified approach.  The modification also introduces a cross reference 

to policy DM6 and the delivery of the necessary wastewater network 
reinforcement. Subject to this modification, the policy at AL1 is sound. 

127. Policy AL2 allocates a site at Land west of Allbrook Way for approximately 45 
dwellings. MM105 deletes the references within the policy to the SGO which 
no longer forms part of the Plan. As a result, the references within the policy 

to a new link road are changed to relief road with an appropriate cross 
reference to policy AL1 above. The modification also introduces a reference to 

an appropriate landscape scheme, this is justified to ensure that the impacts 
of the development are suitably addressed in this regard. The modification 
also introduces a cross reference to policy DM6 and the delivery of the 

necessary wastewater network reinforcement. The modification also deletes 
the reasoned justification set out at paragraph 6.4.73 concerning the SGO 

which has been deleted through other modifications referred to within this 
report. Subject to this modification, the approach is sound. 

Hedge End, West End and Botley 

128. There are 6 key housing site allocations within Hedge End. The town and 
immediate area have seen a significant amount of new residential 

development in recent years. It now represents the second largest settlement 
in the Borough and contributes a significant proportion of employment 
floorspace, as well as out of town retail development. The allocations here 

reflect the settlement’s exiting provision and look to expand upon the 
established role the centre has within the Borough.  

129. Land West of Woodhouse Lane (HE1) is a strategic site allocation for 
approximately 605 dwellings and associated infrastructure including a new 
secondary school, sports facilities, new local centre and public open space. 

Planning permission has been granted for the development of the site and this 
is reflected in the latest housing trajectory which envisages 105 dwellings 

contributing towards five-year supply and there is clear evidence to support 
this. MM106 is necessary to ensure the policy reflects the most up to date 
housing delivery figures, changing the reference from countryside gaps to 

settlement gaps to ensure consistency with other policies within the Plan, as 
well as updating the reference to wastewater infrastructure provision and 

delivery and the addition of a cross reference to policies DM34 and DM6 to 
ensure the policy approach is justified in this regard.  

130. Policies HE2 and HE3 are allocated for approximately 106 and 16 dwellings 

respectively. Allocation HE2 refers to Land at Sundays Hill and Land north of 
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Peewit Hill Close, a further site which has planning permission.  Policy HE3 

refers to Land at Home Farm, St John’s Road, Hedge End which will delivery 
housing beyond the first 5 years of the Plan. Although a majority of the site is 
safeguarded for sharp sand and gravel in the adopted Hampshire Minerals and 

Waste Local Plan (2013), I am content that the site represents an appropriate 
housing site despite this safeguarding. Both of these sites include detailed 

criteria-based policies covering a number of matters including housing types 
and tenure, infrastructure provision and appropriate landscaping measures. 
MM107 and MM108 are necessary to make the policy wording, cross 

referencing to policies within the Plan and associated reasoned justification 
more effective and also reflect a consistent approach to wastewater provision 

across the site allocations. 

131. Land off Peewit Hill Close and Dodwell Lane is covered by policy HE4. This is a 

prominent site located just off junction 8 of the M27 and is allocated for 
employment purposes. MM109 is necessary to reduce the site area as the 
original site area identified  is not deliverable. In order to reflect this, a new 

inset map has been produced and associated updates to the policies map will 
be necessary. It will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to 

this required change. In addition, the policy wording will be strengthened to 
identify the amount of employment floorspace deliverable on the site and 
include references to the application of a sequential site assessment as well as 

adding additional references to landscape screening. MM81 is also necessary 
to delete the associated reasoned justification for consistency. Subject to 

these modifications, the policy is sound.  

132. MM110 is necessary to modify policy HE5 Land at Netley Firs, Kanes Hill, 
Hedge End which is a further employment site to provide greater clarity in 

relation to the amount of floorspace the site can provide and the changes to 
the UCO.  

133. West End lies to the south western boundary of the Borough adjoining 
Southampton. It includes a local centre and contains a significant amount of 
the Borough’s employment floorspace. As a result, 3 of the allocations in the 

West End are for employment purposes with the remaining allocation covering 
the Ageas Bowl. 

134. Policies WE1, WE2 and WE3 are site allocations for employment use at 
Chalcroft Business Park. The existing business park is covered by policy WE1 
whilst policy WE2 represents an opportunity to extend the existing business 

park provision through a modest extension to the south of the existing 
allocation. This site is in single ownership and represents an opportunity to 

deliver employment floorspace during the earlier years of the Plan period. In a 
similar manner, WE3 allocates land to extend the existing Berrywood Business 
Park.  MM112, MM113 and MM114 amend the policies so that they are 

consistent with other site allocations in indicating the site area clearly within 
the Plan. Additional text to the policies to indicate the application of the 

sequential approach in relation to any office use is also necessary in light of 
the Council’s overall approach to employment floorspace in out of centre 
locations. Subject to these modifications, the policies present a sound 

approach.   
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135. Policy WE4 allocates the Ageas Bowl and Tennis Centre at Botley Road. Part of 

this site includes the internationally known cricket facility which is the home of 
Hampshire County Cricket. The importance of this facility to Eastleigh and 
beyond is recognised within the Plan, which highlights that the Ageas Bowl 

along with the Hampshire Tennis and Health club, associated golf course and 
hotel venue provide a centre of sporting excellence of regional significance. 

136. Notwithstanding the recognised regional significance of the facilities located 
here, there is a need to balance the importance of this site with the wider 
landscape character of the area. In order to do this, the allocation should seek 

to provide a positive policy framework for any future development proposals, 
whilst focusing on the outdoor recreational focus. Given this objective and the 

site’s acknowledged regional and international significance, the current policy 
wording presents a restrictive approach which is neither justified nor effective.  

Accordingly, MM115 seeks to address this by amending the policy wording to 
provide a positive approach to supporting new development in this location, 
where it facilitates the important sporting role of the site. The criteria-based 

policy also recognises that an element of residential development on the north 
west corner of the site, as defined on the policies map maybe acceptable. 

However, any development of this nature would need to ensure that the 
function of the Ageas Bowl as an international cricket ground and events 
location is not compromised, and the revised policy wording reflects this 

requirement.  

137. For consistency with how other site allocations are referenced within the Plan, 

the modification also provides an inset map. The site boundary is also 
extended to reflect the modification proposed. It will be for the Council to 
amend the policies map in relation to these required changes.  

138. The modification goes on to provide a greater emphasis on providing high 
quality design development which respects the existing site and its wider 

setting, including no adverse impacts on the adjacent Telegraph Woods SINC. 
Subject to this modification, the policy for the Ageas Bowl and Tennis Centre 
presents a sound approach. 

139. The Parish of Botley is located on the eastern boundary of the Borough, 
bordering Fair Oak and Horton Heath. There are 4 site allocations for 

residential development here as follows. 

140. Policy BO1 allocates Land south of Maddoxford Lane and east of Crows Nest 
Lane for residential development. The capacity of the site reflects its rural 

setting and the development criteria within the policy cover issues such as 
access, biodiversity and landscaping. MM116 is necessary to make the policy 

wording and associated reasoned justification effective and reflects a 
consistent approach across the site allocations to wastewater provision. 
Subject to this modification, the policy approach is sound.  

141. Policy BO2 is a 26-hectare site on the north eastern side of Winchester Street. 
It represents one of the larger allocations in Botley for up to 375 dwellings and 

the site has a resolution to grant planning permission. In accordance with the 
trajectory, it will contribute 50 units to the five-year supply and there is clear 
evidence to support this. A number of modifications are necessary for the 

policy to be justified and effective, there are covered by MM117. The site 
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name has been amended to more accurately reflect the location of the site. It 

will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to these required 
changes.  

142. In addition, the number of dwellings the site can deliver has also been 

amended to more accurately reflect the recent resolution to grant planning 
permission here. The recent resolution to grant planning permission does not 

include any employment floorspace and accordingly, the modification seeks to 
delete this requirement from the policy as this is no longer deliverable. The 
policy wording in relation to the sustainable drainage strategy has been 

amended to cross reference policy DM6. The wording in relation to public 
rights of way has been amended to include reference to the delivery of a 

section of the new strategic footpath/cycleway/bridleway route between the 
Winchester Road and Wangfield Lane to link with the proposed Botley to 

Bishops Waltham rail trail. Given that I do not have the power to recommend 
main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the 
policies map to reflect this route.  

143.  Finally, the final criterion in relation to wastewater provision is amended 
through the modification to ensure, amongst other things, the development is 

phased to align with the delivery of any necessary wastewater network 
reinforcement. Subject to this modification, the policy presents a sound 
housing allocation in a suitable location which will play an important role in 

contributing a number of dwellings to the five-year housing supply.   

144. Policies B03 and B04 are smaller housing sites within Botley. B03 is Land east 

of Kings Copse Avenue and east of Tanhouse Lane and is allocated for 
approximately 120 dwellings. The site falls within the River Hamble Country 
Park Estate, and MM118 amends the policy including the site area and 

increases the indicative number of dwellings to reflect the most recent 
evidence produced by the landowner. It also adds a reference to River Hamble 

Country Park Estate within the reasoned justification. The modification also 
cross references policy DM6 whilst ensuring that the policy adequately 
references the wastewater network. MM119 to policy BO4 which is Land north 

of Myrtle Cottage, Winchester Road also cross references policy DM6 whilst 
ensuring that the policy adequately references the wastewater network. In 

both of these cases, the modifications are required to ensure that the are 
sound.  

Conclusion  

145. I conclude that subject to the modifications noted above, the Plan’s site 
allocations are justified, deliverable and consistent with national policy. 
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Issue 5 - Whether the Plan’s infrastructure and transport policies and 

proposals will provide for the planned level of growth identified over the 
Plan period 

Infrastructure 

146. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)34 was produced as a Background Paper 
in June 2018 and subsequently updated in October 2018.  It provides a 

detailed assessment of infrastructure requirements across a broad range of 
facilities, services and amenities across the Plan period.  The IDP outlines 
indicative costs for individual projects in a clear and precise manner and where 

possible, identifies the mechanisms which will be used to fund the necessary 
physical, green, social and community infrastructure required, taking into 

account the viability and deliverability of new development. These include but 
are not limited to the use of government grants such as the Transforming 

Cities Fund, Housing Infrastructure Fund and New Homes Bonus as well as 
planning obligations. Overall, it presents a comprehensive assessment of the 
implications of the planned growth in the Local Plan on infrastructure 

requirements across the Borough. 

147. A viability assessment35 was carried out by the Council in line with the advice 

in national planning policy and guidance. It was scrutinised as part of this 
examination in relation to other policy matters, noted above. I am satisfied 
that a robust assessment of viability has been undertaken such that the scale 

of obligations and policy burdens will not prevent development being delivered 
in a timely manner.  

 
148. Strategic policies S10 and S11 outline the framework for securing both green 

infrastructure and community facilities. Both policies provide clear detail on 

the type of facility envisaged, and the mechanisms which will be used to 
facilitate such provision. In terms of policy S10, the policy addresses Green 

Infrastructure which includes spaces and habitats with varying functions such 
as accessible countryside. The policy aims to enhance, expand and connect 
green infrastructure and biodiversity networks within the Borough.  MM30 is 

necessary for clarity to ensure that the policy correctly references the 
Hampshire ecological network map as well as adding additional text to 

paragraph 4.67 to correctly reference the Hampshire County Council Physical 
Activity Strategy 2018-2021. Subject to this modification, the policy presents 
a suitable framework for supporting green infrastructure provision through the 

Plan period. 

149. Policy S11 addresses community facilities. It seeks to outline how the Council 

will ensure that adequate provision is made for the needs of the Borough’s 
communities through the Plan period. MM31 amends the reference from 
churches to faith groups to ensure that all community needs are suitably 

addressed. The modification also deletes a number of associated references to 
community facilities associated with the SGO which is no longer part of the 

 
 
 
34 DEL001 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Background Paper June 2018 and DEL002 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update, October 2018 
35 DEL004a and DEL004b Local Plan Viability Study and associated Appendices, June 2018 
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Plan. This change is necessary to ensure that the policy if effective in its 

application. 
 
Transport 

150. Policy S12 sets the strategic approach to transport infrastructure across the 
Borough. The policy outlines the key transport infrastructure which will be 

delivered over the Plan period, which includes a mixture of highways and road 
improvements, public transport priorities routes, the Eastleigh cycle route 
network and improved pedestrian and railway enhancements. The approach 

outlined by both policy S12 and S13 is supported by a considerable amount of 
evidence submitted by the Council 36. In particular, the Eastleigh Strategic 

Transport Study37 informed the initial stages of the Plan and was subsequently 
updated by additional evidence38.   

151. MM32 is necessary to improve the clarity and effectiveness of policy S12, by 
rewording the policy to provide a greater emphasis on sustainable modes of 
transport and ensuring the cross referencing to other transport related 

projects within the Plan is consistent and clear. The modification amends the 
reasoned justification to ensure it is consistent with these objectives. The 

modification also removes the reference to the provision of a new link road 
connecting the north of Bishopstoke, Fair Oak SGO with the M3 Junction 12 via 
Allbrook. In light of my recommended main modifications regarding the 

deletion of the SGO (policies S5 and S6) this link road is not a justified part of 
the Plan.  

152. Policy S13 provides the strategic policy framework for the creation of new and 
improving existing footpaths, cycleways and bridleway links across the 
Borough.  A number of these new routes are identified within the policy and 

subsequently through the key diagram. MM33 strengthens the policy wording 
to reference connecting key destinations, whilst additional wording introduces 

greater flexibility to the precise route of any new proposals so that it can be 
incorporated within the design development. This additional policy wording is 
necessary to ensure the policy is effective in its application. This policy is both 

necessary and justified given the importance of green infrastructure within the 
Borough as well as the Council’s desire to improve the network of multi-

functional non-vehicular routes across the Borough. Subject to this 
modification, policy S13 presents an effective and justified approach which is 
consistent with the objectives of national policy aimed at promoting 

sustainable development.  

153. Where necessary, specific policies such as BO5, BO6, HE4, FO9 and E6, E7 and 

E9 provide the policy framework for the delivery of a number of the key new 
and improved transport infrastructure projects envisaged by policy S12. A 
number of these transport infrastructure projects merit further discussion, and 

 
 

 
36 TRA001-TRA015 inclusive comprise the evidence base to the Plan on Transport related 

matters however a number of these documents relate to specific elements of the SGO 

(policies S5 and S6) which are deleted from the Plan.  
37 TRA010a Eastleigh Strategic Transport Study, December 2015 and associated appendices 

(TRA010a-TRA010g) 
38 TRA015 Transport Assessment Update, April 2019 
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these are addressed below. The conclusions I have drawn in relation to these 

elements of transport infrastructure have been informed by the policies map, 
representations, the evidence prepared and where necessary subsequently 
updated following the hearing sessions. MM72 amends the reference and title 

of FO9 to FO4 in light of renumbering which has taken place within the Plan.  

Chickenhall Lane Link Road (CLLR)  

154. The CLLR is described as a high priority important long term road scheme for 
the Borough. The road would be located between Bishopstoke Road and Wide 
Lane, although the precise alignment would be determined as part of a 

detailed masterplanning exercise. The road would provide a by-pass for 
Eastleigh Town Centre, which will go some way towards addressing existing 

significant journey time delays as well as peak hour traffic congestion along 
the B3037 and A335 and existing air quality problems.   

155. Whilst I commend the overall objective to address existing congestion within 
Eastleigh, the evidence to support the safeguarding of the CLLR was historical 
and lacked sufficient detail. A great deal of emphasis had been placed on the 

desire to provide such a link road, without any robust up to date evidence to 
support the safeguarding of land within the Plan for this purpose. In addition, 

it was unclear to what extent the road would be necessary to access potential 
employment site allocations E6, E7 and E9. I have no reason to doubt that the 
CLLR would be of benefit to the area concerned, however its inclusion within 

the Plan needs to be based on realistic potential that the road will come 
forward.  

156. Despite the CLLR being desirable to the delivery of a number of site 
allocations, the Plan was unclear as to what proposals would in effect bring 
forward the CLLR, whether or not the CLLR was essential in order to bring 

forward these particular sites and as a result, the overall deliverability of these 
sites in light of these potential access constraints. The Council have addressed 

this through the preparation of additional feasibility work with a number of key 
landowners39. The Council prepared additional evidence concerning the timing, 
phasing, delivery and funding of the CLLR as well as clarification relating to the 

necessity of the CLLR to deliver the employment site allocations referred to.  

157. This additional evidence40 concludes that there is a reasonable prospect of a 

viable and deliverable road scheme coming forward in the medium term to 
deliver the part of the road necessary to realise sufficient employment land to 
meet the Plans target. The evidence is supported by a signed Memorandum of 

Understanding between the landowners and developers concerned in relation 
to the delivery of the employment site allocations. This includes exploring 

options and opportunities to deliver the employment site with the associated 
infrastructure and providing an indicative timetable.  

158. The evidence update explains recent development activity at the employment 

sites, notably discussions regarding a potential joint venture to facilitate road 

 
 
 
39 ED103A Letter from Network Rail re CLLR and Employment Provision, November 2020  
40 ED103 Eastleigh Borough Council’s Position Statement on Employment Provision and the 
CLLR, October 2020 
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access to the sites in a comprehensive manner. This to me is a positive 

indication that a comprehensive scheme can come forward which will prioritise 
infrastructure delivery in a coordinated manner. MM97, MM98 and MM100 
introduce text to ensure that policies E6, E7, E9 and the reasoned justification 

clearly reference the provision of the CLLR as part of the any redevelopment 
proposals.  

 
159. A fully funded programme for the delivery of the CLLR is not available at this 

present time. Nevertheless, the Council have pointed to recent examples 

where funding has successfully been secured within the Borough for the 
delivery of other transport infrastructure projects such as the Botley Bypass 

and new infrastructure associated with the West Horton Heath development 
site (site allocation HH1). As a result, I am satisfied that there is a reasonable 

prospect that funding mechanisms could be utilised for the CLLR during this 
Plan period. The Council have also outlined potential phasing options for the 
CLLR although acknowledge that at this stage, the phasing of the CLLR is 

indicative. Additional reasoned justification included within MM97 indicates a 
commitment to a phased approach, with the first phases being those parts of 

the CLLR necessary to deliver the above employment allocations. This is a 
justified approach given the relative importance of these employment sites to 
the longer term overall employment land supply within the Borough.  

160. I have addressed all of the modifications necessary to the employment site 
allocations in detail earlier within my report. However, in the context of the 

CLLR, the approach to the CLLR is neither justified or effective. In order to 
rectify this, MM97, MM98, MM99, MM100 are necessary in order to provide 
clarity regarding the delivery of the CLLR and the roles of the site allocations 

in achieving this. To do this, the modifications strengthen the policy wording at 
policies E6, E7 and E9 as well as the reasoned justification to ensure that 

development proposals should make reference to a contribution towards the 
full link road only where there is a reasonable prospect of a full link road being 
viable and deliverable. Any contribution/funding should be proportionate to the 

traffic impacts of the proposal and parts of the road should be constructed as 
part of the new site access arrangements. This modification is necessary for 

the policies to be effective.  

161. Based on the evidence presented and subject to the modifications outlined 
above, the safeguarding of a route for the proposed CLLR is justified and 

effective. It would assist in the long-term delivery of a number of employment 
site allocations which I have already addressed.  

 
Policy BO5 -Botley bypass 

 

162. The Botley bypass comprises a new road to the north of Botley village as well 
as improvements to Woodhouse Lane. It is identified as a strategic transport 

project at policy S12 and secured planning permission in 2018. Funding for the 
delivery of the road has been secured through the Housing Delivery Fund. 
Policy BO5 sets out various criteria for the delivery of the road, and MM120 

clarifies the requirement to promote traffic management measures within 
Botley village in association with the bypass. Subject to this modification, the 

policy is justified and effective.  
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Conclusion  

 
163. I find that subject to the MMs set out, the Plan’s infrastructure and transport 

policies and proposals will provide for the planned level of growth identified 

over the Plan period.  It is soundly based in terms of transport and 
infrastructure provision across the Plan period.  

 
Issue 6 – Whether the Plan provides a sound approach towards meeting 
housing needs across different groups in the community and whether the 

approach to housing standards is justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy?  

 
Affordable Housing 

164. As stated by the Framework, the local plan should meet the full objectively 
assessed need for both market and affordable housing.  At its starting point, 
policy S2 advises the Council will support the provision of an average of 165 

(net) new affordable dwellings per annum which equates to at least 3300 new 
affordable homes over the Plan period. However, the evidence base to support 

this figure41 was not based on the most up-to-date requirement for the Plan 
period 2016-2036.  It cannot therefore represent a robust starting point for 
assessing the level of affordable housing needed for the Borough.   

165. At my request, the Council updated this evidence42 in the form of the ORS 
update. This latest evidence takes into account the current unmet need as well 

as projecting future unmet need, providing a detailed explanation of the 
various components which make up projected growth for affordable housing. 
The report concludes that there will be a total need for 4000 affordable 

dwellings in addition to the current stock, which equates to 200 dwellings per 
year, or 28% of the requirement. This results in a 35 dwelling per annum 

increase over and above the requirement of the submitted Plan. The approach 
adopted accords with both the PPG and the Framework in this regard.  

166. Policy DM30 addresses the delivery of affordable housing over the Plan period, 

the starting point being that 35% affordable housing will be required to be 
delivered on sites which meet the defined criteria.  This percentage is greater 

than the proportion of affordable homes needed. However, there are good 
reasons for this. Firstly, the aforementioned 28% figure is net – it is possible 
that there may be some losses of affordable homes during the Plan period. 

However, more fundamentally, some sites will not provide the 35% sought by 
policy DM30. Indeed, the Plan specifically includes a site size threshold for 

applying this element of the policy, along with a viability clause. Consequently, 
if there is any chance of the Plan securing 28% affordable housing, it is in my 
view necessary that the policy requirement is set at a higher level.  

167. MM57 amends the criteria of the policy at i and iii to increase the site size 
threshold from 0.33ha to 0.5ha and also amends the number of dwellings 

capable of being accommodated on the site from 11 or more dwellings to 10 

 
 

 
41 HOU006 ORS Assessment of Affordable Housing and Other Housing Types, July 2017  

42 ED102 Affordable Housing Update ORS, July 2020 
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or more. The final part of the policy introduces an element of flexibility to 

these criteria, by acknowledging that there may well be circumstances where a 
lower proportion of affordable housing is justified in terms of the impacts on 
the economic viability of the proposed scheme. This approach is in accordance 

with that outlined at paragraph 50 of the Framework. Whilst this approach 
may result in some circumstances where affordable housing needs will not be 

met in full, the policy to my mind sets a realistic and proportionate approach. 

168. The threshold levels identified by policy DM30 have been tested through the 
viability work43  produced as part of the evidence base which considers the 

viability implications of a threshold level set at 0%, 20% and 35% affordable 
housing. This evidence demonstrates that in a majority of cases the 35% 

threshold level would be realistic and achievable, however there were 
examples where the likelihood of this level being achieved was more 

questionable, for example on low rise flatted development on brownfield sites. 
The modification which supports additional flexibility should go some way 
towards addressing this issue. Taking into account the modification outlined, 

the Plan’s approach to affordable housing is sound.  

Gypsies and Travellers 

169. The Council published its Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
(GTAA) in February 2017 (CD HOU017). This report and the approach adopted 
including the methodology used to assess requirements over the Plan period 

accords with the Planning Policy for Travellers Sites (PPTS) 2015. It represents 
a comprehensive approach and sound part of the evidence base.  

170. This report identified the need for five pitches over the Plan period. Since the 
report was published, one pitch which was previously identified as 
unauthorised has now been granted full permission and as a result, the 

residual requirement is now for 4 pitches. Policy DM33 confirms that this need 
will be met through the allocation of sites through policies BU4 and BU5. The 

policy goes onto provide a five-part criteria-based policy to assess any further 
proposals for gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople provision over the 
Plan period.  

171. The policy approach to the allocation of gypsy, travellers and travelling show 
people is suitably worded so as to be effective in its application and justified 

by the evidence base. The policy is therefore sound.  

Residential Space standards  

172. Policy DM31 refers to the provision of dwellings with higher access standards. 

The policy requires that 100% of new dwellings should meet at least Part 
M4(1) standard and (subject to the modification set out below) sets a target 

that 80% of dwellings to meet Part M4(2) and 100% of all specialist housing 
for older people to meet Part M4(3) standard.  This is supported by the 
Accessible Housing and Internal Space Standards Background Paper 

(HOU013). Criticism levelled at this evidence base centres largely on the fact 
that not all people over 65 will require their home to be adapted and secondly 

 

 
 
43 DEL004a and DEL004b – Local Plan Viability Study and Appendices, April 2018 
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that there is a difference between the aging of the existing population rather 

than new residents of this age profile moving to the area.  

173. There is some merit in relation to these concerns, particularly given the fact 
that a number of these residents will be existing residents. Consequently, in 

accordance with the government guidance on optional technical standards, 
MM58 clarifies that the requirements in relation to wheelchair accessible 

homes only applies to dwellings where the local authority is responsible for 
allocating or nominating a person to live there. In addition, MM59 amends the 
reasoned justification to delete a reference to the London Plan which was an 

error within the submission Plan.  

Housing Mix and Density/Self Build Housing 

174. The Framework is clear that Plans should have due regard to providing for a 
range of housing types. As a result, the Plan sets out a number of policies to 

deal with this objective. Self-Build Housing is addressed by policy DM23 which 
relates to residential development in urban areas. The final criterion of the 
policy advises that where possible, residential development sites should 

include provision for self and custom build development. MM50 adds 
additional reasoned justification to paragraph 5.117 in order to make specific 

reference to the Self Builds and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 and to 
acknowledge the need to make more land available at a range of sites to 
encourage growth in the self-build sector. The modification is necessary to 

ensure the policy is effective in its application.  

175. Policy DM26 relates to creating a mix of housing. It requires proposals to 

demonstrate how residential and mixed-use schemes will contribute to the 
required overall mix of housing within the HMA. In addition, MM54 seeks to 
amend the criteria at (b) to require proposals to demonstrate how the scheme 

will contribute to the provision of properties suitable for a broader range of 
end users. This wording is justified by the evidence base and necessary in 

order to make the policy effective in its application.   

176. There are a number of policies which address specific types of residential 
development. Policy DM27 deals with delivering older people’s housing which 

sets out that new development should seek to respond to the aging population 
by increasing the supply of specialist housing and accessible housing in 

accordance with policy DM31. DM28 addresses residential extensions and 
replacement dwellings in the countryside. It advises that the extension or 
replacement of a permanent dwelling in the countryside will be permitted 

subject to the application of general development criteria and transport 
policies contained within the Plan. MM55 is necessary to correctly cross 

reference policy DM29 regarding rural workers’ dwellings as this is the correct 
policy under which rural workers’ dwellings will be assessed. Policy DM29 sets 
out a criteria-based approach to the assessment of rural workers’ dwellings in 

the countryside. MM56 amends criteria i and iii to provide greater clarity 
regarding viability evidence and adds an additional criterion which seeks to 

limit the size of a rural workers’ dwelling extensions or replacement dwellings. 
Subject to this modification, the policy presents a sound approach. 
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Conclusion  

177. In conclusion, and subject to the modifications outlined above, the Plan 
presents a sound approach towards meeting housing needs across different 
groups in the community. The policies in relation to housing standards are 

positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 

Issue 7 - Is the policy approach relating to meeting retail needs and town 

centres justified, effective and consistent with national policy 

178. The retail evidence base takes the form of the Retail Floorspace Provision 
Background Paper (RTC002) June 2018 as well as the Retail and Leisure needs 

Assessment (RTC003) July 2017.  

179. RTC003 identifies both the convenience and comparison goods floorspace 

capacity requirement over the Plan period. It identifies the Borough wide 
residual capacity in five-year time periods. The evidence base notes that in 

retail planning terms, capacity forecasting beyond a five-year period should be 
treated with caution. This is due to a variety of factors including consumer 
demand, the retail property market and the economy generally. I agree that is 

a proportionate and realistic approach. The report does not envisage any 
Borough wide residual capacity until 2027 for convenience retail goods 

floorspace.  Similarly, capacity for comparison goods floorspace is only 
identified beyond 2027. However, this evidence assumes development at a 
SGO within the Borough. Although at the time the evidence was prepared the 

preferred location was not selected, in light of my modifications to delete the 
SGO for the Plan, the residual capacity figures may well be lower towards the 

latter part of the Plan period.  

180. The Framework is clear that local plans should meet objectively assessed 
needs, allowing for flexibility to adapt to change. MM48 provides a summary 

of these floorspace needs for the Borough as a whole and amends the 
reasoned justification, this is necessary to provide greater clarity.  Policy DM21 

relates to new retail development. It provides a criteria-based approach, 
largely focused on the sequential approach with the preference given to 
Eastleigh Town Centre in the first instance. The retail focus beyond this 

defined centre is on the remaining defined district and local centres within the 
Borough. This policy approach is consistent with national policy and will ensure 

that the vitality and viability of the main centres is maintained.  

181. Policy DM22 provides the framework for changes of use which may be 
proposed within the designated centres and frontages. It provides a criteria-

based approach to assessing such applications, and a proportionate approach 
to the designated core, primary and secondary shopping zones. MM49 is 

necessary for the policy to be effective, by making the policy requirements 
more precise. Corresponding changes are included to the reasoned 
justification for the same reason.  

182. Policy E3 is specific to Eastleigh Town Centre and defines the town centre 
boundary as shown on the policies map. MM95 amends the policy wording to 

ensure it is consistent with the recent changes to the UCO and cross 
references to policy DM22. Subject to this modification the policy is sound.  
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Conclusion  

183. In conclusion, and subject to the above-mentioned modifications, the Plan’s 
strategy for meeting retail needs and town centres is justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.   

Issue 8 - Whether the Plan’s approach to settlement gaps and new 
development in the countryside is sound and justified by the evidence 

base  

Settlement Gaps 

184. Maintaining an element of physical separation between settlements can play 

an important role in terms of maintaining the visual identity of individual 
settlements. In Eastleigh, there are examples of historical coalescence for 

example West End and Southampton. The Borough is characterised by a 
proliferation of lower order settlements which are in some instances bordered 

by other higher order centres.  In light of this, it has become even more 
important in preventing the coalescence of settlements although the evidence 
base recognises that any gap should not include more land than is necessary 

to provide this role.  

185. Balancing these objectives, the Plan aims to achieve this through the 

designation of a number of settlement gaps across the Borough, the general 
principle being to prevent the coalescence of the settlements in question by 
providing a visual and physical break in the built environment. I consider this 

objective to be generally consistent with the Framework and in particular the 
protection of the natural environment.  

186. The evidence base in the form of ENV002 draws on the PfSH criteria44 for 

designated gaps which in essence states that (i) gaps should not include more 

land than is necessary to prevent the coalescence of settlements and that (ii) 

land to be included should perform an important role in defining settlement 

character and separating settlements at risk of coalescence. This assessment 

includes, amongst other things, a landscape appraisal of the physical and 

visual attributes of the gaps, an assessment of the settlement pattern and the 

formation of a gap policy and boundaries.  In my view, applying these criteria 

to the definition of settlement gaps and setting the framework for the overall 

policy approach around these criteria is in principle an appropriate and sound 

approach.  

187. I raised a number of concerns regarding the evidence in relation to settlement 
gaps. These focused on the adequacy of the evidence base and as a result, the 

justification for the gap designations and the extent of the designations as 
shown in light of the PfSH criteria outlined above. The Council sought to 
address this in relation to the original evidence base45 through an updated 

assessment46. The approach within the updated evidence provides a clear 

 
 
 
44 HOU001 PfSH Spatial Position Statement, June 2016 
45 ENVOO2 Countryside Gaps Background Paper, June 2018 
46 ED84 Eastleigh Borough Settlement Gaps Study, October 2020 
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justification for the approach adopted, informed by both a desktop study, 

fieldwork evaluation and detailed analysis. The evaluation includes both an 
objective and subjective analysis supported by annotated plans as necessary.  

188.  In particular, the updated work focused specifically on a detailed assessment 

of the settlement gaps as proposed, and where appropriate, recommended 
changes to the boundaries as drawn to reflect this updated evidence base. The 

primary focus being the application of the criteria outlined above and to 
provide a comprehensive evidence base to support the designations as 
illustrated.  

189. As a result of this updated evidence, a number of amendments are necessary 
as follows:  

• Gaps between the deleted SGO and nearby settlements of Colden Common, 
Lower Upham/Upham and Fair Oak/Horton Heath as well as between the two 

communities within the deleted SGO are to be removed; 

• the Boyatt Wood and Otterbourne Hill and Allbrook gap are to be deleted from 
the policy; 

• Update gaps to reflect existing developed areas and site allocations and the 
removal of the allocation for land east of Sovereign Drive where permission 

has lapsed; 

• Remove large areas of woodland from the edge of gaps including woodland 
related to Manor Farm and Royal Victoria Country Parks;  

• Delete various individual parcels of land that do not contribute to gaps, 
including field parcels, playing fields and mudflats;  

190. I acknowledge that a number of representors have expressed concerns that 
certain areas are still retained within the settlement gap definition. 
Conversely, I note that a number of representors have raised concerns that 

areas do not benefit from a settlement gap designation. I am satisfied that the 
evidence base provides a clear justification for boundaries and presents a 

proportionate and robust approach to the allocation of settlement gaps within 
the Plan.   

191. As a consequence of this updated evidence, MM27 is necessary to amend 

policy S8’s reasoned justification to cover a number of issues and ensure the 
policy is justified and effective.  In the first instance the defined list of 

settlement gaps is to be updated to reflect the 9 defined settlement gaps in 
the updated evidence. Boundary adjustments are also necessary to all 
settlement gap proposed designations except for Area H – Horton Heath, Fair 

Oak, Bishopstoke. In some areas, there has been a reduction in the area 
designated as a settlement gap, or indeed the removal of the complete gap.   

192. Figure 5 which defines the settlement gaps will need to be updated, and the 
policies map should also be updated to reflect any relevant boundary changes. 
Given that I do not have the power to recommend main modifications to the 

policies map, it will be for the Council to amend the policies map in relation to 
these required changes. Subject to this modification, the allocation of the 
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settlement gaps proposed within the Plan presents a proportionate approach 

based on an appropriate evidence base.  

193. Turning to consider the policy wording, this is unduly onerous in its 
requirement to reference the ‘openness' of the gap.  In this respect, the policy 
is not consistent with national policy or justified. This is addressed through 
MM27. The modification is also necessary to more clearly define the 

settlement gaps as they appear within Eastleigh. The policy itself has been 
reworded to set a positive criteria based approach to development within 
settlement gaps throughout the Borough. Following the main modifications 

consultation, I have amended the wording at part a as well as the reasoned 
justification to replace ‘diminish’ with ‘undermine’ to reinforce the positive 
based approach of the policy.  These gaps aim to maintain the separate 
identity of the individual settlements concerned, by providing physical 

separation and providing a setting for these settlements. With these 
modifications, the policy approach, which focuses on the key functions of the 
settlement gaps, is sound.  

New Development in the Countryside 

194. Policy S7 sets the policy approach towards new development in the 

countryside. It acknowledges the ‘urban fringe’ nature of much of the 
designated countryside within Eastleigh Borough, and identifies a criteria 
based approach. MM26 strengthens the policy wording by adding an 

additional refence to acknowledge the significance of heritage assets, the 
safeguarding of the best and most versatile agricultural land and soil 

protection during construction. It also amends the reasoned justification to 
include a reference to the glossary. This modification is necessary to ensure 
the policy is applied effectively.  

195. Policy DM19 deals with the change of use of buildings in the countryside. The 
policy provides detailed development criteria against which proposals will be 

assessed which presents a proportionate and clear approach. In order to 
ensure the policy is effective, MM47 updates the criteria in light of the 
changes to the UCO. Subject to this modification, the policy is sound. 

Conclusion 

196. Subject to the modifications outlined above which are required to ensure that 

the policies are justified, effective and consistent with national policy, the 
policy approach to both settlement gaps and new development in the 
countryside is sound and justified by the evidence base. 

Issue 9 – Whether the Plan’s policies in respect of the natural 
environment are positively-prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy 

197. Within Eastleigh Borough, there is a coastline which includes a frontage to 
Southampton Water between Netley and Hamble Point as well as the western 

bank of the Hamble estuary to Botley. Policy S9 seeks to protect existing 
recreational and commercial uses in these locations, as well as protecting and 

enhancing the landscape, biodiversity and heritage interest of the coast. These 
objectives are consistent with national policy. MM28 provides modifications to 
clarify that the policy applies to all forms of sailing and not just recreational 
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sailing, as well as additional text to reference the application of the Solent 

Waders and Brent Goose Strategy to developments affecting SPA functional 
land. This modification is necessary to make the policy effective.  

198. Policy DM11 addresses nature conservation. The policy provides specific 

development criteria for the various designations applicable throughout 
Eastleigh which include international and national nature conservation 

designations, local nature conservation designations as well as other species 
and habitats. MM43 is necessary to cover a significant redraft to the policy to 
ensure that the policy is clear and precise and consistent with national policy. 

The modification introduces an overall general approach to the determination 
of planning applications, as well as introducing a greater level of detail to the 

policy wording relative to the individual designations concerned. The reasoned 
justification is also updated to reflect the policy changes. This is necessary to 

ensure the policy is effective. Furthermore, the modification also updates the 
references to the relevant local and national strategic policies. Subject to this 
modification, the policy is sound.  

199. The protection of recreation and open space facilities is addressed by policy 
DM34 and these designations are illustrated on the policies map. These 

designations will require updating to include the Hampshire FA Stoneham Lane 
Football Complex south of the M27 junction 5 and also the country park on 
land south of Bursledon Road. Given that I do not have the power to 

recommend main modifications to the policies map, it will be for the Council to 
amend the policies map in relation to these required changes.  

200. The policy sets out, amongst other things, how the loss of existing or allocated 
recreation and open space facilities will be assessed. MM60 strengthens the 
policy wording to ensure the policy is effective. The provision of recreation and 

open space facilities as part of new development proposals is addressed by 
policy DM35. The policy includes a cross reference to the standards contained 

within the Open Space Needs Assessment, 2017. MM61 amends the text 
contained within figure 8 to provide greater clarity to the policy, as well as 
changing the policy wording within the first part of the policy to replace 

‘should’ with ‘shall’. Subject to this modification, the policy and standards 
sought are consistent with the evidence base and present a sound approach to 

securing recreational and open space provision as part of any new 
development.  

Conclusion  

201. In conclusion, subject to the above-mentioned modifications, the Plan’s 
policies in respect of the natural environment are positively prepared, justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy.  
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Issue 10 – Other potential soundness issues 

Historic environment 

202. The Framework is clear that local plans should provide a clear strategic policy 
in relation to the historic environment. This was not provided as part of the 

Regulation 19 version of the Plan and accordingly MM29 addresses this by 
introducing a new policy S8 concerning the historic environment with 

associated reasoned justification. The policy provides detail concerning the 
assessment of proposals which may impact heritage assets with associated   
reasoned justification. This modification is necessary to ensure the Plan is 

consistent with national policy.  

203. Policy DM12 presents the detailed development management policy which 

deals with heritage assets. The related strategic and local policies sections are 
deleted through modification MM44 as this is no longer necessary in light of 

policy S8 outlined above. The modification also amends the policy wording by 
deleting the strategic text now covered by policy S8, and by adding additional 
text in relation to buildings or heritage assets at risk, both of which are 

necessary for clarity and effectiveness.  

Other Development Management Policies 

204. Policy DM1 sets out a general criteria-based approach for new development. 
MM35 amends a number of the criteria concerning the natural environment, 
heritage assets and ensuring the provision of accessibly communities for all. It 

also makes corresponding changes to the reasoned justification. This 
modification is necessary in order to ensure the policy is precise and effective.   

205. Policy DM2 addresses environmentally sustainable development and identifies 
a number of defined criteria to assist the Council in securing environmentally 
sustainable residential development in the Borough. MM36 is necessary in 

order to ensure the policy reflects the correct use class, clarifies the size 
thresholds applicable as well as updating the reasoned justification so it is 

consistent with the definitions applied. Subject to the modification outlined, 
the policy presents a sound approach. Policy DM3 outlines how developments 
should be able to adapt to climate change and includes, amongst other things, 

a cross reference to policy DM6 (sustainable surface water management and 
watercourse management) and requirements in relation to a cooling strategy.  

MM37 is necessary to provide greater clarity to the policy and ensure the 
policy accurately reflects the correct use class. Policy DM4 addresses zero or 
low carbon energy and seeks to support infrastructure development which can 

generate zero or low carbon energy and/or make more efficient use of energy 
sources. MM38 is necessary to make the policy wording more precise in 

relation to agricultural land and heritage assets. Subject to this modification, 
the policy presents a sound approach.  

206. Managing flood risk is addressed by policy DM5. MM39 provides additional 

reasoned justification to add greater clarity to the policy, it also adds an 
additional reference to utilising natural flood management techniques. 

Sustainable surface water management and watercourse management is 
addressed through policy DM6, which provides a criteria-based approach to 
Sustainable Urban Drainage systems. MM40 amends the policy wording for 

precision and to provide greater clarity in relation to the application of the 
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policy on sites of 1 hectare or more, or within 100m of the River Itchen SAC or 

Solent Maritime SAC. I have amended the main modification wording to 
incorporate additional text following the main modifications consultation from 
the Environment Agency for clarity and effectiveness. The modification also 

introduces corresponding changes to the reasoned justification for clarity. 
Finally, policy DM8 addresses pollution. The policy wording is updated through 

MM41 to acknowledge the status of the South Downs National Park as an 
international dark night skies reserve with corresponding changes to the 
reasoned justification. The modification also updates the reasoned justification 

regarding the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar sites and 
supporting habitats.  Subject to these modifications, policies DM5, DM6 and 

DM8 present a sound approach.  

207. Policy DM10 deals with water and wastewater. The policy wording is modified 

through MM42 to make it more precise and effective. In light of this change, 
the reasoned justification is also amended through the same modification. 
Subject to this modification, the policy presents a sound approach.  

208. Policy DM14 deals with development proposals and parking provision. The 
policy sets out parking requirements in accordance with the Parking Standards 

SPD, with specific references to town, district and local centres as well as 
proposals in out of centre locations. Finally, the policy provides a criteria-
based approach to proposals for new car parks or extensions to existing car 

parks MM45 is necessary to amend the policy wording relating to new 
residential provision for clarity and effectiveness. Subject to the modification 

outlined the policy presents a sound approach.  

Monitoring   

209. Appendix C of the Plan sets out how the policies contained within the Plan will 

be monitored and delivered against a number of identified indicators. In order 
for the indicators to be effective MM123 is necessary and justified to make 

the wording of a number of the key indicators more precise and effective as 
well as introducing a number of specific targets and timeframes.    

210. Subject to the application of the above modifications, the Plan can be 

effectively monitored.  

Glossary 

211.  The Regulation 19 version of the Plan contained no glossary. A glossary can 
ensure that the policies are effective in terms of their application. As a result, I 
recommend MM122 which provides a comprehensive glossary for the Plan 

and a number of the key terms used throughout. Where necessary, I have 
amended this schedule for brevity and clarity.  

 

Conclusion 

212. The main modifications relating to the other issues I have set out above are 

necessary to ensure that the Plan is sound.  
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Overall Conclusion and Recommendation 

 

213. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness for the reasons 
set out above, which mean that I recommend non-adoption of it as submitted, 
in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act.  These deficiencies have 

been explored in the main issues set out above. 

214. The Council has requested that I recommend modifications to make the Plan 

sound and capable of adoption.  I conclude that with the recommended main 
modifications set out in appendix 1 the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan satisfies 

the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the criteria for 
soundness in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

 

C Masters 

Inspector 

 

This report is accompanied by two appendices containing the Main Modifications. 

Schedule of Main Modifications (appendix 1) and the Inspector’s post hearing 
letter, April 2020 (ED71) (appendix 2). 
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