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Application 
Number: 

F/19/86707 

Case Officer: Andy Grandfield 

Received Date: 22/10/2019 

Site Address: Southampton International Airport, Mitchell Way, 
Eastleigh, Southampton, SO18 2HG 

Applicant: Southampton International Airport Ltd. 

Proposal: Construction of a 164 metre runway extension at the 
northern end of the existing runway, associated blast 
screen to the north of the proposed runway extension, 
removal of existing bund and the reconfiguration and 
extension of existing long stay car parking to the east and 
west of Mitchell Way to provide additional long stay 
spaces 

Recommendation:  In consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of Full 
Council to delegate to the Head of Housing and 
Development to PERMIT subject to:  

(1) The conditions set out below with delegated authority 
to make minor amendments to the conditions to 
ensure they dovetail with, and do not duplicate the 
section 106 agreement.  

(2) completion of a Section 106 agreement securing the 
following:  

- A Vehicle Cap on Traffic Movements to restrict 
vehicle movements to the airport to 2.45 million;  

- Bi-annual review of the Airport Surface Access 
Strategy and Staff Green Travel Plan; 

- A Noise Insulation Policy and Noise Action Plan for 
residential and sensitive non-residential buildings; 

- Noise monitoring, noise contours and noise contour 
cap with annual report to the Council demonstrating 
compliance with the noise contour;  
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- Air Quality Strategy; 

- Health Strategy including Community Health Fund; 

- Carbon Strategy; 

- Ecological Management and Mitigation to include Air 
Quality monitoring; 

- Construction Employment and Skills Plan; 

- Operational Employment and Skills Plan; 

- Safeguarding of the route of the proposed 
Chickenhall Lane Link Road; 

- Revoking of previous S106 Agreements and inclusion 
of previous restrictive obligations within a new 
agreement including restrictions on night time flying, 
engine testing, 20 ATMs within 0600 – 0700, reverse 
thrust, noise cap contour.  

- A S106 monitoring contribution. 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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CONDITIONS AND REASONS 

1. The development hereby permitted shall start no later than three years 
from the date of this decision. 
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990. 

 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be implemented in 

accordance with the following plans numbered: 

LOC1 Location Plan; 

Bloc1 Block Plan; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0003-Pavement Layout Plan; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0005-Pavement Typical Section; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0013-Proposed pavement levels; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-Z-0003-Geometrical Design Layout Plago 
southn; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-D-0001-StormWater Layout Plan; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0006-Marking Layout Plan; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0001-Identification of Affected Services; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-Z-0007-Swept Path Analysis; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-E-0002-AGL Layout Plan; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-E-0007-Runway 20 approach lighting; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0051; 

400602-MMD-00-XX-DR-C-0050; 

400602-MMD-XX-00-RP-Z-0006-Jacked Underpass pre-feasibility 
report; 

SOU_STL_04_XX_DR_A_ZZZZ_90001_REV P05_Site Plan – 
Proposed Car Park Extension Layout. 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper 
planning. 

 
Construction Controls 

3. No development shall commence unless and until a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing, by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) and 
thereafter development must accord with the approved CEMP. The 
CEMP shall include, at a minimum: 
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a. Proposed working hours, including any night-time working hours 
(no construction, demolition or deliveries to the site shall take 
place during night-time hours at weekends or Bank Holidays);  

b. The construction of the car shall take place between 0800 and 
1800 Monday to Saturday and not at all on Sundays or Bank 
Holiday; 

c. A programme and phasing plan for all site preparation and 
construction works; 

d. Location of temporary site buildings, compound, construction 
material, and plant storage areas used during site preparation 
and construction; 

e. A construction traffic management plan, including a construction 
traffic routing plan which restricts heavy goods vehicles from 
travelling through the Air Quality Management Area on the A335 
Southampton Road towards Eastleigh; arrangements for 
construction traffic access to the site; and arrangements for 
deliveries associated with all construction works; 

f. Parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

g. A draft notice under section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 
1974 and proposed scheduled for submission of section 61 
notices; 

h. Updated baseline noise data for the relevant receptors to the 
works, and at the relevant time periods for the works, including 
details of the airport operating direction at the time of the baseline 
data collection and setting out noise limits for the works based on 
the updated baseline data, assessed in accordance with the ES 
methodology and BS5228; 

i. Measures to prevent mud and dust on the highway during site 
preparation and construction (details of on-site wheel wash 
facilities are required, outlining how mud and dirt will be 
prevented from reaching the highway. Onwards, details of how 
the applicants will deal with mud and dirt on the highway should 
this method fail should also be supplied (i.e. employment of a 
mechanical road sweeper)); 

j. A pollution prevention and emergency response plan;  

k. A water management plan, including details of measures to slow 
surface water runoff, prevent flooding within site or elsewhere, 
and details of rainwater collection and recycling; 

l. A site waste management plan; 

m. Measures to protect ecology and biodiversity (including nesting 
birds), including temporary construction lighting; temporary 
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drainage measures for surface water runoff and pollution control; 
dust and noise protection measures; phased vegetation 
clearance and search by licensed and experienced Hazel 
Dormouse ecologist; phased habitat manipulation and destructive 
search supervised by suitably qualified ecologist for reptiles; 
timing of works to minimise impacts on ecology;  

n. Details of appointed Ecological Clerk of Works.  

o. Details of best practice construction methods that are expected to 
reduce emissions. 

Reason: To reduce the noise, air quality and environment impacts of 
construction to acceptable levels and protect biodiversity and the water 
environment. 

 
4. No development shall commence unless and until a Dust Management 

Strategy (DMS) has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
Local Planning Authority and thereafter development must accord with 
the approved DMS. The DMS shall include, at a minimum, the 
following considerations:   

a. A baseline boundary dust monitoring survey;  

b. A boundary dust monitoring plan and provision of information to 
members of the public to enable notification of dust events;  

c. Proposals for submission of the survey results and details of any 
dust events including remedial actions taken to the Local 
Planning Authority at a frequency to be agreed. 

Reason: To reduce air quality and environmental impacts of 
construction to acceptable levels. 

 

5. Prior to commencement of development the developer shall submit 
prior consent applications to Eastleigh Borough Council under s61 of 
the Control of Pollution Act 1974.  The applications shall include the 
following information: 

a. Details of phasing, plant and construction methods to be 
employed; 

b. Predicted noise levels from the works at the relevant receptors 
having regard to BS5228 parts 1 and 2;  

c. Mitigation measures to be employed specific to the works 
(including Best Practical Means), which may include sound 
insulation or temporary rehousing if the relevant thresholds in 
BS5228 are exceeded; 

d. Arrangements for monitoring of noise levels, including 
submission of monitoring reports to the Local Planning Authority 
on a weekly basis and on request; 
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e. Arrangements for noise complaints and the investigation/ 
resolution process;  

f. Development must accord with these approved measures.  

Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby residents and sensitive 
receptors.  

 

6. No development shall commence until measures to protect existing 
gas and sewerage infrastructure pipes across the site during 
construction have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
Local Planning Authority in consultation with the relevant statutory 
undertakers (Southern Gas Networks and Southern Water). 
Development must accord with these approved measures. Reason: To 
protect existing infrastructure on site from construction damage. 
 

7. Prior to the commencement of works associated with the car park 
expansion, a site-specific Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree 
Protection Plan in accordance with the submitted Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment, Proposed Western Car Park Expansion, re. 131655, by 
Property Risk Inspection, dated 18th December 2019 shall be 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. 
The development must accord with the approved scheme.   
Reason: To protect the retained trees in the interests of visual amenity, 
ecology and climate change resilience. 
 
Car Park Completion 
 

8. Prior the commencement of the development hereby permitted, a 
scheme for the phased delivery of the approved car park expansion 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local planning 
Authority.  The car park shall be constructed and made available for 
use in accordance with the approved scheme. Reason: To ensure 
adequate car parking capacity is provided at the site in the interests of 
highway safety. 

 
Air Quality 
 

9. Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme for the phased 
rollout of fixed ground electrical power to additional stands and a 
management plan for the preferred use of stands having fixed ground 
electrical power shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  Fixed ground electrical power rollout and 
use shall thereafter operate in accordance with the approved scheme. 
Reason: To reduce the noise and air quality impacts of operation to 
acceptable levels to protect the amenity of the area. 
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10. Prior to first use of the extended car park hereby permitted, the 
proposed solid boundary fence along the west boundary shall be 
erected and retained thereafter.  
Reason: To reduce the noise and air quality impacts of operation to 
acceptable levels to protect the amenity of the area. 
 
Ground Contamination 
 

11. No work shall commence on site until the following has been submitted 
to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:   
a. A Report of Preliminary Investigation comprising a Desk Study, 

Conceptual Site Model, and Preliminary Risk Assessment 
documenting previous and existing land uses of the site and 
adjacent land, in accordance with UK Land Contamination Risk 
Management (LCRM) national guidance and the 
BS10175:2011+A2:2017 Investigation of potentially contaminated 
sites - Code of Practice; and   

b. Unless otherwise agreed in writing with LPA, a site investigation 
report documenting the ground conditions of the site and 
incorporating chemical and gas analysis identified as appropriate 
by the Preliminary Investigation and in accordance with 
BS10175:2011+A2:2017, and BS 8576:2013; and   

c. A detailed site-specific scheme (if required) for remedial works 
and measures to be undertaken to avoid the risk from 
contaminants and/or gases when the site is developed, together 
with proposals for future maintenance and monitoring.  Such a 
scheme shall include nomination of a competent person to 
oversee the implementation of the works. 

Reason: To minimise the risk from land contamination in the interest of 
public health and safety and to protect the natural environment and 
designated sites.  

 
12. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until 

there has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority verification 
by the competent person approved under the provisions of condition 
11(c) that any remediation scheme required and approved under the 
provisions of condition 11(c) has been implemented fully in 
accordance with the approved details (unless varied with the written 
permission of the Local Planning Authority in advance of 
implementation).  Unless agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority, such verification shall comply with UK Land contamination 
risk management (LCRM) and the guidance contained in EA Guidance 
for the Safe Development of Housing on Land Affected by 
Contamination - R&D Publication 66: 2008. As a minimum, the report 
shall comprise:   



   

 

Page | 10 

 

a. A description of the site and its background, and summary of 
relevant site information;   

b. a description of the remediation objectives and remedial works 
carried out;   

c. verification data, including data (sample locations/analytical 
results, as built drawings of the implemented scheme, 
photographs of the remediation works in progress, etc);   

d. Certificates demonstrating that imported and/ or material left in 
situ is free from contamination, gas/ vapour membranes have 
been installed correctly. 

Thereafter the scheme shall be monitored and maintained in 
accordance with the scheme approved under condition 11(c). 
Reason: To minimise the risk from land contamination in the interest of 
public health and safety and to protect the natural environment and 
designated sites. 

 
Landscaping 

 
13. Notwithstanding the submitted details, no works for the provision of the 

extended car park shall take place, including the removal of the 
existing bund, until details including size and planting specifications of 
the landscaping scheme have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include: 

a. all soft landscaping, taking account of planting constraints 
such as overshadowing by boundary fence; 

b. all hard landscaping, including details of permeable surfacing 
and tactile paving; 

c. replacement tree planting with a minimum ratio of 1:2 trees to 
compensate for the loss of the trees being felled; 

d. final design and location of boundary treatment; 
e. details and location of bund; 
f. details of timings for all landscaping and its maintenance.  

The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 
and to the appropriate British Standard.  
Reason: To protect the character of the area and the Eastleigh–
Southampton Strategic Gap, to safeguard the amenities of 
neighbouring residents and to provide biodiversity enhancements.  

 
14. For a period of no less than 10 years after planting, any trees or plants 

which are removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, 
shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of 
the same species, size and number as originally approved in the 
landscaping scheme. 
Reason: To protect the character of the area and the Eastleigh–
Southampton Strategic Gap, to safeguard the amenities of 
neighbouring residents and to provide biodiversity enhancements. 
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15. Notwithstanding the information provided, within three months of work 

commencing on site details of wayfinding signage, lighting and CCTV 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development must accord with these approved details. 
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to protect the character 
of the area and the Eastleigh–Southampton Strategic Gap 

 
Drainage 

 
16. No development shall begin until a detailed surface water drainage 

scheme for the site, based on the principles within the Flood Risk 
Assessment Rev 3 dated May 2020, has been submitted and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The submitted 
details should include:  

a. A technical summary highlighting any changes to the design from 
that within the aforementioned Flood Risk Assessment;  

b. Infiltration test results undertaken in accordance with BRE365 
and providing a representative assessment of those locations 
where infiltration features are proposed;  

c. Detailed drainage plans to include type, layout and dimensions of 
drainage features including references that link to the drainage 
calculations;  

d. Detailed drainage calculations to demonstrate that existing runoff 
rates are not exceeded and there is sufficient attenuation for 
storm events up to and including 1:100 + climate change;  

e. Confirmation that sufficient water quality measures have been 
included to satisfy the methodology in the Ciria SuDS Manual 
C753;  

f. Exceedance plans demonstrating the flow paths and areas of 
ponding in the event of blockages or storms exceeding design 
criteria. 

g. Confirmation of Environment Agency approval of variation of 
licence application; 

h. Schedule for perimeter borehole monitoring for pollutants 
including de-icer compounds and measures to respond to 
increased levels if exceedances of Environmental Quality 
Standards are identified, including reporting to the Local Planning 
Authority; and 

i. A monitoring and maintenance strategy.  
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The development shall be implemented and maintained in accordance 
with the approved details.   

Reason: To ensure satisfactory provision of surface water drainage 
and protection of water quality in the River Itchen.  
 
Biodiversity 

 

17. No works for the provision of the extended car park shall begin until a 
Car Park and Access Sensitive Lighting Strategy to minimise potential 
impacts on nocturnal wildlife, particularly bats, during the operational 
phase has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in full 
accordance with the approved scheme. No additional lighting shall be 
added to the car park unless it has first been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  
Reason: In the interests of protecting nocturnal wildlife.  

Archaeology 

18. No work shall start until the developer has secured the implementation 
of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation and recording which has first been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. 
Reason: To ensure that the archaeological interest of the site is 
properly safeguarded and recorded. 
 
Informatives 

 
Note to Applicant: In accordance with paragraph 38 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (February 2019), Eastleigh Borough Council takes a positive 
approach to the handling of development proposals so as to achieve, 
whenever possible, a positive outcome and to ensure all proposals are dealt 
with in a timely manner. 

Note to Applicant: Given the nature of the proposed development it is possible 
that a crane may be required during its construction. We would, therefore, 
draw the applicant’s attention to the requirement within the British Standard 
‘Code of practice for safe use of cranes’ for crane operators to consult the 
aerodrome before erecting a crane in close proximity to an aerodrome. This is 
explained further in Advice Note 4, ‘Cranes and Other Construction Issues’, 
available at http://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-
Cranes-2016.pdf 

Note to Applicant: Please note, an asset protection agreement and other 
matters will need to be agreed with Network Rail before construction works can 
commence.     

http://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-Cranes-2016.pdf
http://www.aoa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Advice-Note-4-Cranes-2016.pdf
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INTRODUCTION 

1. On 25-26 March 2021, the Eastleigh Local Area Committee (ELAC) 
resolved to not support the recommendation of the Head of Housing 
and Development to permit the planning application. The Council and 
Committee Procedure Rules (Standing Orders) (Part 4 of the 
Constitution) details the process to follow for Planning Applications 
(Appendix A page 4-25). Of relevance is paragraph (f) part (ii). In 
summary this states that for a development which has “borough-wide 
significance” where the Local Area Committee wishes to take a 
decision contrary to the recommendation of the Head of Housing & 
Development, the application shall be determined by Full Council. The 
application is now to be considered and determined by Full Council.   

2. In not supporting the recommendation to approve the development, 
ELAC members expressed concerns in regard to increased air traffic 
movements (ATMs) and resultant impact of emissions on the climate, 
the increased impact of noise on the community and impact of 
additional vehicular movement on the highway.  

3. In October 2019, Southampton International Airport Ltd submitted a 
planning application to Eastleigh Borough Council as Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) to allow for expansion of the operations within the site 
and create resilience for the organisation.  During the application 
process, the LPA has engaged with the applicant, statutory and non-
statutory consultees, and a wide range of interested parties to ensure 
full and proper consideration of the proposal is undertaken, in 
accordance with local and national planning policy and guidance, and 
The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017. 

4. This report draws together the different elements of this assessment 
process, within a policy context, to set out the relevant matters for 
consideration and the weight to be afforded in the planning balance, 
concluding with a recommendation as to whether to grant or refuse 
planning permission. 

5. The report was been prepared to assist the Eastleigh Local Area 
Committee in considering the application.  It has been subsequently 
updated to support Full Council in determining the planning 
application.  The application was referred to Committee as it is an 
important infrastructure proposal which is controversial and contrary to 
the adopted Local Plan. 

6. The proposed development raises many issues that need to be 
considered and balanced against each other and this is set out within 
the summary and Planning Balance section at the end of the report.  



   

 

Page | 14 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION 

7. In 2017, Southampton International Airport Limited published their 
masterplan, Southampton Airport – A Vision for Sustainable Growth, 
which set out their plan for the growth path for Southampton Airport up 
to 2037, including key developments and the associated land use 
plans.    

8. The planning application currently under consideration was submitted 
to facilitate phase 1 of the masterplan and comprises the construction 
of a 164-metre runway extension at the northern end of the existing 
runway; the erection of an associated blast screen to the north of the 
proposed runway extension; removal of the existing bund and the 
reconfiguration and extension of the existing long-stay car parking to 
the east and west of Mitchell Way to provide additional long stay 
spaces.  

9. The masterplan originally envisaged, based on 2018 figures, that 
passenger numbers would increase from 2 million passengers per 
annum (mppa) to 3mppa by 2021 and 5mppa by 2037.  Phase 1 would 
allow the forecast 3mppa to be reached. The application, through 
capping vehicular movements and impose a noise contour cap, would 
result in passenger numbers of circa 3mppa.  A further planning 
application would be required to realise the full 5mppa and could not 
achieved until significant infrastructure improvements are secured as 
part of the full masterplan (subject to planning permission being 
granted).  

10. It should be noted that this planning application was submitted prior to 
the collapse of the Flybe airline in March 2020.  Since Flybe entered 
administration, the number of passengers estimated to be using the 
airport has dropped to 1mppa (as of 2020).  (This excludes the short-
term impact of the Covid-19 pandemic.) The applicant advises, 
through the submission of the Environmental Statement Addendum 2 
(ESA2), that due to recent impacts, 3mppa will not be realised until 
approximately 2033 were the runway to be approved.  

11. Southampton Airport operates under a closely monitored Flying 
Controls Agreement (FCA) secured through a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement linked to planning permission Z/07535/011/00.  The FCA 
includes a series of specific restrictions on the operational hours of the 
airport, as follows: 

 No scheduled night flights;  

 Night closure hours are defined as between 23:00-06:00, Monday to 
Saturday;  
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 Night closure hours on Sunday mornings are extended to 07:30;  

 Limited exceptions to the above, including delayed aircraft 
movements and medical emergency flights;  

 A maximum of 10 aircraft movements in a calendar month and 100 
in a calendar year during night hours;  

 Large and noisy aircraft which do not meet or exceed the standards 
of ICAO Annexe 16 Chapter 3 or FAA FAR PART 36 Stage 3 
(commonly referred to as ‘Chapter Three’ aircraft or aircraft 
powered by Rolls Royce Viper jet engines are not permitted at 
Southampton Airport.  

12. Through a S106 Agreement signed in 18 December 1992 the 
movement of aircraft is restricted to between 06:00 and 23:00 with no 
night-time flights of noisy aircraft (repeat of last bullet point above) or 
helicopters (except for emergencies) apart from 10/ month or 100/ 
year; not operate more than one runway; not to extend the runway or 
seek permission to if greater than 2000m; limits on aircraft training 
movements and helicopters during the day; limits of engine testing and 
quarterly reporting on aircraft movements; and reasonable study of key 
air  pollutants. 

13. The FCA is monitored by the Council and the Southampton Airport 
Consultative Committee at its meetings which are held three times per 
year. No changes are sought to these flying hours or night-time 
restrictions as part of this application. A new S106 agreement is in the 
process of being negotiated that will replace this earlier agreement and 
will carry forward exactly the same flying hours as set in the current 
FCA.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
   
14. The application is Schedule 2 development as defined by The Town 

and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017 (Schedule 2 paragraph 1(10)(e)) as it is for the 
extension of an existing runway. The Council issued a Scoping 
Opinion under Regulation 15 of the 2017 Regulations.  
 

15. An Environmental Statement (ES) including a Non-Technical Summary 
was originally submitted in support of the application. This was 
supplemented by an Environmental Statement Addendum (ESA) 
submitted in July 2020, accompanied by a Sensitivity Test of 
alternative operations in response to the economic impacts of the 
administration of Flybe in March 2020. The sensitivity test presented 
the impacts based on a far lower baseline in 2020 of approximately 
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1mppa with a limited uplift to 1.027mppa by 2024 without the runway 
extension (the future baseline). At the time the Sensitivity Test was 
submitted, the scenario was presented as a possible scenario, but the 
original scenario was still considered to be the most likely scenario. 
However, in January 2021 a second Environmental Statement 
Addendum (ESA2) was submitted, which indicated that the baseline 
and predicted growth presented within the Sensitivity Test are now 
considered by the applicant to be the most likely and represent the 
likely significant effects of the proposed development.  Officers have 
reviewed the submitted information, as discussed in the relevant 
sections of this report, and accept the scenario set out in the sensitivity 
test is most likely and so the limits identified in this scenario represent 
the likely significant effects. 
   

16. The following matters were identified as potentially significant effects 
of the development during the scoping stage of the application and are 
dealt with in the following chapters of the original ES and the 
subsequent addenda:  

 Chapter 6 – Socio Economics;  

 Chapter 7 – Air Quality;  

 Chapter 8 – Transport;  

 Chapter 9 – Ecology;  

 Chapter 10 – Hydrology and Flood Risk;  

 Chapter 11 – Noise and Vibration;  

 Chapter 12 – Ground Conditions;  

 Chapter 13 – Climate Change - Greenhouse Gases;  

 Chapter 14 – Climate Change – Climate Change Resilience; and 

 Chapter 15 – Population and Health.  
 
17. Appendix 1.2 to ESA2 is a navigation tool to assist in identifying the 

significant effects of the proposed development and where the 
assessment of those effects can be found within the ES and addenda.  
 

18. It is considered that the ES and addenda provide robust data of 
sufficient detail to allow the Local Planning Authority to assess the full 
impacts of the proposal.  The consideration of the application has been 
informed by the modelling of future impacts based on the information 
presented in the ES and addenda and reach a reasoned conclusion on 
the significant effects of the development on the environment.  The 
Council is satisfied that the ES (including addenda) addresses the 
matters raised in the Scoping Opinion to the requisite level of detail 
and is complete and compliant under Regulation 15 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2017.    
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19. As required by Regulation 26(1)(a)-(c) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, 
Officers have carefully examined the information contained within the 
original Environmental Statement and the other materials including the 
two addenda and consultation responses and this report provides a 
reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the development on 
the environment. As the recommendation is to grant planning 
permission, this report also addresses and justifies monitoring 
measures where these are relevant within the chapters of the report as 
required by Regulation 26(1)(d) of the 2017 Regulations. 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

20. There are a number of planning applications that have been received 
in relation to the Airport and associated operations over time. These 
have been set out in Section 4, Table 2, of the submitted Planning, 
Design and Access Statement, November 2019.  The key relevant 
planning applications are: 

 Z/07535/015/00 - Outline: development of new passenger 
terminal with ancillary shops, hotel, heritage centre, improved rail 
station, associated parking areas and other related facilities - 
Outline permission granted, 18/12/1992.  

 Z/07535/021/00 – Reserved Matters: New passenger terminal, 
hangars, fire station and control tower, cargo building, ancillary 
buildings and associated roads, vehicle parking and landscaping. 
Approved the reserved matters, 11/08/1993. 

 F/05/53748 – Construction of multi storey car park with 612 
spaces on four levels, construction of new footbridge with lifts 
over rail tracks and associated infrastructure improvements to the 
station forecourt – permitted, 25/07/2005. 

 F/07/59247 – Construction of long-stay surface car park – 
permitted, 13/03/2007. 

 F/08/63888 – Erection of 5.5 storey split level car park with 615 
car parking spaces, improvements to station forecourt and 
construction of two new accesses to Wide Lane – permitted, 
18/05/2009. 

REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 

21. The original planning application was publicised, and comments 
invited in November 2019. Further to the submission of additional and 
amended information, further consultation and publicity was 
undertaken in July 2020, October 2020 and January 2021. The 
responses received are summarised below. All comments received 
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have been considered in forming a recommendation on the proposed 
development.  

 
22. In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development 

Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 and the Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2017, and best practice, the planning application and ES has been 
publicised by letter to immediately neighbouring properties and by the 
display of site notices, and the publishing of notices in the local press, 
to inform the wider community.  

 
23. Due to the submission of additional and amended information, a series 

of consultation exercises have been undertaken during November 
2019 (First Consultation), July 2020 (Second Consultation), October 
2020 (Third Consultation) and January 2021 (Fourth Consultation).  
The responses received to each of these consultation exercises have 
been summarised below.  All comments received have been 
considered and considered in forming a recommendation on the 
proposed development. 

Comments Received During First Consultation, November 2019 
(Concluded 16/01/20)  

Number of representations received: 

Object – 617 

Support – 272 
Comment - 28  

 
24. The following paragraphs summarise comments received both in 

support of and against the application: 
 

25. Principle (for) 

 More efficient use of the runway, previously curtailed by M27 
construction; 

 Within the airport boundary, modest in comparison to other 
airports expansions; 

 Will create employment and retains employment on site rather 
than alternative uses; 

 Allows other destinations to be reached;  

 Part of regional planned growth.  
 

26. Principle (against)  

 Eastleigh doesn’t need another airport and should remain as 
small regional airport; 
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 Other airports – overlapping catchments, easy access and set 
precedent to expand to be competitive. Foster further expansions 
harmful internationally to climate; 

 Must accept / acknowledge the Climate Crisis means we must all 
fly less and businesses use virtual meetings instead; 

 Applications at other local airports rejected due to the 
environmental impact; 

 No benefit to local residents;  

 Should await the outcome of the airspace change decision.  

  
27. Environmental Impact Assessment (against) 

 EIA does not consider the maximum adverse effects of the 
expansion (the Rochdale Envelope);  

 Conflicting information – 3mppa by 2037, Non-
Technical Summary 3 mppa by 2027; independent nature of the 
EIA challenged;  

 Insufficient consideration to safety (pipe bombs in ground); air 
quality data conflicts; noise impact (air and road traffic); impact 
on public green space; aircraft circling; noise, transport, climate 
and economic impacts; 

 Lack of clarity on passenger numbers / job creation.   

  
28. Planning Policy and Governance (against) 

 Contrary to emerging policies DM8 (Pollution); Issues G8 and G9 
(reduce noise, air pollution and greenhouse gases from 
transport); 

 Contrary to NPPF concerning transition to low carbon economy, 
noise pollution, air quality and protecting valued natural sites; 

 Application should be decided by Full Council not delegated to 
ELAC; 

 Should be determined nationally as a Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Project.  
 

29. Highway & Transport (for)  

 Reduced travel for passengers to other airports reducing 
environmental impacts and congestion; 

 Opportunity to remove parking charges for drop off; 

 Transport modelling – discount to Strategic Regional Transport 
Model (SRTM) for Public Transport should be applied to the “do 
nothing” scenario;  

 Great connection of transport links (M3/M27, railway, buses); 

 Bournemouth airport has poorer inter-modal connectivity; 

 Importance of regional airport for connectivity; 

 Increased connectivity / attraction of rail between Southampton 
and London; the docks and cruise liners;  



   

 

Page | 20 

 

 Air travel – encourage; better than use of trains;  

 Alderney – Southampton is only direct route to Alderney.  

  
30. Highways and Transport (against) 

 Increased traffic and congestion; impact on peak travel periods; 
increased car parking encourages car usage; increased 
bus/coach travel (28k/year); impact on emergency vehicles 
access; 

 Impact on Southampton highways; 
 Sustainable transport - Optimistic plans for increased use; 

infrastructure investment needed; encourage this more rather 
than use of planes; focus on viable and sustainable public 
transport, electric buses, better community transport and safe 
cycle routes;  

 Railway – impact on rail safety; use of high-speed trains better 
option; infrastructure could not cope with increased usage; 

 Highway safety – highway accidents increase; 
 Highway infrastructure – limits of Wide Lane Bridge; highway 

network needs improving; 
 Limited infrastructure improvements – Chickenhall Road 

(increased costs, opportunity to lobby for funding for delivery; 
conflict with Chord; should construct with runway extension) and 
Eastleigh Railway Chord (no details); 

 Transport Assessment Modelling insufficient – does not cover 
Compton, Shawford, Otterbourne and Allbrook Way; does not 
consider impact of 5mppa; scenario testing of alternative routes 
due to traffic jams, major event impacts; includes planned and 
future junction improvements; 

 Defer until South East Transport Strategy agreed;  
 Highway cap – no restrictions on movements;  
 Air travel - should be curbed; uncertainty of air travel. 

 
31. Noise and Vibration (for) 

 Noise impact remains unaltered as same plans to be used;  

 Reduced noise impact - increased altitude and/or less power on 
take-off; less reverse thrust on landing; fewer flights as bigger 
planes; modern planes are quieter; 

 No noise impact on Bitterne Park School;  

 Known noise impact when buying a property near the airport  

 Live near airport and not disturbed by noise; 

 Increased air traffic movements unlikely to come before technical 
improvements to planes; 

 Mitigate noise through RNAV departures routes and noise 
abatement procedures, overall less noise.  

 
32. Noise and Vibration (against) 
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 Increased Noise Pollution from (engine & backdraft) more flights 
(less respite) and larger planes (A320) - impact on sleep; on 
health and wellbeing; quality of life; attractiveness of area to live; 

 Impact on health and wellbeing –case studies / evidence to 
suggest risk of hypertension, cardiovascular disease, risk of 
stroke, coronary heart disease; 

 Densely populated areas adjoin airport unlike Bournemouth;  
 Noise contour plans to inform insulation policy; 
 Noise causes disturbance to schools (Bitterne Park Secondary 

school and Townhill Park primary schools increase from 57 dB to 
63dB); Itchen Valley Country Park; nurseries; 

 No mitigation of gardens and outdoor amenity space;  
 Mitigation limited;  
 Damage to dwellings from vibration; 
 Technical improvements not a certainty - quieter planes;  
 World Health Organisation recommended noise contours for 45 

dB not used or exceeded; 
 Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) should be 51dB 

to meet the Aviation Policy Framework; 
 Noise assessment inadequate - doesn’t include aborted landings; 

traffic noise; increased use of runway 20/02; noise duration for 
jets longer than turbo-props; noise standards don’t account for 
pre-2006 planes (noisier); noise peaks; monitoring of noise on 
communities to the east; location of monitoring points; 
underestimate of baseline figures; 

 Noise assessment clarification - evidence assumptions in tables 
5.4 and 6.1; 

 Flight route changes impact on noise; Noise Protection Route 
(NPR) needed for airspace in Winchester district; preferred 
routings not enforced; take off north as less populated;  

 Times of use – unclear; 0600 start for flights is too early;  
 Construction noise; 
 Noise insulation - only available for 650 households (2.5% of the 

total impacted); not effective in summer; Sound insulation is not 
an effective option during hot summer days;  

 Disproportionate noise impact of maximum 
projected passenger numbers at Southampton (5mpppa) at just 
less than Heathrow (80mppa) and Manchester (29m); 

 Impact of “vortex” after the planes have passed. 
 
33. Air Quality (for) 

 Modern plans are cleaner and less of a pollutant;  

 Reduced car movements to London will reduce pollution from the 
cars;  

 No increase in pollution as same planes to be used;  
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 AMEC report shows airport NOx emissions for 2014 being over 
twice that of 2018; 

 Airport commitment to reducing pollutants and impacts. 
  
34. Air Quality and Odour (against) 

 Increased Air Pollution from flights and larger planes;  

 Increased air pollution from vehicles, increased congestion;  

 Conflicts with Southampton’s attempts to reduce pollution as a 
highly polluted city; 

 Impact from particulates including nitric oxide and nitrogen 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides (NOx), fuel, Ultra Fine Particles (UFPs); 

 The NO2 levels are already at 45.7ug/m3 at Southampton Road 
SR1, which is illegal; 

 Pollution impacts already bad due to cruise ships, road traffic; 

 Odour from fuel;  

 Consider reduced pollutants locally and not nationally; 

 Inconsistency in information - NOx modelling differs between 
chapters 7 and 15; 

 Inadequacy of information - Campbell Road pollutant level 
unknown; underestimated impact; 

 Increased tyre wear could result in impact of nano-plastic on air 
quality;  

 Air & noise quality has massively improved with the lock down. 
We do not need this; 

 Between 1990 and 2016, aviation emissions more than doubled, 
while overall emissions reduced by 43% over a similar period.  

 
35. Climate Change (for) 

 Reduced travel to airports, reduces carbon emissions; 

 Warmer summers, reduces demand for airlines; 

 Benefit of new technology to reduce climate impact e.g., 
electric/hybrid busses/air taxis/planes; 

 Reduce need to refuel elsewhere?; 

 Carbon-offsetting compliments this;  

 Airport seeking to be carbon neutral for their own activities; 

 Table 13.7 total aircraft emissions will be lower in 2036 than 
2021. 

 
36. Climate change (against) 

 Increase in flights against government policy to reduce CO2 
emissions, climate emergency, net-zero emissions, Committee 
on Climate Change; 

 Removal of trees will reduce ability to absorb carbon;  

 Impact of High Altitude Emissions/radiative forces;   
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 Technology improvements - IPCC reports that improvements in 
technology will not offset projected growth in aircraft; delay 
decision until technology addresses emissions;  

 All non-essential flights should be banned;  

 Mitigation Measures - carbon offsetting negligible benefit; should 
be delivered in any event; only applies to ground-based 
emissions and staff travel (0.36% of emissions); international 
offsetting projects are not successful; 

 Emissions from cars attributed to the airport;  

 Airport’s influenced CO2 emissions 60,000 tonnes by 2030 
despite expecting to carbon neutral;   

 Uncertainty on destinations to calculate distances travelled;  

 No evidence of reduced demands at other airports if permitted;  

 Unacceptable environmental damage; 

 Funding of project would be better invested in a green project;  

 The UK needs to lead the world in working to achieve a limit of 
1.5 deg C above preindustrial temperatures; 

 An extra 350,000 tonnes per year of carbon created by additional 
flights;  

 February 2020, a third runway at Heathrow was declared illegal 
by the Appeal Court because it failed to address Government 
climate targets;  

 A more sustainable business model is not impossible; 

 Better environment during Covid-19 with reduced flights.  
  
37. Trees (for) 

 Airport planting additional trees.  
 
38. Trees (against) 

 Removal of trees so planes can fly lower;  

 Air safety issues impact on tree planting and influence 
applications in Southampton and Eastleigh;  

 Marlhill Copse poorly managed and needs proper woodland 
management; 

 The damage to existing woodland will remove carbon sinks, 
destroy habitats and kill trees that will take decades to replace; 

 Discharge from aircraft causing damage to trees. 
  
39. Infrastructure (for) 

 Great upgrade to existing infrastructure;  

 A need for improved infrastructure post-Brexit. 
 
40. Infrastructure (against) 

 Reduction of Green Space;  
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 Increased employment would place additional pressure on need 
for housing & infrastructure. 

 
41. Economy (for) 

 Vital boost of local economy, South Hampshire and South region 
through supporting businesses, tourism, employment and local 
spending; 

 Employment – jobs retained on site whilst lost elsewhere; 
increase / improve employment opportunities; supply chain and 
transport services boosted;  

 Maintain economic competitiveness and advantage locally, 
regionally and internationally;   

 Airport viability - more profitable, additional routes offered (and 
mitigate loss from other airlines closing); more resilient to 
change; opportunity to address restrictive hours of use; 

 Lifeline to Channel Islands residents and businesses; 

 In line with Government policy to expand existing infrastructure; 

 Not improving viability will see the airport shut; 

 Strengthen tourism attraction – links to cruise industry;  

 Would make air travel more affordable; 

 Create an Enterprise zone to the East of the airport – jobs, 
economy boost;  

 Extension will make it cheaper for airlines to use Eastleigh airport 
as they will be able to use 737s which they currently aren't able 
to use;  

 Seek to boost economy wherever possible post Covid 19. 
  
42. Economy (against)  

 Poor economic benefit - airport has a low Gross Value Added 
(GVA) and contributes little to the Solent LEP 1917 GVA, 
economic benefits do not out weight environmental impacts; loss 
of Flybe; expansion of Heathrow regional airports will lose traffic; 
shareholders reap the reward; 

 Employment – Job creation in the low hundreds not thousands; 
lack clarity of where jobs are created; No evidence to support that 
the expansion is required to save jobs;   

 Inconsistent info - ES states 210 local jobs but airport leaflet says 
400 local jobs; leaflet = £275m to local economy but ES states 
£155.73m;  

 Masterplan economic benefits may now not be realised;  

 Increased traffic - limited economic benefit, impact on house 
prices from congestion; 

 Economic benefits do not take account of financial disbenefits of 
air quality, noise impacts and quality of life; 
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 Inaccurate data - Only 32% of indirect economic within 
Solent region;   

 Eastleigh’s prosperity in top 20% for UK, therefore unnecessary 
development; 

 No tax on airline fuel giving it an unfair advantage over other 
means of transport; 

 Wider economic disbenefits - Negative impact on UK tourist 
destinations; negative impact on existing airports (Inc 
Bournemouth whose catchment overlaps with Southampton) 
people would have otherwise used;  

 Lack of direct assessment of impact on or services provided by 
Bournemouth Airport;  

 Fossil fuel use diverts money from UK to oil producing nations;  

 Noise will result in loss of tourism;   

 There is a lack of clarity around what jobs will be created or 
where they will be located;  

 A full Social Costs Benefits Analysis which should consider 
Governments Transport Analysis Guidance giving monetary 
costs to the effects on Climate, Pollution and Noise; 

 Development would put financial stresses on households across 
the area with increased costs to Council Tax and reduced house 
values;  

 Use innovative ways to boost jobs whilst protecting the 
environment e.g. knowledge and green economy; 

 History of airport over-promising jobs (2006 Masterplan) but a net 
loss of jobs;  

 Alternative business or leisure / recreational use of the site could 
be of greater benefit; 

 Externality of economic impact e.g. cost of school insulation; drop 
in house prices. 

  
43. Heritage (for) 

 Save our historic airport where the spitfire was developed. 
 
44. Heritage (against) 

 Undiscovered archaeological assets on site would be built over; 

 Impact on a listed building in the South Downs and New Forest 
National Parks. 
  

45. Ecology (for) 

 Land to the east can be planted and wildlife areas created;   

 Marhill Copse improvements for community use welcomed. 
 
46. Ecology (against) 
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 Impact on Wildlife (insects, animals, Southern Damselfly) through 
pollution and noise; 

 Impact on natural space - loss of trees, Riverside Park; 

 Impact on species – cull birds to avoid air strike; 

 Impact on Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) from air and 
road traffic; 

 Impact on trees – loss of trees, destruction of ancient woodland; 
Marhill Copse (tree works, fenced off from public access); 

 Opportunity for more ambitious ecological enhancements; 
investment in to adjoining wetlands (enhance carbon storage); 

 Risk of land being used for bio-fuels to be grown; 

 Increased tyre wear could result in impact of micro-plastic on 
marine environments;  

 HRA unable to claim development has no adverse effects on the 
River Itchen; 

 Jacked tunnel for road link could require water to be pumped into 
the River Itchen.   

  
47. Landscape (against) 

 Located within Strategic Gap;  

 Increase in noise and air pollution in New Forest and South 
Downs National Parks;  

 Twyford is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty;   

 Light pollution impacts in an area already badly affected by light 
pollution.  

   
48. Safety (for) 

 Longer runway will make it safer for current planes;  

 Improve safety.  
 
49. Safety (against)  

 Air safety - plane crashed near Bitterne Park primary school; 
unsafe flight path over urban area, no end of runway safety zone; 
increased risk of air space congestion / collision; runway width 
and orientation leads to unable stable approach;  

 Unsafe flight path over a large built-up area including schools;  

 Passenger safety – need safer /cheaper drop off and collection;  

 Debris dropped from plane; 

 Emergency exit for public should be provided on to M27.  
  

50. Other matters  

 Should wait for vertical take-off vehicles and not extend runway;  

 Airport never should have been built with a flightpath over a hill;   

 Planes currently interrupt TV signal;  
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 This is only phase 1, we do not know what other phases are 
planned;  

 Consultation – not consulted Dutton Lane and Barton Road, 
some parishes; poor consultation as offices closed;  

 Existing S106 agreement is out of date;  

 Part of a wider masterplan.  
  

51. Conditions/Obligations  

 Air controls – reduce/retain hours; Existing flight timings should 
remain or be reduced; cap of 4.5 – 5mppa; prevent northerly 
take-offs; preferred flight routes; 

 Mitigation – tree planting; noise barriers around runway; prevent 
sirens at 6am; carbon neutral by 2030; Marhill Copse 
management; maximum noise levels; non-polluting planes only;  

 Highway – contribute to Chickenhall Link Road, add Electric 
Charging Points; enhanced sustainable transport; provisions 
using latest technology; reduced parking charge for 
environmentally friendly vehicles.  

  
Comments Received During Second Consultation, July 2020 

(Concluded 21/09/20) 
(Only comments not previously expressed reported) 

  

Number of representations received: 

 
Objection - 1,483 
Support - 2,942 
Comment - 54   

  
52. Below is a summary of the representations received during the second 

round of consultation: 
 

53. Principle (for) 

 The airport is crippled by payload restrictions and take-off 
weights; 

 Serves all the new residential properties encouraged by 
Government policy;  

 Potential for future growth constrained by limited runway length 
and other constraints;  

 The aerodrome has been at this location in one form or another 
since 1910, serving its locality and country and now is the time 
for us to help it survive.  

 
54. Principle (against)  
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 Would make the Council's aim to be carbon neutral by 2050 
impossible. 

 
55. Planning Policy and Governance (for) 

 Procrastination over a decision delayed attracting a diverse range 
of carriers to the region and less reliance on Flybe. 

 
56. Planning Policy and Governance (against) 

 Any decision is legally conditional on airspace change not 
occurring or impacting more people than it does currently through 
wider volumes of airspace; 

 All other recent decisions for airport expansion have been 
rejected;  

 Contrary to emerging policy E9;  

 Serious implications for healthy communities, so fails the social 
objective (NPPF paragraph 8b).  

 
57. Climate Change (for) 

 The airport does a lot to limit its carbon footprint;  

 Southampton is one of a few carbon neutral airports in Europe. 
 
58. Climate Change (against) 

 The airport is under threat from overheating and planes 
contribute to this;  

 We all have to take responsibility for saving the lives of our 
grandchildren;  

 Carbon offsetting difficult to track and not guarantee a reduction 
in CO2;  

 Less likely that we will achieve our commitments under the Paris 
agreement; 

 The total carbon produced will exceed the total carbon produced 
by the entire Eastleigh area by 160%;  

 The Aviation Environment Federation (2019) seeks a moratorium 
on any planning applications for airport expansion, until the 
government provides clear policy guidance.   

 
59. Environment (against) 

 Contrary to Green City Charter;  

 Unsustainable growth that will encourage the spread of disease; 

 Natural green field habitat, flora and fauna will be destroyed and 
waterways pollution; 

 Marhill Copse trees will be topped by 10m and die – loss of 
sound buffer; 

 Noise impact on non-humans - vocal behaviour, reduce 
abundance, change vigilance (predator-avoidance) or foraging 
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behaviour, and impact individual fitness or the overall structure of 
ecological communities. 

 
60. Economy (for) 

 Opportunities - facilitate an enterprise zone to the east; jobs in 
science and technology and medical trials; 

 Loss of investment to the region as businesses locate here 
because of the airport connectivity;  

 Regional airports benefits – it’s where growth locates; attract 
national and international companies; central south coast area 
needs an airport if it's to be a serious business hub; increased 
tourism;  

 Employment - Local job losses already (Ford, Pirelli, AC Delco 
and Eastleigh Rail Works); jobs at airport and local businesses at 
risk;  

 Southampton an industrial city (port & factories) and deserve 
infrastructure investment. 

 
61. Economy (against) 

 Economic assessment is out of date;  

 Business requires us to engage in less, not more air travel;  

 The airport expansion is a waste of taxpayers’ money.  
 
62. Highways and Transport (for) 

 Other major infrastructure projects to address connectivity like 
HS2 are hugely costly and decades away;  

 Shorter commute time improves work / life balance. 
 
63. Highways and Transport (against) 

 Additional pressures on parking generated by the development; 

 Car parking extension no longer needed.   
 
64. Noise (for) 

 Monitoring of noise and pollution levels needed which could 
influence take off direction; 

 Could "cap" aircraft noise AND aircraft carbon emissions; 

 Many speeding cars / bikes are louder than planes. 
 
65. Noise (against) 

 Combined impact of road, rail and airport noise on Southampton 
Road, Eastleigh;   

 Extended car parking will remove the bund which currently 
shields some noise; 

 Noise is modelled as a 16-hour average presumably to show 
minimal impact on the environment;  
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 Impacts on Campbell Road residents in conjunction with train 
haulage noise;   

 Noise insultation offer will be ineffective.  
 
66. Air Quality (against) 

 NOx concentrations exceed the critical level at the roadside by a 
considerable margin; 

 Black dust settles in the interior of our house when planes go 
over which can’t be good for us.  

 
67. Human Health (for) 

 Safer to use smaller airports during pandemic; 

 Critical medical route to the Channel Islands and family 
connectivity.  

 
68. Human Heath (against) 

 5% increase in mortality due to increased NO2 emissions is not a 
moderately adverse effect; 

 Impact of higher number of night flights.  
 
69. Other   

 No independent expert consultation appears to have been 
undertaken in terms of the banking parameters of the proposed 
later aircraft approaching;  

 Urban not rural extension site; 

 Most supports live outside impacted areas. 
 

Comments Received During Third Consultation, Oct 2020 (Concluded 
15/11/20)  

(Only comments not previously expressed reported) 
 

Number of representations received: 

 
Objectors – 444 
Supporters – 1035 
Comments - 21 

 
70. The following comments were received during the third consultation 

stage:  
 

71. Planning Policy and Governance (against) 

 Planning decision must be made on worst case scenario – 20 
flights/hour x 15 hours (109,500 ATMs). 
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72. Air Quality (against) 

 Worst case scenario, increased use of A320 would equate to 17 
times more kgNOx/LTO than a turboprop plane. 

 
73. Noise (against) 

 The runway north end sound/blast screens are of insufficient 
height to protect local residents on higher ground (Fair Oak) from 
the roars of A320. 

 
74. Other (for) 

 Overwhelming local support reported in local paper; 

 A happy, efficient, well-run venture offering value-for-money and 
fast, easy transport to millions of customers. 

 
75. Economy (for) 

 As a USA high tech start-up European HQ based locally it’s 
imperative for the future of jobs to have a viable international 
business airport in the region 

 Well located airport close to industrial centre of the area  

 As a local Independent Travel Company this supports their 
clients  

 Now an airport survival plan, not an expansion plan.  
 

Comments Received During Fourth Consultation, January 2021 
(Concluded 05/03/21, further updated with representations 
received prior to ELAC committee meeting up until 24/03/21)   

(Only comments not previously expressed reported) 
 
Number of representations received: 
 

Objectors – 477 
Supporters – 478 
Comments – 12 

 
76. Support 

 Importance to Local economy and job base.  

 Despite being on the flightpath, I support this due to the economic 
benefits 

 As an established large employer, this is valuable to our local 
economy  

 Benefits to metal health and wellbeing with job opportunities 
created.  

 Vital air corridor providing links with the region’s ports.  

 Modern aircraft are much quieter 
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 Great opportunity for development with announcement of Freeport 
success 

 Important to allow the combination of both sea and air travel 

 Would allow competition with other airports who already can 
accommodate larger aircraft.  

 
77. Objections 

 No proof that airport will return a comfortable profit if it returns to 
1.8MPPA; 

 Airport will show a surplus at 1.1-1.2MPPA;  

 Cap at 2m not 3m to reflect 2016 figures 

 Car park is not required, should be refused and discourage car 
use.  

 Flybe routes are being back filled, new announcements regularly  

 London City has a shorter runway and generates substantial 
GVA so there are alternative aircraft available without this 
extension. 

 Financial forecasting and modelling is flawed 

 Financial losses from house prices, to other airports and 
reclaimed expenditure.  

 Adverse noise impact on deprived areas, education and mental 
health.  

 Noise cap is non-binding 

 Making best use of existing infrastructure does not mean 
permission should be approved.  

 Planning Permission should be delayed until after the airspace 
change process; 

 Noise Assessment should be based on operations of Heathrow 
and Gatwick; 

 Airport Vision Figures conflict with future passenger numbers in 
assessment.  

 Noise contours are questionable 

 Inadequate noise insulation package. 

 Increase in noise very obvious as lockdown lifted.  

 Impact of noise on the Isle of Wight.  

 Inadequate consideration of the Paris Agreement  

 Conflict with the CCC 6th Carbon Budget recommendations.  
 

 
Consultation Responses (Summarised) 
 
78. The following table assists with the navigation of consultee comments:  

 

Consultee Paragraph 
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Alderney Chamber of Commerce 177 

Basingstoke and Deane Council 174 

Bishopstoke Parish Council 142 

Borough Council’s Climate Change Manager 119 

Borough Council’s Environmental Health Officer 79 

Borough Council’s Environmental Health Officer  101 

Borough Council’s Environmental Health Officer 102 

Bournemouth Airport 242 

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council 173 

Bursledon Parish Council 138 

Climate Change Consultant 292 

Cllr Christopher Hammond – Leader of SCC y 
Council 

195 

Cllr Keith Mans -Leader of Hampshire County 
Council 

194 

Compton & Shawford Parish Council 147 

Dorset Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 183 

Eastleigh Borough Council – Ecology 205 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Economic 
Development 

323 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Health & Wellbeing 
Strategy Specialist 

249 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Landscape Officer 318 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Planning policy 196 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Sustainability Officer 313 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Tree Officer 235 

Eastleigh Borough Council - Urban Design Officer 321 

Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise Partnership 191 

Environment Agency 232 

Fair Oak & Horton Heath Parish Council 141 

Fareham Borough Council 171 

Go South 316 

Hampshire Chamber of Commerce 178 

Hampshire County Council Archaeology 298 

Hampshire County Council Highways 302 

Hampshire County Council Lead Local Flood 
Authority 

311 
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Hampshire County Council Minerals & Waste 301 

Hampshire Fire & Rescue 247 

Hedge End Town Council 139 

Heritage Consultant 294 

Highways England 312 

Historic England 297 

Hythe and Dibden Parish Council 148 

Isle of Wight Council 167 

Marine Management Organisation 231 

National Air Traffic Service – Safeguarding 241 

Natural England 226 

Network Rail 315 

New Forest District Council 160 

New Forest National Park Authority 165 

Otterbourne Parish Council 146 

Paul Holmes - MP for Eastleigh 193 

Planning Casework Unit 317 

Public Health England 260 

Public Health Team 256 

Solent Enterprise Partnership 184 

South Downs National Park Authority 164 

South Western Railway 246 

Southampton Airport Safeguarding 234 

Southampton City Council 149 

Southern Gas Network 204 

Southern water 203 

States of Alderney 176 

Test Valley Borough Council 162 

Error! 
efer
enc

e 
sou
rce 
not 
fou
nd. 

Tourism South East 192 

Waverley Borough Council 172 

West End Parish Council 140 

Winchester City Council 158 
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Woodland Trust 225 
  
79. Environmental Health – Noise (23/02/21) In summary, we remain 

concerned that proposed growth that results in such extensive 
increases in noise exposure is not in line with Government policy. The 
development is likely to be a direct, long-term, adverse effect of major 
significance prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, which 
is reduced to a moderate significance by the mitigation measures. We 
note that noise should not be considered in isolation, but this concern 
needs to be weighed against the other benefits of the application.   

 
Detailed comments 
 
80. We agree with the LOAEL of 51 dB LAeq,16h and the SOAEL of 63 dB 

LAeq,16h for daytime noise. ESA 2 does not make any changes to the 
construction noise assessments or surface access noise 
arrangements so our previous comments should be used.  

81. Night is defined as 23:00-07:00 thus Monday to Saturday there are 
flights in the night period. We agree that the 8-hour metric would be 
inappropriate and accept that SEL could be a useful metric which can 
be related to sleep disturbance/additional awakenings. The 
replacement chapter suggests that 13 or more aircraft movements at 
80 dB LAmax would be equivalent to LOAEL and 20 would be 
equivalent to SOAEL.  Reasonable justification is given for this 
approach and we therefore accept this. No updates to night-time in 
ESA2 so recommend a maximum number of movements that will be 
allowed in the 06:00-07:00 window, which should not exceed the 
number in the 2016 baseline. 

82. The ESA and ESA2 submissions use a modal split of 72/28 which is 
based on the average of the previous 5 years operating directions 
during the summer period. We consider that this a more robust 
assumption. 

83. The fleet mix assumptions in ESA2 are provided in Appendix 11.1 of 
ESA2 and summarised in the table below. For simplicity in showing the 
changes I have combined everything except the Dash 8-400, LTT and 
A320 types into an “other” category but this includes a variety of 
aircraft types.  

 

 2016 2020 2033 

Aircraft 
Type 

Number of 
Movements  

% Number of 
Movements 

% Number of 
Movements 

% 
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Bombardier 
Dash 8-
400 

81 59 0 0 0 0 

Large Twin 
Turboprop 
LTT 

 26 19 54 81 57 48 

A319/A320 0 0 0 0 48 40 

Other 31 22 13 19 14 12 

Total 137 100 67 100 118 100 

 
84. The predicted aircraft noise impacts of the proposals are the section of 

the ES that have been most changed by the iterations and additional 
submissions, this is as a result of significant concerns about the 
widespread significant impacts that were being shown as well as 
concerns about some of the assumptions discussed above.  The ESA2 
uses the same assumptions for the 2033 future “with development” 
scenario that was shown in Scenario 4 of the Technical Note in 
October 2020 and which forms the basis of the proposed noise 
contour cap discussed below. The 2033 exposure is based on the 
assumption of 3mppa. 

 
85. When these forecasts are compared with 2020 number of passenger / 

ATMs the increases are even greater.  While acknowledging that the 
increases may be stepped up, the change will be very noticeable to 
residents.  

  2016 (baseline exposure) 2033 ESA2 

Contour Level Households Population 
Area 
(km2) 

Households Population Area (km2) 

>51 (LOAEL) 8500 19550 11.2 
18050 

(+95
50) 

46050 16.4 (+4.9) 

>54 3450 9000 6.1 7700 (+4250) 18250 8.6 (+2.5) 

>57 1100 3100 3.1 2900 (+1800) 7200 4.4 (+1.3) 

>60 350 800 1.5 1000 (+650) 2400 2.4 (+0.9) 

>63 (SOAEL) 0 0 0.8 200 (+200) 450 1.3 (+0.5) 

>66 0 0 0.4 0 0 0.7 (+0.3) 

>69 0 0 0.2 0 0 0.4 (+0.2) 

N65 >20 35050    45750    



   

 

Page | 37 

 

  2016 (baseline exposure) 2033 ESA2 

Contour Level Households Population 
Area 
(km2) 

Households Population Area (km2) 

N65 >50 17450    10850    

N65 >100 550    550    

 

Contour Level 2020 (ESA2) 2033 ESA2 

Households Population Area (km2) Households Population Area (km2) 

>51 4750 11450 7 18050 (+13300) 46050 (+34600) 16.4 (+9.4) 

>54 1650 4100 3.6 7700 (+6050) 18250 (+14150) 8.6 (+5) 

>57 650 1600 1.7 2900 (+2250) 7200+5600 4.4 (+2.7) 

>60 <50 50 0.8 1000 (+950) 2400(+2350) 2.4 (+1.6) 

>63     0.4  200 (+200) 450 (+450) 1.3 (+0.9) 

>66     0.2 0 0 0.7 (+0.5) 

>69     0.1 0 0 0.4 

N65 >20 31000     45750    

N65 >50 550     10850    

N65 >100 0     550    

 

86. The impact tables for 2033 in the ESA2 predict that despite there 
being fewer aircraft movements in 2033 than 2016, the area and 
number of people exposed to levels that could have observed adverse 
effects on health and quality of life are predicted to increase as a result 
of the proposals.    

 
87. The limitation of the above numbers is that from the information 

provided we cannot tell whether each movement above 65dB is 
around 65-70 dB or significantly louder.  The implications of the 
reduced number of aircraft (compared with 2016) and the increase in 
contour size, together with fewer households being exposed to 50-100 
N65 events daily is that the individual future aircraft movements will 
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have a different noise profile (likely to be experienced as louder) than 
experienced in 2016 or 2020. 

 
88. There would be no non-residential receptors (schools, hospitals etc) 

exposed above the SOAEL in the ESA2 forecasts.  12 educational 
facilities and one health facility have been identified that would fall 
between LOAEL and SOAEL, an increase from the 7 identified in the 
2016 baseline. This is fewer than reported in the ESA for the 2037 (5 
mppa) scenario which identified 21 educational facilities being 
exposed to noise levels between the LOAEL and SOAEL.  

 
89. Bitterne Park School to the south, was predicted to be potentially 

affected with levels above SOAEL in the 2037 5mppa forecasts.  In the 
3mppa scenario it is located between LOAEL and SOAEL, within the 
60-63 dB LAeq, 16 hr noise contour in 2033. The school has recently 
been refurbished and the main school building located within the 57-60 
dB contour in 2016. This indicates that noise levels will increase by 1-3 
dB in this area.  The significance of this increase is not discussed 
because the assessment considers the level in relation to LOAEL and 
SOAEL rather than considering changes in noise exposure within this 
range. 

 
90. We note the improved 2033 forecasts that arise from ESA2 

assessment compared with 2016, they still show an increase 
(approximately a doubling) in population noise exposure between 
LOAEL and SOAEL, and new exposure above SOAEL.  This increase 
is even more significant when compared with the 2020 baseline. Policy 
requires that noise between LOAEL and SOAEL should be mitigated 
and reduced to a minimum and noise above SOAEL should be 
avoided (this does not mean that this cannot occur). 

 
91. We agree that there is likely to be a direct, long-term, adverse effect of 

major significance prior to the implementation of mitigation measures 
(para 11.6.22 of ESA Chapter 11). Additional mitigation measures 
were provided in 11.7.2 - 11.7.4 of the ESA and 11.33-11.42 of ESA 2.    

 
92. A noise insulation policy was originally proposed to apply to 

households and noise sensitive properties in areas predicted to be 
exposed to noise levels above 63 dB.  The most notable change in 
ESA2 is that the noise insulation policy will be applied to dwellings 
exposed to noise levels above 60 dB.  This goes some way to 
mitigating noise between LOAEL and SOAEL as well as avoiding 
effects above SOAEL. 

 
93. We remain concerned that no evidence has been provided to justify 

the maximum amount of contribution towards sound insulation, but we 
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note that following our comments on the initial submission the amount 
has been increased from £3,000 to £5,000 which is more in line with 
other airports.  We suggest that this could form part of the s106 
discussions  

 
94. We agree that the Noise Insulation Policy should be viewed as 

additional mitigation. We do not agree that the measures in ESA 
11.7.4 are additional mitigation, as the NAP was included as inherent 
design mitigation, and compliance with NPRs will have been assumed 
within the model.   

 
95. We acknowledge that there are other operating procedures that could 

be considered as mitigation, which would need to be considered under 
a separate airspace change process and so cannot be relied upon.  
We note that these may have the effect of reducing the size of the 
noise contours if applied in the future (although this is not guaranteed).  
On the basis that the ongoing, separate airspace change process 
could result in reductions in noise levels in the future, we consider that 
a cap on noise may be appropriate until such time as these benefits 
can be assessed and implemented. 

 
96. The airport has therefore proposed in ESA2 that a noise contour cap 

which limits the area of the 51 dB contour could be applied to provide 
certainty around a maximum impact level until airspace change can be 
delivered.  They have proposed operating restrictions (via a section 
106 agreement) which would limit the size (total area, km2) of the 
LOAEL daytime noise contour – 51 dB LAeq, 16 hr (summer average). 
The use of such a restriction limits the amount of noise that can be 
generated by the Airport thus providing reassurance to local 
communities and the planning authority that the noise impact of 
operations will be no worse than considered as part of the planning 
application unless and until the airspace at the airport is updated 
(which will be subject to its own further assessment of impacts), thus 
providing a restriction within which the Airport must manage its noise 
impacts. While we welcome this proposal, we also note that this is an 
increase on the 51 dB contour area from the 2016 baseline of 4.9km2 
and of the 2020 baseline of 9.4km2.  If this is accepted, it must be on 
the basis that these significant increases in noise are justified and 
acceptable in the overall planning balance. 

 
97. Operating restrictions such as this should be considered as a last 

resort, but it is clear that there are no other currently deliverable 
mitigation measures that have been identified. 

 
98. The ESA2 concludes that with the additional mitigation (noise 

insulation policy, noise contour cap and the Noise Action Plan (NAP)) 
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the residual impacts are “moderate adverse”.  We accept that the 
noise insulation scheme, if conditioned appropriately, and being 
extended to all properties falling within the 60 dB contour would avoid 
the majority of impacts above SOAEL and that a noise contour cap 
would limit the impacts between LOAEL and SOAEL, and therefore 
agree that the residual effects are moderate adverse. It is noted that 
the assessments state that aircraft noise calculations do not include 
potentially quieter A320 in future, and it is agreed that this provides a 
reasonable worst-case assessment. 

 
99. We did not consider the forecast impacts of the assessments including 

ESA2 to be acceptable, but the introduction of the noise contour cap, 
together with the noise insulation policy and the ongoing noise action 
plan has mitigated these concerns to an extent and demonstrates that 
the effects between LOAEL and SOAEL have been limited and 
controlled, and those above SOAEL avoided by the noise insulation 
policy. We remain concerned that growth that results in such extensive 
increases in noise exposure is not in line with Government policy. 

 
100. The development is likely to be a direct, long-term, adverse effect of 

major significance prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, 
which is reduced to a moderate significance by the mitigation 
measures. We note that noise should not be considered in isolation, 
but this concern needs to be weighed against the other benefits of the 
application.   

 
101. Environmental Health – Land contamination– The land forming the 

airport has been in this use for many years, and records show that it 
was used by the American Navy in WWI, and during WWII, prior to its 
current use. Some of the land to be developed is also adjacent to the 
Southampton- London railway line. As a result, there is a clear 
potential for land contamination to be present and an assessment of 
land contamination will be required prior to development commencing. 
The end use proposed is not particularly sensitive, therefore we would 
normally condition these matters in any successful application. 

 
102. Environmental Health – Air Quality.  The report describes that the 

dominant source of emissions to air in the study area is road transport, 
and the M27 and M3 motorways in particular. In the Baseline and 
Future Baseline, airport-related emissions are shown to have little 
impact on ambient air quality.  

 
103. We previously raised a concern that the modelled baseline 

concentrations at Campbell Road were significantly lower than our 
measured data shows. The review of the assessment assumptions 
has addressed this concern (7.4.29) specifically in the review of the 



   

 

Page | 41 

 

modelling, and this is the only location where significant under 
prediction has occurred.  The report suggests that there is a localised 
source other than traffic and the airport that is contributing to the 
measured levels at this location, possibly related to the rail depot. We 
accept this conclusion; however, it does mean that predictions of 
exposure at Campbell Road need to be considered in this context. 

 
104. Construction Phase Effects - We agree with the following: use of the 

IAQM methodology to assess construction dust and particulate 
emissions; the assessment of dust emission magnitude from 
earthworks as large; that the assessment of dust emission magnitude 
from construction as being small, and for track-out as medium; that the 
assessment of the area as medium sensitivity to dust soiling effects 
from construction works (earthworks and construction), but low 
sensitivity to track-out due to the distance between construction works 
and the local road network;  that construction dust should be scoped 
out of the ES, subject to impacts managed out through a construction 
traffic management plan and construction environmental management 
plan (CEMP).  

 
105. We accept the conclusion that construction effects, with mitigation will 

be minor adverse, but recommend a condition requiring the CEMP to 
be approved in writing prior to the commencement of construction 
works. 

 
106. We consider that interim year assessments should have been included 

as there could be a risk of delayed compliance in earlier intervening 
years. 

 
107. The passenger growth assumptions are equivalent to an increase of 

1450 vehicles per day on Mitchell Way, which disperses at the Spitfire 
Roundabout such that, taking into account redistribution of future 
traffic, the increase on Wide Lane heading into Eastleigh AQMA is 170 
vehicles per day, the increase on the motorway is fewer than 800 
vehicles per day and travelling southwards into Southampton is 
approximately 500 vehicles per day.  

 
108. The emissions inventory shows that some of the aircraft emissions of 

NOx are offset by improvements in vehicular emissions.  PM10 is 
predicted to increase with and without the development, these 
increases are greater with the development. Of the total increase in 
emissions of NOX / PM10 between the Future Year without and with 
the Proposed Development, airside ground emissions amount to 
2%/18% of the emissions, aircraft emissions to 97%/60% and surface 
access 1%/22%.  The majority of the aircraft emissions occur during 
climb-out and on approach and have minimal impact on ambient 
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concentrations of NO2/NOX or PM10.  The increase in emissions 
amounts to 10% of total future emissions for NOx, and 0.5% for PM10.  

 
109. The human health assessment considers 72 receptors within the 

study. For NO2 it concludes that the significance is negligible at 70 of 
the receptors and slight adverse at 2 receptors (Campbell Road and 
Wide Lane).  There are predicted increases in concentrations in these 
areas, but they are considered to only have a slightly adverse impact. 
In paragraph 7.5.33 there is a discussion of the effect of the 
underestimation of concentrations at Campbell Road, and the report 
states that if the results were corrected to include this underestimation 
the concentration would remain below the objective level and still be 
classed as a slightly adverse impact.  We note that all predicted 
concentrations rely on a significant decrease in the baseline level for 
future scenarios but our monitoring at Campbell Road has recorded an 
annual average of over 32 µg/m3 for the previous 5 years, with no 
evidence of a decrease.  Given these measured concentrations, the 
predicted impact of development would be classed as moderate. 

 
110. For PM10/ PM2.5 the report also concludes that the impact at all 

receptors is negligible.  The maximum concentration in any year or 
scenario is less than 22μg/m3 (<55% of the annual mean standard), 
with fewer than 6 days exceedance of the daily mean standard. The 
maximum impact of the development is 2.9% of the objective of 
25μg/m3 (assuming, conservatively, that all modelled PM10 from road 
and airport sources is in the PM2.5 size range). This is small in 
magnitude, and, with the total concentration well below the objective 
(13.9μg/m3), a negligible impact.  It is however worth noting this would 
fail the WHO level of 10 µg/m3 which the Government stated an aim to 
meet in the Clean Air Strategy 2019.  

 
111. The ES therefore concludes that the health effects from increased NOx 

and PM emissions have an imperceptible to medium impact and are 
not significant.  Some mitigation is proposed (installation of a fixed 
power supply, retaining pollution barrier, surface access strategy and 
air quality strategy).   

 
112. We previously raised a concern that there were no earlier year 

assessments, and that background concentrations in earlier years may 
be higher resulting in exceedances or delayed compliance.  The ESA 
Air Quality Chapter has included analysis of this.  The analysis shows 
that ‘whilst total pollutant concentrations at most receptors decrease 
over time, the impacts remain below or equal to those modelled in 
2037 in all years and the severity of the impact is no worse than that 
modelled in 2037 using conservative assumptions. The only 
exceptions to this are on Southampton Road where impacts modelled 
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for 2037 were negligible but increase to slight adverse in some (not all) 
earlier years, albeit without exceedance of the standard and with an 
impact that is very small (<1.0% of the objective). Furthermore, this 
applies only if a linear decrease in concentrations is assumed over 
time; If the observed trend in the monitoring is assumed, then impacts 
are negligible in all years.  

 
113. We accept the conclusions of the assessment; however we consider 

that even where the emissions may be considered to be slight, the ES 
has predicted an increase in concentrations in residential 
areas.  Given the presence of the Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA) it is important that opportunities to improve air quality should 
be identified.  This could include contributions to the EBC and SCC 
AQMPs, or be related to the Surface Access Strategy and encourage 
the use of cleaner vehicles.   

 
114. Odour Assessment - The assessment includes details of an odour 

survey which was undertaken over four separate dates and found that 
odours from the airport were negligible. This survey was also used to 
determine whether Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) would be an 
issue close to the airport and concludes that this is low risk.  

 
115. Mitigation Measures - Additional mitigation measures are proposed in 

Section 7.6.  For construction these include measures that should be 
incorporated into the CEMP. The report states that no mitigation is 
required for the operation of the proposed development, and as we 
have outlined above we do not agree with this.   

 
116. The report continues to say that there are additional measures that will 

act to reduce the overall impacts.  These include the use of Fixed 
Electrical Ground Power (this allows aircraft on stand to be powered 
from the grid rather than the on-board Auxiliary Power Units (APU).  
The report recommends that it should be mandatory to switch APU off 
while at the gate, and so we recommend that this is a condition that 
should be attached to any consent. 

 
117. The report also notes that the vegetation barrier between 

Southampton Road and the Airport boundary should be maintained, 
and/or if removed during construction works replaced with equivalent 
solid barriers until such time as the vegetation can be reinstated. This 
should also be included as a condition. 

 
118. The report refers to an air quality strategy that is being developed and 

that this should include a requirement that as the current fleet of 
ground support equipment is replaced or renewed, electric equipment 
should be preferred to fossil fuelled alternatives, and measures to 
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reduce emissions from aircraft including minimising engine use during 
taxiing. We would add to this that the airport’s air quality strategy 
should be developed in partnership with the LAQM managers at EBC 
and SCC and other relevant stakeholders.   

 
119. Borough Council Climate Change Manager – (10/03/21).   

 
120. In summary, the 6th Carbon Budget report is a much-reduced budget 

and the first to align with a net zero target, but this is not legislation or 
policy. Government will decide how to respond to this advice and 
develop policy but have to date favoured a global approach to tackling 
emissions. Local planning policies and the NPPF do not have polices 
that specifically cover carbon emissions from aviation. The Aviation 
Policy Framework and MBU both considered an 80% reduction in 
carbon emissions by 2050. Trying to judge the impact of the aviation 
emissions in the application is therefore challenging as there is a 
policy gap. The Airport proposes a range of mitigation, compensation, 
and enhancement measures to be determined under a section 106 
agreement to reduce the impact of GHGs. Some target direct 
emissions (scope 1) only. Under the section 106 agreement it is 
recommended that the option of monitoring and reducing sources of 
indirect emissions other than just those classed as ‘direct’ is explored. 

 
121. In detail, The Airport calculated the emissions from the construction as 

1,800 tonnes of CO2 equivalent (tCO2e) and overall climate impact 
assessment of emissions from construction are deemed negligible. 
Emissions per passenger associated with landing, take off (LTO) and 
climb, cruise descent (CCD) have been calculated as 0.255 tCO2e 
without the proposed development and 0.204 tCO2e with the proposed 
development in the ESA2. The proposed development leads to a 
decrease of 0.051 tCO2e per passenger. In ESA2 emissions resulting 
from the operation of the development increased from 350,000 tCO2e 
per annum to 370,000 tCO2e equating to operational emissions of the 
project lifespan of 120 years increasing from 42,005,000 tCO2e to 
44,391,000 tCO2e. 

 
122. The Airport have assessed the impact of the emissions as moderate 

adverse and significant. The numbers provided have been calculated 
as worse-case scenario and have not included the use of carbon 
offsets. 

 
123. Eastleigh Borough Council Declared a Climate and Environmental 

Emergency in July 2019. The two main targets are for the Council’s 
own operations to be carbon neutral by 2025 and for the Borough of 
Eastleigh to achieve carbon neutrality by 2030. A key principle of the 
Strategy is that ‘All Council decisions will consider the potential impact 
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on the climate and the environment…’. Climate emergency 
declarations do not seek to stop the release of carbon emissions; they 
aim to reduce them to limit the impact of global heating in line with the 
Paris Agreement.  

 
124. The Climate Change Act (updated 2019) sets out the legal framework 

for reducing the UK’s Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHGs). The 
emissions reductions in the Climate Change Act are delivered by a 
series of five-year carbon budgets which take account of domestic 
aviation emissions but not (so far) international aviation emissions. 

 
125. The Climate Change Committee (CCC) has recommended to 

Government that the sixth Carbon Budget includes international 
aviation emissions whereas previous budgets did not include such 
emissions but were reduced to allow headroom. The 6th Carbon 
Budget calls for a reduction of 78% by 2035 relative to 1990.  

 
126. The Balanced Net Zero pathway (BNZ) is the basis for the CCC’s 

recommended sixth carbon budget. Under the BNZ aviation emissions 
gradually decline to 23 MtCO2e by 2050 and demand growth (annual 
passenger numbers) is limited to an increase of 25%. The CCC 
recommended that ‘there should be no net expansion of UK airport 
capacity unless the sector is on track to outperform its emissions 
trajectory to accommodate additional demand’. Other 
recommendations include the use of sustainable aviation fuels, hybrid-
electric planes, and engineered greenhouse gas removals. 

 
127. It is down to the Government to decide how to respond to the advice 

and develop policy. ‘A key design feature of the Climate Change Act is 
that legislation of the budget level leaves free a choice about how this 
is to be delivered. It is the responsibility of the Government then to 
determine how the budget will be met. As such the recommendations 
provided by the CCC do not constitute current Government policy.  

 
128. The Government favours a global approach as there has long been a 

concern that action at national or regional level can lead to emissions 
being displaced elsewhere, known as carbon leakage. For example, 
passengers may travel through other countries to avoid carbon taxes, 
or aircraft take on fuel in countries where no measures have been 
introduced.   

 
129. The International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) is the lead body in 

developing a framework for market-based measures to tackle 
emissions from international aviation. The ICAO have developed the 
Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation 
(CORSIA); a voluntary scheme which 192 countries, including the UK, 
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agreed to in 2016. The aim of the scheme is to achieve carbon neutral 
growth in international aviation through a baseline and credit 
mechanism. CORSIA has been criticised for not covering all 
emissions, and the CCC have recommended that CORSIA should not 
be used to meet UK carbon budgets (and of note the Airport have not 
included carbon credits in their calculations).   

 
130. Local planning policies and the NPPF do not have polices that 

(specifically) cover carbon emissions from aviation. The role of national 
policy in providing this guidance is recognised in the Making Best Use 
of Existing Runways (MBU): ‘There are, however, some important 
environmental elements which should be considered at a national 
level. The Government recognises that airports making the best use of 
their existing runways could lead to increased air traffic which could 
increase carbon emissions’. 

 
131. The MBU states ‘We shall be using the Aviation Strategy to progress 

our wider policy towards tackling aviation carbon.’ Similar references 
are made in the Clean Growth Strategy ‘We will set out our strategic 
approach to the aviation sector… including a paper on how to support 
growth while tackling the environmental impacts of aviation. This will 
culminate in the publication of a new Aviation Strategy for the UK by 
the end of 2018’. The Aviation Strategy white paper was due before 
Parliament in 2020, however this has been delayed until 2021 due to 
the coronavirus pandemic. 

 
132. The Aviation Policy Framework, MBU and the Clean Growth Strategy 

rely on the Aviation Strategy to set Government policy on aviation 
carbon emissions. The Government is also due to produce a Transport 
Decarbonisation Strategy in spring 2021 and is also planning an 
Aviation Recovery plan. Without these national policies it is unknown 
how the Government plans to deal with aviation emissions particularly 
against a net-zero target. The Aviation Policy Framework and MBU 
considered an 80% reduction target by 2050. Trying to judge the 
impact of the aviation emissions in the application is therefore 
challenging as there is a policy gap. 

 
133. SIAL proposes a range of mitigation, compensation, and enhancement 

measures to be determined under a section 106 agreement to reduce 
the impact of GHGs. A Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) will be prepared to limit the impact of the construction and 
should follow good practice as laid out in section 13.8 of the ESA 
which includes the use of the climate change hierarchy. Although 
outside the scope of this planning application the applicant may wish 
to consider future-proofing elements of the design and build e.g., solar 
car park canopies at a later date.  
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134. Measures to reduce the impact of the emissions from the operation of 

the development are detailed in section 13.9 of the ESA. The 
mitigation measures seek to reduce GHGs across a range of sources 
and in line with the precautionary principle have excluded the use of 
CORSIA for emissions associated with LTO and CCD of aircraft.  

 
135. Under some of the proposed mitigation measures, direct (Scope 1) 

emissions are only considered. Scope 2 and 3 emissions usually make 
up a larger part of an organisation’s carbon footprint. Whilst harder to 
reduce as there is no direct control, action can still be taken to mitigate 
their impact. Several of the measures proposed such as ground 
electric power to aircraft and EV car spaces aim to reduce emissions 
under these scopes. 

 
136. Under the section 106 agreement it is recommended that the option of 

monitoring and reducing sources of indirect emissions other than just 
those classed as ‘direct’ is explored. 

 
137. Eastleigh Borough Council - Health and Well Being Specialist 

(27/11/21). The Council is committed to improving the health of 
Borough residents and has worked on both preventative health 
programmes and reducing health inequalities in the past, prioritising 
target intervention people with long term health conditions, older 
people and people with disabilities. Suitable mitigation projects could 
include improving access to community facilities for young people, 
investing in improving access to open space in areas of relative 
deprivation, investment into Country Parks, strengthening of 
partnerships, specifically with the voluntary sector and the 
development of community based social prescribing services to 
address key health and wellbeing priorities. 

 
138. Bursledon Parish Council – (16/11/20) No objection. 
 
139. Hedge End Town Council – (05/11/20, 04/09/20, 23/07/20) No 

objection. 
 
140. West End Parish Council – (10/03/21) Objection on the grounds of 

environmental responsibility. 
 
141. Fair Oak and Horton Heath Parish Council – (02/11/20) No 

objection.  
 

142. Bishopstoke Parish Council (11/02/21) – Objection on the grounds 
of increased noise levels over Bishopstoke; increased noise and 
pollution problems along Southampton Road; conflict with Local Plan 
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in relation to addressing pollution from vehicle emissions; conflict with 
the Bishopstoke Parish Council and Eastleigh Borough Council 
declared Climate Change Emergency; impact on local and national 
road network; no guidance on quantity of extra parking spaces to 
enable a view on whether appropriate number.  Any shortfall in parking 
will lead to more problems on the local network.  Wish to see a carbon 
mitigation plan and clarification of the location and connections of the 
proposed road and how it relates to the Chickenhall Lane link road.  

 
143. Allbrook Parish Council – (02/03/2021) No objection if additional 

park and stride provided, no restrictions on Chickenhall Lane Link 
Road (CLLR) or railway, flight paths adhered to, alleviation of pollution, 
noise mitigated following removal of the bund.  

 
144. (12/11/20) Previous comments fully relevant. Note the changes to 

aircraft movement (decrease in numbers but increase in number of 
larger Airbus 320 aircraft). Noise is a relevant issue and how does 
propeller sound compare to a jet? The changes to the Air Space 
Management system gives opportunity to vary flightpaths and avoid 
airspace over Allbrook. 

 
145. (03/08/20) – No objection. application should only be permitted with a 

clear plan of additional park and stride facilities, no impingement on 
the CLLR or rail improvements, adherence to flight paths and no 
increase in air traffic over the Parish, undertake all of the mitigation to 
alleviate pollution and respect the Borough’s ‘Climate Emergency 
plan’, the loss of the bund addresses noise / safety aspects of this 
bund.  

 
146. Otterbourne Parish Council – (03/02/21 and 22/07/20) Object. 

Transport Assessment fails to consider Compton & Shawford and 
Otterbourne and routes to these. Noise Preferred Routes (NPR) 
should be secured. 

 
147. Compton and Shawford Parish Council (02/03/21) Object on 

grounds of noise and pollution.  
 
148. Hythe and Dibden Parish Council – (13/08/20) The community is 

broadly supportive of the plans for the airport and the main issues that 
affect Hythe and Dibden are air quality and noise. The Council 
supports the access to flights for local residents for holiday and 
business, and notes that tourism is key to the local and national 
economy. Noise and light pollution are strongly acknowledged, 
mitigation needed, and air quality surveys and monitoring would be an 
expectation.  
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149. Southampton City Council (SCC) – (01/03/2021) Object for reasons 
set out in previous response.  

 
150. (03/12/20) Object. 
 
151. SCC Highways - Due to the nature of use and length of stay of the car 

park the number of vehicle trips is acceptable and necessary to meet 
sufficient demand to prevent vehicles circulating in search of spaces. 
Layout of car park is acceptable but outside SCC so subject to HCC 
being satisfied. Use of SRTM information agreed but assessment of 
local junctions still required. Wessex Lane. Wide Lane. A335 junction 
shown over capacity, even minimal additional impact would 
exacerbate current problems and is therefore significant and severe. 
Modelling shows Wessex Lane Junction will experience significant 
additional queueing and therefore could have impacts on A27 
Mansbridge Road/Wide Lane Roundabout. No clear assurance that 
that airport peak hours would not change as a result of changes in 
flight patterns as a result of operator/airport’s needs. Mitigation for 
Wessex Lane/Wide Lane/Stoneham Way junction and 
Mansbridge/Wide Lane roundabout should be secured in S106. 
3MPPA passenger Cap, Operational Management Plan, ASAS also 
required.  

 
152. SCC Economic Development - Future baseline for jobs considered to 

be on the low side. Would be useful to understand the current 
employment levels to understand the effect of airport closure. Owners 
commitment to £1m investment if permission granted – an effective 
employment and skills plan should be secured. Information provided is 
limited to jobs growth with or without runway extension. The real 
question is whether the airport can remain viable with between 1 and 2 
MPPA. Passenger numbers significantly reduced due to COVID (down 
83% in 2020) and down 99% during lockdown in April. It is highly likely 
that the airport will be running at a loss.  

 
153. SCC Environmental Health - Previous concern regarding 

underestimation of impact on Southampton remains e.g. modal split). 
Runway extension will lead to a significant noise impact for some 
residents and businesses that cannot be fully mitigated recommend 
that the council objects on this basis.  

 
154. SCC Sustainability - Rising sea levels are a risk to Southampton. 

Conflicts with Climate Emergency declaration, legal duties for net zero 
to 2050 and undermines Southampton’s climate mitigation efforts. 
Aviation is in the difficult to decarbonise category and the CCC has 
said that carbon neutrality cannot be achieved without restraint on 
aviation growth. Mitigation of emissions is only proposed for their own 
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operations and excludes the most significant emissions which are from 
aircraft. Emissions savings reduction in travel to London will be easily 
outweighed from additional flights. London airports are unlikely to 
reduce their flights as a result.  

 
155. SCC Ecology - A number of sites have not been considered in the 

ecological assessment including Marhill Copse SINC, Frogs Copse, 
Frogs Copse Meadow, Land south of Monks Path, Riverside Park. 
Concerns about air quality assessment. Claim that nitrogen deposition 
on mudflats not impacted due to tidal inundation not appropriate as it 
would be added to a system that already experiences excess nitrogen 
levels. Needs to be considered in combination within the Habitat Risks 
Assessment (HRA). A nitrogen budget should be produced for this. A 
monitoring programme should be put in place to ensure emissions 
reductions are achieved and mitigation put in place in the event that 
emissions fail to decline as expected.  

 
156. SCC Trees - No new information to determine whether Obstacle 

Limitation Surfaces would affect Marlhill Copse, Stoneham Cemetery 
and Frog’s Copse.  

 
157. SCC Air Quality - Some questions remain unanswered on dust and 

emissions modelling however these are unlikely to introduce sufficient 
bias/uncertainty to affect the conclusions but would anticipate these 
questions are answered.  

 
158. Winchester City Council – (26/02/21) Objection maintained for same 

reasons.  
 
159. (30/07/20) Object. Concerned that there would be a material adverse 

impact on the amenity of Winchester District’s residents caused by 
likely increased levels of noise resulting from additional flights which 
would not be adequately mitigated. The expansion plans would 
significantly increase the carbon emissions generated by the airport 
which have not been adequately mitigated. The minimal positive effect 
on the economic prosperity of Winchester District is far outweighed by 
the adverse impacts the expansion plans. Same comments provided 
22/01/20.  

 
160. New Forest District Council – (16/02/21) Continue to strongly 

support application in line with earlier comments. 
 

161. (11/09/20) Strongly supports this application subject to EBC being 
satisfied that environmental matters can be adequately addressed 
through planning conditions, and that a Section 106 Agreement can be 
concluded to cover carbon neutrality, a cap on vehicle numbers, and 
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any necessary long-term management together with the achievement 
of all necessary infrastructure works required. The Council considers 
the application should be approved for the following reasons -reduction 
in carbon footprint through reduced car journeys to other airports, 
supporting the local economy and maintaining the competitive position 
of the region as part of a global economy. 

 
162. Test Valley Borough Council – (01/12/20) No Comment. 

 
163. (17/12/19) Holding objection pending receipt of further information 

related to ensuring current restrictions on night flights is maintained, 
consideration of night noise 0600 -0700 and impact on TVBC as a 
result of non-average conditions for flights e.g. wind conditions require 
northerly take off.  

 
164. South Downs National Park Authority – (10/12/19, 29/07/20, 

23/10/20) Objection due to lack of evidence that consideration has 
been given to the impact on the Statutory Purpose of the SDNP and its 
special qualities. Support comments from New Forest National Park 
Authority.   

 
165. New Forest National Park Authority – (21/10/20) Our consultation 

response of July 2020 still stands. 
 
166. (17/07/20) Consultation response dated 11 December 2019 still 

stands. There is a legal duty placed on all relevant authorities 
(including neighbouring planning authorities) requiring them to have 
regard to the two statutory National Park purposes. The NPA supports 
the existing legal controls on the operation of the airport contained 
within the Section 106 agreement and would not wish to see these 
weakened. The views of Natural England on the effect on the New 
Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar are required.  

 
167. Isle of Wight (IoW) Council – (10/12/20) Leader of the Council – 

Support overall proposal, primarily in recognition of the importance of 
the airport to the local Hampshire and Isle of Wight economy, but also 
in recognition of the importance of regional air travel as a potential 
catalyst for greener travel as a whole. The current application is critical 
to the future of Southampton airport as a viable regional airport. Its 
loss would be enormously detrimental to the local area in terms of 
direct and indirect impact on jobs and the associated supply chain, and 
on the economic competitiveness of the area. I am, of course, 
conscious of the environmental challenges that such a development 
can bring and would therefore support any opportunity for securing 
climate change improvements through this development. 
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168. (25/11/20) IoW - No further comments. 
 

169. (16/07/20) IoW - No objection. 
 
170. (06/12/19) IoW - Confirm that due to distance and intervening built 

form to the south of the site, we have no objection to the proposed 
development. 

 
171. Fareham Borough Council – (02/12/19) No objection. 
 
172. Waverley Borough Council – (10/08/20, 03/02/21) Object. Moderate 

economic benefits outweighed by the enormous social costs to the 
community in Waverley as a result of the addition to direct and indirect 
carbon emissions and the adverse environmental and health impact. 
Conflicts with Borough Council declared Climate Change Emergency. 
Insufficient mitigation offered.  

 
173. Bournemouth Christchurch and Poole Council – (10/02/20). Not 

clear that the relationship between Bournemouth and Southampton 
airports is sufficiently reflected. Bournemouth International Airport 
(BIA) is a strategically and economically important asset.  The Council 
and the Local Enterprise Partnership have invested £45m into the 
airport and the surrounding infrastructure in order to boost growth and 
jobs, and to encourage more visitors to the area. 

 
174. Basingstoke and Deane Council – Support. The proposed work is 

vital to the economic recovery and growth for the immediate areas and 
Central South region. We have to work to provide the best possible 
conditions for our business, with easy access to their markets in 
Europe and beyond, to survive including global business of 
Basingstoke such as Eli Lilly, Sony, De La Tue, UL, Tech Data and 
Lenovo. As the closest regional airport Southampton provides that and 
is an extremely valuable asset in terms of the region’s connectivity. 
The viability of the airport is also important for how we attract new 
investment into the region and the visitor economy.  In supporting the 
airport, we need also to recognise the impact on the climate. The 
Airport have reduced emissions by nearly 80% since 2015 and they 
are ambitiously setting targets for offsetting emissions.  

 
175. Government of Jersey – (01/12/20) Support. Jersey has developed a 

strong working relationship with Southampton Airport over many years. 
It has become an important air link for our Island and the connectivity 
we enjoy supports our business communities and our visitor 
economies. The airport is also a key gateway to Hampshire and the 
South West of England. It provides essential links with Southampton 
Hospital 
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176. States of Alderney – (03/09/20) Strong support. The importance of 

the long-term viability of Southampton Airport is of immense relevance 
to the Channel Islands including Alderney. History has shown that 
other airports have never proved successful in terms of passenger 
convenience and acceptability. Southampton has direct rail 
connections to London/ primary locations within walking distance of 
the airport terminal; excellent short / long terms parking; onwards flight 
connections to many parts of the UK / Europe; very important in terms 
of ease of access to critical medical facilities at Southampton. Pre-
Covid, just under 50% of all Alderney passenger movements were to / 
from Southampton Airport. It is a significant economic enabler for the 
island and combined the Channel Islands make an economic 
contribution to the Borough.  

 
177. Alderney Chamber of Commerce – (25/08/20) The Alderney 

Chamber of Commerce recently completed a petition survey (336 
responses) in response to the Southampton International Airport 
Planning Application. In summary, the response is overwhelmingly 
supportive for the Southampton Airport Runway Extension (99.8%). 
Additionally, it confirms a UK direct link is seen as an extremely 
important economic enabler and lifeline route for Alderney and the 
165,000 residents of the Channel Islands who use it for business, 
tourism, pleasure and to obtain critical medical services at 
Southampton General Hospital. Travellers provided valuable economy 
for Eastleigh/Southampton.  

 
178. Hampshire Chamber of Commerce – (19/02/21) Support Essential 

that application is approved for the future of the airport following 
impact of the Flybe collapse and Covid-19 pandemic.  Airport has lots 
of potential and it is welcome news that Eastern Airways and BA 
Cityflyer will be operating services from the airport.  Demonstrates how 
UK regional airports, and Southampton in particular, play a vital role in 
direct connectivity in the UK, the Channel Islands, and in Europe, 
supporting local business community, public and tourism sector.  

 
179. Extension to the runway would provide capacity to secure additional 

carriers to help facility remain viable and develop further. A local 
airport represents a key strength for the Solent area in ensuring wide 
business-connections can be maintained and disruption minimised. 
This economic restart provides a truly once in a lifetime opportunity to 
establish the whole of the Solent as a tourism zone and secure the 
benefits for all our businesses and communities that this will bring. 
There is no doubt that our airport is critical to achieving this. 
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180. We await the Government’s decision regarding those that have applied 
for Freeport status. Southampton together with Southampton 
International Airport being granted freeport status would further 
strengthen its role in supporting the business community. 
Southampton/Southampton International Airport being granted 
Freeport status would significantly benefit the area.  An extended 
runway and all its additional investment opportunities will provide the 
confidence to open up the north east sector of the Airport site and the 
adjoining Riverside commercial area to development, which promises 
to be a major economic boon for the area. 

 
181. Hampshire Chamber of Commerce is fully aware of how Southampton 

International Airport plays a key role in supporting a green recovery 
working towards a net zero position and we must be in a position to 
work positively with the Government's Jet Zero Council and other 
climate change policies to ensure the Solent is at the forefront of 
driving the ambitious delivery of new technologies and innovative ways 
to cut aviation emissions before, during and after the development and 
completion of this proposed runway extension. 

 
182. (10/09/20) Support. This airport is a key asset to the community 

providing employment for a number of people and those within the 
supply chain. It supports the economic growth of Eastleigh and the 
whole Solent region. The extension would allow the airport to attract 
new carriers and reduce the need to travel to airports in London. Post 
Flybe and the impact of Covid-19, the future viability of the airport and 
potential for job losses is a concern without the extension. Noise, 
sustainability, infrastructure and transport needs are essentials to 
ensure visitors can travel in an efficient manner.  

 
183. Dorset Local Enterprise Partnership – (17/08/20) Object. Being only 

30 miles away, the proposed infrastructure already exists at 
Bournemouth airport and therefore is not incremental but will create 
duplication and potentially displacement, displacing jobs and 
investment from a key employment site and undermine investment 
made by the LEP.  

 
184. Solent Local Enterprise Partnership – (10/08/20) Support. The 

distinctive physical and socio-economic geography, and the role of the 
area as home to a number of nationally significant economic assets 
such as the Port of Southampton, the ExxonMobil Petrochemical site 
at Fawley, Her Majesty's Naval Base in Portsmouth, and Southampton 
International Airport define the Solent as a Gateway economy, where 
connectivity is key. It also presents an unrivalled opportunity to unlock 
the potential of this world class economy, which resides within a world 
class environment and our work to develop a new economic strategy 
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for the Solent - Solent 2050. It is imperative, therefore, that proposals 
for the extension of the runway proceed so that the airport can grow 
and strengthen the key role it performs for the Solent and wider central 
south economies. Through implementation of the Masterplan, the 
Airport will be better placed to attract new carriers and increase the 
number of destinations served. This will support the Solent economy 
through improved connectivity and access to markets for businesses, 
through an extended range of destinations for residents, and 
supporting our world-class visitor economy attracting new visitors. 
Ensuring local economies are connected to each other will be an 
important feature of economic recovery, and in this regard, 
Southampton Airport must be in a position whereby it can support the 
wider recovery of the Solent economy.  

 
185. The COVID-19 pandemic has had a damaging impact on the Solent 

economy with a potential £11bn short term drop in GVA and 26,800 
jobs expected to be lost across the Solent in 2020 according to 
Experian’s latest Covid 19 scenario. The proposal supports an 
unprecedented opportunity to secure environmentally sustainable 
passenger growth with an increased range of destinations provided. 
The connectivity that air transport provides powers economic growth 
regionally and nationally. For many companies in the Solent, this 
connectivity is essential to day-to-day operations, with connections to 
domestic and overseas markets, facilitating the flow of trade, tourism, 
investment and knowledge. 

 
186. (20/12/19) Support. It is imperative that proposals Solent LEP Office 

Third Floor 1000 Lakeside Western Road Portsmouth PO6 3EN for the 
extension of the runway proceed so that the airport can grow and 
strengthen the key role it performs for the Solent and wider central 
south economies. 

 
187. Southampton International Airport has one of the shortest runways of 

any commercial aerodrome in the UK. The current length of the 
runway is a significant limiting factor on the mix, size and range of 
commercial aircraft that can be accommodated, which restricts the 
breadth of destinations served and does not support the resilience to 
market fluctuations that a larger range of carriers would provide. The 
UK Government’s Aviation Policy Framework (2013) sets out national 
policy that allows the aviation sector to continue to make a significant 
contribution to the UK’s economic growth. A key priority of this 
framework is to work with the aviation industry to make better use of 
existing capacity at airports across the UK, which is exactly what the 
application is proposing. 
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188. The Airport Masterplan aims to bring about growth in passenger 
numbers and an improvement in the passenger experience. This will 
be achieved through extension of the runway - allowing larger planes 
with an increased range to operate from the Airport - as well as the 
provision of better passenger facilities and improvements to surface 
access. Through implementation of the Masterplan, the Airport will be 
better placed to attract new carriers and increase the number of 
destinations served. This will support the Solent economy through 
improved connectivity and access to markets for businesses, through 
an extended range of destinations for residents, and supporting our 
world-class visitor economy attracting new visitors. 

 
189. Southampton International Airport represents an unprecedented 

opportunity to secure environmentally sustainable passenger growth 
owing to its co-location with Southampton Airport Parkway Station. 
The increased range of destinations and routes that will be unlocked 
by the runway extension will mean that the airport will be able to 
provide for passengers from the region, which, presently, are making 
car trips to Gatwick, Heathrow, or further afield to access the routes 
they need. The proposed development is committed to a range of 
measures to mitigate environmental impacts. 

 
190. The connectivity that air transport provides powers economic growth 

regionally and nationally. For many companies here in the Solent, this 
connectivity is essential to day-to-day operations, with connections to 
domestic and overseas markets, facilitating the flow of trade, tourism, 
investment and knowledge. The Solent is internationally facing, and as 
the UK looks to new markets, global connectivity from a regional 
airport makes connectivity easier, opens up new markets, and helps 
attract inward investment. 

 
191. Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise Partnership – (10/08/20) Support. 

At £240m per annum, the airport plays a critical role in supporting the 
local and more wider sub regional economy, the loss of which would 
be extremely detrimental to the local economy resulting passengers 
travelling further to access airlines. Airport capacity is crucial for the 
EM3 economy as a gateway to international markets. In particular a 
lack of sufficient aviation capacity will limit economic growth. The 
Airport’s survival is threatened by the current economic situation and 
the certainty of expansion will help to secure its future. However, 
growth at the airport presents significant environmental risks in the 
Enterprise M3 Area and the LEP recognises the climate emergency 
and fully embraces clean growth and with it the overwhelming need to 
invest in sustainable and clean transport solutions for our future. If the 
planning application is supported, then there should be a requirement 
for Southampton Airport’s expansion strategy to give this far greater 
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prominence and needs to reflect the declaration of climate 
emergencies across the Solent area. (Reiterates 03/04/20 comments) 

 
192. Tourism South East – (14/09/20) Support. The airport is a 

fundamental contributor to tourism, economic stability, jobs, and 
community cohesiveness for the area. A vital transport connection, 
linking our region to the rest of the UK and Western Europe. Regional 
airports play a critical role as we look to restart and rebuild or industry. 
The long-term existence of the Southampton Airport is now largely 
depended on the successful application to the extension of the 
runway. There is now an urgent need to attract new airlines, visitors 
and business. 

 
193. Paul Holmes MP for Eastleigh – (26/08/20) Strong support. 

Southampton Airport is a key asset in our community and an extension 
has been planned for a number of years reducing the reliance on one 
carrier and service millions of people without having to commute to 
London airports. With the demise of Flybe, failing to allow the 
extension will prevent the airport from working with other carriers 
making the airport unviable resulting in an enormous detrimental 
impact to our local and regional economy. Ceasing to operate will not 
reduce the demand for air travel but simply disperse that demand 
forcing people to travel to London, the South East or the South West. 
Noise and air quality are integral to forming an opinion and the grant 
within the noise insulation strategy is a welcome step in noise 
mitigation and make a significant difference. The cap on vehicle 
movements will assist in addressing air quality issued from vehicles 
visiting the airport and ensure local roads are not congested, along 
with the airport some of best facilities within the UK in terms of 
accessibility by public transport. The airport has committed to being 
carbon neutral by 2030 and the use of mid-sized plans enable an 
increase in passengers without an increase in flights. The commitment 
to no night-flights remains which is also important for reducing any 
disbenefits for local people. The expansion of the airport will increase 
the economic contribution of the airport by over £100m, to £275m to 
our local economy, increasing in 20 years to over £400m. Over 400 
jobs will be created locally plus many hundreds more in the supply 
chain. I believe that Southampton Airport should be allowed to expand 
providing the appropriate environmental mitigation is in place and that 
the construction of the new runway, is also carried out in a careful and 
considered way. 

 
194. Cllr Keith Mans, Leader of Hampshire County Council – (14/08/20) 

In support of the overall proposal, recognising the importance of the 
airport to Hampshire economy and of regional air travel as a potential 
catalyst for greener general aviation. The current application is critical 
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to the future of Southampton airport, the loss of which would be 
enormously detrimental to the local area in terms of direct and indirect 
employment.  HCC recognise the potential economic significance of 
the airport in terms of its direct, indirect and induced impacts, the 
potential of up to 2,400 jobs (with 3m passengers pa ‘cap’) and up to 
4,400 jobs (with ‘uncapped’ target of 5m passengers pa). We also 
recognise the critical importance of the proposed investment at 
Southampton International Airport in relation to its long-term 
commercial viability and the need to adapt to meet modern fleet 
requirements of commercial airlines. The airport contributes to 
Hampshire thriving tourism sector (33.3bn pa) with 35% of passengers 
using the airport for leisure and an extended runway would enable the 
airport to serve a range of further afield destinations and therefore help 
the sub-region grow its inbound tourism volume and value. The 
aviation sector is committed to being carbon neutral by 2050, with 
regional air travel being the best and most practical way of delivering 
greener air travel in the shorter term. The airport could be an important 
hub for the new generation of battery and hydrogen powered short 
haul airliners.  

 
195. Cllr Christopher Hammond, Leader of Southampton City Council 

– (23/01/20) Object. In its current form EBC are urged to refuse the 
proposal. The expansion plans using existing technologies would 
exacerbate the climate crisis making it hard for the airport and 
Southampton to become carbon neutral by 2030. The plans would add 
to a gridlocked infrastructure, increase households negatively affected 
by noise pollution and worsen the climate crisis.  

 
196. Eastleigh Borough Council Planning Policy – (24/11/20) These 

comments update those submitted on the planning application in 
January 2020.  The January comments concluded that the proposed 
development was not considered to be unacceptable in principle and 
acknowledged the benefits of the proposal. However, it requested that 
further information be provided by the applicants to demonstrate that 
the proposal would not compromise future potential access to 
employment sites allocated in the emerging Local Plan (policies E6, 
E7 & E9) nor the long-term delivery of the Chickenhall Lane Link Road 
(CLLR) which might render the proposal contrary to policy.  

197. Since January 2020 planning policy officers have been in discussion 
with the Airport operators and the owners / developers of adjoining 
land at Eastleigh Railway Works (Diageo Pension Trust Limited) in the 
light of the Local Plan Inspector’s letter to the Council dated 1st April 
2020. That letter raised some concerns about the delivery of the CLLR 
(and so the employment allocations which its provision would facilitate 
access to) and requested further information be provided regarding its 
timing, phasing, funding and delivery. In discussion with the 
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aforementioned parties the Council has sought to allay the Inspector’s 
concerns and provide the information requested. 

198. The Council’s response to the Local Plan Inspector includes a signed 
Memorandum of Understanding between Southampton International 
Airport Limited and Diageo Pension Trust Limited which demonstrates 
that they are working constructively and collaboratively to facilitate the 
delivery of the employment sites allocated in the local plan in a way 
which respects and reflects the longer-term aspiration to deliver the 
CLLR. In addition to the MoU the submission to the Inspector is 
accompanied by a letter of support from Network Rail, the landowner 
of the policy E7 allocation. 

199. These positive recent developments should also be considered in the 
context of the Council’s earlier Statement of Common Ground with 
HCC (in its capacity as Highway Authority) for delivering the CLLR as 
included in the Council’s evidence to the Local Plan examination 
hearings in November 2019.  

200. It is also recognised that the increased likelihood of an appropriate 
access solution being delivered will also help to unlock the wider 
economic and regeneration benefits in the Southampton Airport 
Economic Gateway (SAEG) area which is considered to be 
strategically significant to the wider sub-regional economy, and is 
identified as such by the PfSH Spatial Position Statement (2016) policy 
E2.  As such, this would also support the wider economic objectives of 
the Solent LEP and the PfSH. 

201. In the light of the above, the Planning Policy team is now content that 
the application would meet the requirements of the relevant policies of 
the adopted and emerging local plans provided that these matters 
regarding the facilitation of access to the employment sites and the 
long-term delivery of the CLLR are captured in appropriately worded 
conditions attached to, or planning obligations associated with, the 
planning application should it be approved.  

 
202. (28/01/20) No objection in principle. No supporting information has 

been provided to demonstrate how a jacked tunnel construction 
method could be delivered without impacting upon overall viability and 
therefore the deliverability of the Chickenhall Lane link road (CLLR). 
The proposed surface car park off Mitchell Way based on the 
information that’s been submitted to date would also create 
uncertainty. This needs to be further considered within the context of 
the wider synergistic benefits of delivering an access solution to the 
long-standing employment land allocation on the airport land. The 
delivery of this employment land would be of benefit to both the 
economy of the Borough and the wider sub-region. Its potential 
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strategic significance should therefore be recognised as a material 
consideration within the context of this application. 

 
203. Southern Water – A plan provided of the approximate position of the 

public foul rising main, foul sewer and water distribution main within 
the site which will need to be protected. Guidance on easements, 
drainage and tree planting provided.  

 
204. Southern Gas Network – Object. (26/05/20) We have sent a copy of 

your correspondence to our local engineer who will be in contact 
separately. In the meantime, SGN formally object to this planning 
application until such time as a detailed consultation has taken place. 
(29/04/20). There is a 42” high pressure pipeline under the proposed 
runway extension and SGN has concerns this could be adversely 
effected particularly as a result construction of the new track and fence 
line (29/04/20) 

 
205. Eastleigh Borough Council Ecology – (29/03/21) Following receipt 

of outstanding information, the Council’s HRA Appropriate Assessment 
has been completed and forms the most up-to-date assessment of 
impacts on European designated sites.   No objection is raised to the 
proposed development, subject to the Biodiversity Mitigation 
Enhancement Plan (BEMP), CEMP, and Air Quality monitoring 
strategy being secured.   

 
206. (23/02/21) A second addendum to the ES has been submitted to the 

Council (ESA2).  Of the three items of additional information, only 
supplementary information on the noise and vibration effects of the 
proposed development has a bearing on the ecological assessment of 
effects. 

 
207. The Council raised a question regards the frequency of flights by the 

A320 in future compared with the baseline situation.  It is appreciated 
that noise generated by single movement of an A320 aircraft will not 
change and hence the maximum noise generated (LaMax) will should 
not increase in future.  However, the issue is whether there would be 
significantly more movements of these comparatively noisier aircraft 
and hence greater levels of disturbance to protected European sites. 
The response from Savills fails to appreciate the issue and refers to 
the loading of the aircraft.  It is assumed this refers to the load of the 
aircraft in terms of freight or fuel.  It has no relationship to the predicted 
future frequency of A320 movements compared to baseline.  Some 
information on predicted frequency of aircraft movements is provided 
within replacement Chapter 9 of the ES (see below).  It would be 
useful to have these predictions confirmed. 
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208. Query 1 also raises the specific issue of impacts of aircraft noise on 
SPA birds within Chessel Bay in the Itchen Estuary.  Appendix 11.4 
Figure 11.8 of the Information for Appropriate Assessment shows 
Chessel Bay is within the 70dB LAMax contour, thus exceeding the 
69dB threshold identified by Natural England as having the potential to 
cause disturbance to birds. On the face of it, it would appear that this 
level of noise disturbance could be damaging to the SPA, however, the 
context of Chessel Bay within Southampton Water is close to a railway 
line and within an urban setting that must be generally noisy. Query 1 
asks for any information that might be available to measure the 
baseline noise environment at Chessel Bay so that the aircraft 
generated noise can be put in context.  There has been no response 
to this request.   

 
209. The response to the query of impacts of noise on otters using 

terrestrial habitat refers to a series of paragraphs in the replacement 
ES Chapter 9. These paragraphs acknowledge the potential impact of 
noise on otters in their terrestrial habitat however, they provide no 
assessment of this impact.  Paragraph 9.6.19 refers to the maximum 
noise levels in the River Itchen SAC being between 55 and 85dB.  It 
considers these will be the same as baseline as the A320 aircraft 
already uses the airport.  However, this paragraph also states that this 
noise level will be experienced at a higher frequency – approximately 
thirty six A320 movements per day in 2021 and fifty nine in 2037.  No 
data is provided on the baseline frequency of A320 movements. 
Paragraph 9.6.22 concludes “it is reasonable to assume that qualifying 
features such as Otter, particularly taking into consideration their 
known tolerance to constant disturbance from noise (Chanin, 2003), 
utilising the habitats designated as part of River Itchen SAC will have 
to some degree become habituated to these types of disturbance”. 

 
210. Given that we do not know whether the movements of A320 have 

been “constant” or few and far between it is impossible to speculate 
whether otters have become habituated to this level of noise.  No 
information is given as to the tolerance of otters to noise levels 
(maximum or average) or to the frequency of such disturbance events.  
It may be that such information does not exist, but in the absence of 
some evidence of the impact of noise on otters in their terrestrial 
habitat, the conclusion provided in paragraph 9.6.22 of the 
replacement ES cannot be relied upon. 

 
211. The proposed CEMP has little reference to ecological mitigation and 

provides only a brief mention of surface water run-off and treatment of 
this.  Mitigation of impacts on European sites through the HRA must 
be reliable and certain to be acceptable.  Whereas some HRA 
mitigation measures can be deferred until detailed application stage, 
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this can only be done when there is sufficient information provided at 
the outline application stage to be certain such mitigation can be 
delivered through condition or legal agreement.  It is not clear that 
such a level of information has been provided to give this level of 
certainty. 

 
212. The ES relies on the fact that only a small proportion of the priority 

broadleaved woodland habitat in the River Itchen SSSI will be subject 
to >1% increase in nitrogen deposition.  It states that “only 
approximately 7.45% (7.27ha) of the priority woodland habitat within 
the River Itchen SSSI (based on priority habitat data taken from the 
Government’s geographic information database (MAGIC) and HBIC) 
and 0.97% of the total River Itchen SSSI area.” will be within the 1% 
increase contour.  If this increase in nitrogen deposition causes 
damage to these habitats then this should be assessed as a significant 
impact and should not dismissed as “only approximately 7.45%” of the 
habitat within the SSSI.   

 
213.   A much more reliable response to assessing the impact of increased 

nitrogen deposition is to consider its impact on the habitats concerned.  
Where these are in the flood plain of the River Itchen, such as Decoy 
Covert, the woodland is heavily influence by ground water and surface 
water flooding from the River Itchen.  This water is known to be rich in 
nitrogen and hence phosphate is the limiting nutrient.  These flood 
plain woodlands also show signs of already affected by a degree of 
eutrophication (nutrient enrichment).  Nutrient rich ground water is 
likely to be the most significant cause of this eutrophication, in 
particular elevated phosphate levels.  Small increases in nitrogen 
deposition are therefore unlikely to cause a significant change in this 
situation. 
 

214. Guidance has recently been published by CIEEM on the assessment 
of air quality impacts on nature conservation.  Of importance is its 
consideration of assessing the impact of additional air pollution 
affecting European sites that are subject to a baseline that exceeds 
the critical load or level of a particular pollutant.  The CIEEM advice 
(2021) does not provide guidance on the implications of the recent 
ruling of the European Court of Justice referred to as the Dutch Nitrate 
Case, as it is currently being tested in the UK courts.  However, this 
could become a relevant issue if UK case law establishes that the 
Dutch approach to interpretation is correct, as this is different to the 
current UK position.   

 
215. The Information for HRA report (EPR, June 2020) proposes monitoring 

of air quality to identify situations where increases in air pollution are 
likely to cause damage to European sites.  It proposes that where such 
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exceedances are identified mitigation would be implemented.  It 
suggests that mitigation could consist of financial contributions to fund 
targeted off-site habitat management to reduce the impact of nitrogen 
deposition (para 7.107).  This is not a reliable mitigation strategy and 
an HRA that relies upon this approach to mitigation would not provide 
the level of certainty required to reach a conclusion of no adverse 
effects on the integrity of the European sites concerned. 

 
216. The HRA of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (UEEC, June 2019) 

considered the effect of ammonia concentrations on habitats within the 
River Itchen SAC.  The Southampton Airport ES and HRA are far less 
informative about their treatment of ammonia concentrations.  
Replacement ES Chapter 9 refers to ammonia only once in relation to 
the New Forest and makes no assessment of ammonia on air quality.  
The Information for HRA report also provides no assessment of the 
impact of ammonia on air quality from the proposed development or 
any rationale for it being screened out of the assessment.  It is 
accepted that ammonia in gaseous form is unlikely to have a 
significant effect on the River Itchen SAC.    However, it is apparent 
that the impact of ammonia on habitats through nitrogen deposition is 
not clear with apparently differing interpretations from the APIS (Air 
Pollution Information System) programme and a recent Air Quality 
Consultants report (2020). 

 
217. The uncertainty over the impact of ammonia on nitrogen deposition 

rates and the absence of data on likely ammonia emissions resulting 
from the proposed development is considered a significant omission.  
It is recommended that additional information is provided on ammonia 
and consequent nitrogen deposition rates and a clear rationale for the 
assessment of ammonia is provided within the ES and Information for 
HRA. 

 
218. (19/10/20) In relation to the EPR response on grassland and the BNG 

calculations. The EPR view is perhaps predictable, but nevertheless 
the point is that they are not proposing sufficient BNG to meet the 10% 
requirements of the Environment Bill.  I would like to see some 
sensitivity testing using the Defra metric to show how levels of BNG 
can be manipulated by slight changes in grassland habitat 
categorisation and condition assessment.  

 
219. Regarding drainage, the applicants have submitted a revised Chapter 

10 to the ES dealing with drainage and flood risk.  This relies on 
discharge to ground water through soakaways.  In normal operation 
this will consist mostly of rainwater and the soakaway system has 
been assessed as being sufficient to cope with this drainage.  Issues 
of contamination are considered in relation to fuel spills and de-
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icer.  With relation to fuel spills there are penstocks in the system that 
the ES concludes would prevent fuel entering the ground water (if 
closed following a spill).  The ES concludes that de-icer would enter 
the ground water but would be broken down before reaching the river 
and that this “should be sufficient” to reduce de-icer concentrations to 
below water quality standards prior to discharge into the River Itchen. 
There is no assessment of the impact of fire-retardant foam or other 
chemicals used in the case of a fire.   

 
220. The authorities have approved the existing drainage system and the 

additional area of runway does not materially affect the operation of 
this approved system.  I remain uneasy about the potential for 
contamination of ground water that would then flow into the Itchen 
flood plain and water courses from the shallow river terrace gravel 
aquifer.   I am not an expert on ground water contamination, but I 
believe the current system relies on human intervention in the case of 
fuel spills and the natural breakdown of contaminants to prevent 
contamination of the Itchen with de-icer.  There is no assessment of 
the impact of emergency fire extinguishing chemicals. 

 
221. (28/09/20) No objection. The baseline habitat survey of the airport 

runway and surrounding grassland areas has mistakenly classified 
areas of grassland as being Improved when the supporting quadrat 
and other survey data would suggest that much of it is semi-improved. 
The consequence of this is that the percentage Biodiversity Net Gain 
(BNG) calculations of habitat improvements may be overestimated, 
being closer to 0.58% BNG rather than the reported 3.3%.  

 
222. The assessment finds that the levels of nitrogen deposition resulting 

from the development alone will result in an exceedance of >1% of the 
critical level (NOx) and critical load (N deposition) for the SAC 
southern damselfly supporting habitat within the River Itchen SAC. It is 
necessary to undertake an appropriate assessment of the Project. It is 
difficult to determine what the percentage change in N deposition is 
within this 1% change threshold i.e. to what extent is the 1% threshold 
of change exceeded within the SSSI/SAC.  On reviewing the ES and 
data provided alone it is safe to conclude that a change in nitrogen 
deposition would have no adverse effect on the integrity of the 
Southern damselfly SAC feature.  It is important that further 
clarification of the in-combination impact is obtained from the 
applicants.  

 
223. It is difficult to reconcile the conclusion that the Proposed Development 

is not predicted, either alone or in-combination with other plans and 
projects, to give rise to a significant negative air quality related effect 
on the integrity of the River Itchen SSSI with the evidence presented. 
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However, in such circumstances, mitigation measures should be 
required to offset identified potential negative impacts and a series of 
‘precautionary’ mitigation measures are offered e.g.  strategies aimed 
at reducing use of fossil fuels within the airport and by passengers 
travelling to and from the airport.  Whereas the intentions of these are 
laudable, they cannot be relied upon to achieve any specific reductions 
in nitrogen deposition. However, there are two factors of significant 
importance that must be considered. Firstly, nitrogen levels are already 
in excess in flood plain habitats within the SSSI and that further 
increases in nitrogen deposition will not have any influence on these 
habitats unless there is an increase in phosphate availability. 
Secondly, the mitigation measures proposed include a commitment to 
long term monitoring of the habitats within the SSSI and to the 
implementation of remediation measures should negative impacts be 
identified. A comprehensive and legally binding monitoring and 
remediation programme should be tied to any planning consent to 
ensure this is provided. 

 
224. With regard to noise, there would be no adverse effects on impacts of 

noise on the River Itchen SAC. Whilst some concerns that noise levels 
would cause disturbance to waterfowl within this part of the Solent and 
Southampton Water SPA & Ramsar site, it is considered unlikely that 
the increase in frequency of aircraft movements predicted will have an 
adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA and Ramsar site. This 
opinion is formed having regard to a number of valid additional factors 
including that the Itchen estuary is already heavily disturbed as a result 
of its urban context, maximum noise levels of the A320 aircraft will not 
be increased from those currently experienced just their frequency. 
Noise modelling was undertaken in the summer, not the winter when 
birds will be more prevalent; birds in this situation are likely to become 
habituated to such movements and are less likely to demonstrate 
disturbance responses. However, it is recommended that monitoring 
should be undertaken to record the effects of changes in aircraft 
movement on bird behaviour in the SPA/Ramsar site.  

 
225. Woodland Trust – (11/12/19) We would appreciate further information 

on any impact to ancient/veteran trees by the development, to ensure 
that if there are any ancient/veteran trees on site, they will be 
adequately protected from the proposals. 

 
226. Natural England (NE) – (22/03/21) The application proposes and 

extension to the existing drainage system to deal with drainage. This 
should be supported by a monitoring and maintenance strategy for the 
system, to be agreed with the Council. We recommend that the details 
should be agreed and outlined in the Appropriate Assessment and this 
should be appropriately secured with any planning permission. Natural 
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England welcomes the requirement for a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) and advise it incorporates measures 
outlined within the appropriate assessment to protect European sites, 
and that it is agreed with the Council’s Ecology Specialist. Natural 
England welcome proposals by the applicant to provide and implement 
a continued monitoring strategy to identify any adverse effects caused 
by the development and carry out any mitigating measures as 
necessary. 
 

227. (20/02/21, 10/10/20) Latest consultation information does not alter our 
latest advice on this application sent on 30th July. 

 
228. (30/07/20) Air Quality – It is for the LPA to determine if it agrees with 

the Appropriate Assessment conclusion, that the proposals will not, 
either alone or in-combination, give rise to an adverse effect on the 
integrity of International Sites; the effects of increased levels or loads 
of NOx/N-dep respectively are considered negligible on Southern 
Damselfly habitat due to levels of nitrogen deposition being considered 
too low to affect the vegetation diversity and composition, and that 
phosphorus is the key limiting nutrient in the River Itchen. NE welcome 
the additional tree planting along the eastern boundary and monitoring 
of air quality.  

 
229. Drainage – Provided the LPA can be satisfied that the drainage 

strategy is designed in accordance with latest CIRIA SuDS manual 
and that effective maintenance/repair/replacement of SuDS features 
can be secured for the lifetime of the proposals, then Natural England 
would raise no further concerns over this aspect. 

 
230. Construction Impacts - appropriate measures to address water and air 

pollution and noise/visual/vibration impact are to be agreed with the 
Council’s Ecologist and outlined for incorporation into the appropriate 
assessment and secured appropriately with any permission. 

 
231. Marine Management Organisation – (21/11/19) a generic response 

received setting out the role of the MMO, their responsibilities and 
process.  

 
232. Environment Agency – (28/01/21) No additional comments. 

 
233. (04/12/19) This development site has been the subject of past 

industrial activity which poses a medium risk of pollution to controlled 
waters.  However, we are unable to provide site-specific advice 
relating to land contamination as we have recently revised our 
priorities. We recommend that developers should follow our guiding 
principles and the risk management framework when dealing with land 
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affected by contamination, consider using the National Quality Mark 
Scheme for Land Contamination Management and refer to 
contaminated land pages on GOV.UK for more information.  

 
234. Southampton Airport Safeguarding – (28/11/20, 27/10/20, 16/07/20) 

No objection. Examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective 
and does not conflict with safeguarding criteria. Possible crane may be 
required, draw attention to BS code of practice.  

 
235. Eastleigh Borough Council - Tree Officer – (12/03/21) No objection. 
 
236. Following the discussion in relation to requirements regarding Marlhill 

Copse, in which the applicant and agent both verbally stated that there 
was to be no additional impact on Marlhill Copse, we received the 
following statement:  

 
“Tree Obstacles at Marlhill Copse: The Applicant has advised that, as 
a result of the proposed 164m runway extension, there will be no 
impact to tree obstacles within Marlhill Copse in terms of additional 
obstacles, timing of obstacle works or the height that tree obstacles 
are currently managed to. The airport will continue to manage tree 
obstacles to current safeguarding surfaces which will remain the same 
regardless of whether the runway is extended or not. No additional 
tree management works will be required at Marlhill Copse as a result 
of the proposed runway extension.”  

 
237. From our point-of-view, therefore, the key fact is that safeguarding 

surfaces will remain the same. It is beyond the remit of our planning 
consultation to consider tree work for any other reasons, including 
ongoing safeguarding of the airport through obstacle management. 
Obstacle management will continue to be required, but no additional 
trees will immediately enter the safeguarding surfaces as a result of a 
sudden safeguarding surfaces change resulting from the runway 
extension. Therefore, we have to conclude that the information 
provided to us has satisfied our request and we remove our holding 
objection. 

 
238. (27/10/20) The additional documents appear to relate to aircraft noise. 

If this is the case, then we have no further comments to make at this 
time.  

 
239. (22/09/20) The OLS Impact Report states that “some obstacles” 

previously outside of any boundary may now be situated within it but 
that there won’t be a “detrimental impact” on Marlhill Copse. Clarity 
around the definition of “detrimental impact” is sought i.e. is this “no 
tree work” or does it mean “no significant impact”. Some caution is 
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applied to the scope of the report as it states that “detailed obstacle 
analysis has not been undertaken”, which is surely what we need? The 
Obstacle Management Strategy for Marlhill Copse states that work is 
potentially required because of surface penetration from the use of the 
current runway but ideally would like to see evidence on individual 
trees, as they have in the Obstacle Management Strategy for Marlhill 
Copse. 

 
240. (29/11/19) Preliminary comments only - The removal of the bund, 

construction of the car park extension and realignment of Mitchell Way 
will impact the trees running to the east of the train line, most notably 
by removal, but there may be other impacts (such as root severance). 
However, it is not possible to fully assess the losses and other impacts 
because no arboricultural information has been supplied. Although 
there will be no direct impacts on significant trees from construction of 
the runway extension, there are several potential indirect impacts, 
which require addressing. We are aware of the ongoing work at 
various sites to the south of the runway, most notably at Marlhill 
Copse. We will require information on the indirect arboricultural 
impacts from aerodrome safeguarding. For example, would the 
increase in runway length, and the subsequent commencement of 
“fully laden” flights result in the requirement for tree works within the 
limits of Southampton City Council. 

 
241. National Air Traffic Services (NATS) Safeguarding – (03/02/21, 

16/10/20, 16/07/20) No objection. Examined from a technical 
safeguarding aspect and does not conflict with our safeguarding 
criteria. This only reflects the position of NATS (that is responsible for 
the management of en-route air traffic) based on the information 
supplied at the time of this application and does not provide any 
indication of the position of any other party, whether they be an airport, 
airspace user or otherwise.  

 
242. Bournemouth Airport – (25/01/21) Object. Reiterate previous 

comments and challenge the validity of SIA forecasting; the ability of 
the proposed extension to deliver the benefits, and additional impacts 
that have not been accounted for.   

 
243. (26/10/20) Object. Very little reference to Bournemouth Airport in latest 

information and previous concerns remain. They are the role 
Bournemouth Airport plays in interrelated system of service provision 
in the area; the misapprehension that regional connectivity would be 
undermined if the extension were not allowed; failure to account for 
displaced jobs/ investment; resultant inability to properly assess net 
benefits; noise assessment; the economic or other benefits of 
alternative uses at the Southampton Airport site.  
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244. (28/07/20) Object. The absence of Bournemouth International Airport 

(BIA) from the assessment is a fundamental flaw due to its proximity to 
and catchment overlap with Southampton airport and that they operate 
as part of an interrelated system of service. The infrastructure is 
already in place at Bournemouth to ensure air route connectivity is 
maintained. The proposal would displace jobs and investment and BIA 
comments need to be assessed to allow a sound and balanced 
judgement.  

 
245. (06/01/20) Comment. BIA already has infrastructure in place and 

facilitates the longer-range aircraft Southampton are seeking to serve 
and a collective assessment of the two airports infrastructure and their 
net benefits is absent. At 30 miles, there is a considerable degree of 
overlap in the catchment of the two airports. No assessment as to 
whether passenger growth at Southampton is aspirational or likely to 
happen.  

 
246. South Western Railway – no comment.  
 
247. Hants Fire & Rescue – (15/10/20) No further comments. 

 
248. (10/07/20) Access and facilities for Fire Service Appliances and 

Firefighters should be in accordance with Approved Document B5 of 
the current Building Regulations. Access to the proposed site should 
be in accordance with Hampshire Act 1983 Sect, 12. Additional water 
supplies for firefighting may be necessary. HFRS would strongly 
recommend that consideration is given to installation of an Automatic 
Water Fire Suppression Systems (AWFSS). The water environment 
may become polluted with ‘fire water run-off’ that may include foam. 

 
249. Eastleigh Borough Council Strategic Planning Team (Health and 

Wellbeing) – The Applicant’s assessment indicates a range of 
moderate adverse significant impacts in relation to this development, 
mainly arising from noise effects, and impacting on the general 
population and on groups already experiencing health inequalities 
within the study area.  The approach more recently taken by the 
Applicant to review impacts at ward level and to consider sensitive 
‘receptors’ i.e. populations with vulnerabilities, is welcomed. Public 
Health England (PHE) cites research indicating particular mental 
health harms from exposure to excessive noise for older adults and 
children, and a link with higher anxiety levels among adults.  

 
250. Some impacts will be mitigated through insulation.  This adaption 

scheme should be proactively offered and linked in its delivery and 
communication to community engagement activities to be overseen by 
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the ACC. Ventilation is an associated requirement given the risk of 
overheating in hotter periods and vulnerability of certain populations. 
Consideration should be given to extending the insulation/ventilation 
scheme to include non-residential as well as residential (both owned 
and rented) properties with the PHE- and WHO-recommended noise 
contour of 45dB.  People visiting or working all day in community 
centres and GP surgeries within this contour area would be affected by 
noise. Post-installation monitoring of insulation/ventilation 
effectiveness (noise reduction and harm minimisation) is 
recommended. 

 
251. Amenity and tranquillity of private outdoor spaces, balconies and 

public outdoor spaces cannot be mitigated and the proposal for a 
Health Strategy, Community Fund and Community Engagement 
activity is strongly supported to offset negative health impacts from the 
development and the site’s future operation. This Health Strategy 
should take note of the PHE-advised areas for further investigation 
(e.g. on annoyance, sleep disturbance and ischaemic heart disease) 
and make use of emerging peer-reviewed evidence on health harms 
from exposure to noise. HCC Public Health response (20/12/19) notes 
that “evidence of the true nature, scale and impact of environmental 
pollutants (e.g., noise, nitrous oxides and particulate matter) on health 
is still emerging.” Proposals for the Applicant to fund a suitably 
qualified Public Health representative on the Airport Consultative 
Committee are supported. 

 
252. Community Engagement work in mitigation of health harms should 

respond to PHE (15/1/20) comments with regard to community 
engagement competencies and a focus on protective health factors: 

 

 Enhancing control  

 Increasing resilience and community assets  

 Facilitating participation and promoting inclusion. 
 

253. The Community Fund is needed to compensate for health harms by a 
range of alternative health improvements e.g. smoking cessation, 
promoting physical activity, improving mental health and access to 
mental health services. Such projects could be newly developed or 
enhancements to existing projects/services; these should be scaled up 
as airport operations and impacts increase. Interventions should be 
designed in consultation with HCC Public Health team, EBC Health 
and Wellbeing specialists and local partners including the voluntary 
and community sector and NHS service commissioners and providers. 

 
254. The Applicant has not addressed issues raised by PHE (15/1/20) with 

regard to impact on existing health and social care services, 
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particularly primary care, acute services, and emergency responders, 
from increases in employment and passenger numbers. It is therefore 
unclear as to the increased demand for capital infrastructure to support 
such services as a result of this impact. The recommendations of PHE 
(15/1/20) are supported e.g. to have detailed ongoing conversations 
with health and NHS organisations.  

 
255. Socio-economic factors play a significant role in health outcomes and 

inequalities.  In this respect the application’s contribution to the local 
economy is acknowledged and supported on health and wellbeing 
grounds. 

 
256. Hampshire County Council Public Health Team – (20/12/20) No 

comment to make on the new information provided.  
 
257. (20/12/19) In summary, whilst the County Council recognises the 

economic benefits that the proposals will bring to the area and wider 
sub regional economy, it has concerns regarding the environmental 
impact in relation to climate change and the public health impacts of 
the proposal.  On balance, the County Council considers that 
insufficient information has been submitted to enable an informed 
judgement to be made on the overall merits of this scheme and its 
compliance with national and local policy.  

 
258. Given the well-documented impacts of the built environment on health, 

not least the acute and chronic health impacts of noise and air 
pollution, it is an important chapter within the context of this planning 
application which will help to inform the decision as to the acceptability 
of the proposed development.  It is essential therefore that the 
assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the health 
and wellbeing of the local population is sufficiently robust and based 
on appropriate data. It should also be noted that evidence of the true 
nature, scale and impact of environmental pollutants (e.g., noise, 
nitrous oxides and particulate matter) on health is still emerging. 

 
259. The Environmental Statement Chapter 15: Population and Health is 

not sufficiently robust in order to draw conclusions as to the 
acceptability of the proposed development on the health and wellbeing 
of the local population. This reflects comments provided by Public 
Health to the case officer in October 2019, whereby the use of district-
level data, which fails to acknowledge the significant variations in 
health and wellbeing across Eastleigh’s population, was challenged. 

 
260. Public Health England – (19/08/20) No objection raised on the 

updated information. Comments and narrative added.  
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261. (05/08/20) The wider aspects of public health are being addressed by 
the Hampshire County Council’s Public Health Team. In regard to key 
topic area. 

 
262. Air Quality – the LPA should seek clarification for a reduction in 

baseline emissions for both NOx and PM10 for 2018 and 2037. The 
LPA should satisfy themselves that the appropriate air quality 
specialists at Eastleigh and Southampton Council are satisfied with the 
air quality assessment and the potential impacts on established air 
quality management areas or the proposed Clean Air Zone 
(Southampton). We support approaches which minimise or mitigate 
public exposure to non-threshold air pollutants, address inequalities (in 
exposure) and maximise co-benefits (such as physical exercise) and 
encourage their consideration during development design, 
environmental and health impact assessment and development 
consent. 
 

263. Noise – Whilst recommendation (not requirements) PHE recommend 
that WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines are used. PHE welcomes 
the reduction of the LOAEL for operational aircraft noise from 54 dB 
LAeq,16hr to 51 dB LAeq,16hr but do not accept that the LOAEL is the 
level above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be 
detected. Additional sensitivity analysis from a lower threshold level, 
for example 45 dB Lden as recommended by the WHO. PHE 
recommends that the Applicant carries out sensitivity analysis for long-
term annoyance from aviation noise using the dose-response 
relationship in the WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018. 
Furthermore, PHE recommend quantification of other outcomes 
including sleep disturbance and ischaemic heart disease, using up to 
date evidence as well as expressing public health impacts due to noise 
in terms of Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs).  

 
264. Significance of Impacts – Clarity required as to the judgement that 

aircraft noise from the development is likely to result in a direct, long-
term adverse effect of moderate significance. PHE welcomes the 
acknowledgement that noise can disproportionately adversely affect 
people with mental health conditions, with moderate adverse effect 
forecast with this development, but clarity on how this conclusion was 
reached is needed. It is recommended an “EEG-awakening” approach 
is used to assess the operational aircraft noise at night, specifically 
between the hours of 06:00-07:00.  

 
265. Noise insulation - There is limited evidence that noise insulation 

schemes mitigate adverse health impacts and PHE recommends that 
a programme of noise and health monitoring is undertaken to confirm 
that there are no residual impacts due to noise. Externally open space 
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would be impacted and local plan / maps would aid local communities 
in understanding anticipated impacts and potentially help in locating 
opportunities for additional mitigation. 

 
266. Odour, water quality, land quality, incidents and accidents – no 

concerns are raised. 
 
267. (15/01/20) We welcome the approach the applicant has taken in 

producing the Environmental Impact assessment. In general, PHE is 
satisfied with the methodology and assessment methodology chosen 
subject to the detailed comments below. 

 
268. Air Quality - There is a strong focus on ensuring the impacts of the 

Project are in compliance with the legal limits set in EU law.  We note 
that jet engines can create significant PM2.5 emissions and are 
surprised that they have not been more fully modelled and assessed. 
We recommend that the local planning authority further consult the 
teams responsible for air quality at Eastleigh Borough Council and 
Southampton City Council to ensure that they are satisfied with the 
approach taken. 

 
269. Our position is that pollutants associated with road traffic or 

combustion, particularly particulate matter and oxides of nitrogen are 
non-threshold; i.e. an exposed population is likely to be subject to 
potential harm at any level and that reducing public exposures of non-
threshold pollutants (such as particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide) 
below air quality standards will have potential public health benefits. 
We support approaches which minimise or mitigate public exposure to 
non-threshold air pollutants, address inequalities (in exposure), 
maximise co-benefits (such as physical exercise). We encourage their 
consideration during development design, environmental and health 
impact assessment, and development consent. 

 
270. Odour - The submission considers current and possible odour 

emissions from the airport and concludes there is no significant risk of 
nuisance or other adverse effect. We accept this conclusion. 

 
271. Water Quality - The assessment states that there will be no significant 

impact on public health arising from water contamination and the 
methodological approach taken appears to be reasonable. 

 
272. Land Quality - The assessment within the EIA states there will be no 

significant impact on public health arising from the risks of 
contaminated land or ground gas, and the methodological approach 
taken appears to be reasonable. We are satisfied that any 
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contamination issues can be satisfactorily managed by use of the 
Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

 
273. Incidents and Accidents - The applicant has effectively scoped 

incidents and accidents out of the assessment based on the 
geographic location and the existing airport use. We do not take issue 
with this approach. Other possible accidents and releases should be 
adequately managed by the inclusion of suitable pollution prevention 
measures in the CEMP. 

 
274. Noise – PHE encourages the Applicant to acknowledge the WHO 

Environmental Noise Guidelines (ENG 2018) as relevant guidance in 
the Noise and Vibration chapter. The ENG 2018 and the associated 
systematic evidence reviews [1,2] represent a robust and 
comprehensive review of the effects of environmental noise on public 
health, and PHE expects the Applicant to provide a robust justification 
why it chose not to use this evidence in its assessment. 

 
275. It is not clear why the Applicant has set the Lowest Observable 

Adverse Effect level at 54dB LAeq,16hr, when government policy [3] 
has set a LOAEL at 51 dB LAeq,16 hr for daytime aviation noise (in 
relation to airspace change). PHE recommends that the Applicant 
extends its assessment down to this level. 

 
276. Paragraph 11.6.11 states that “Noise policy and guidance states that 

noise should not be considered in isolation and that below the UAEL, 
the social and economic benefits of a scheme should be weighed 
against the noise dis-benefits.” PHE believes that this is an incomplete 
interpretation of policy. The vision and aims of the Noise Policy 
Statement for England (NPSE) should be interpreted by having regard 
to the set of shared UK principles that underpin the Government’s 
sustainable development strategy. The social and economic benefits 
and dis-benefits of a scheme should therefore be weighed against the 
noise dis-benefits (and benefits if applicable). 

 
277. PHE recommends that, in addition to the number of people and 

residences exposed to noise, (Tables 11.13 and 15.6), the Applicant 
expresses the public health impacts due to noise in terms of Disability 
Adjusted Life Years (DALYs). PHE recommends that the Applicant 
carries out sensitivity analysis for long-term annoyance from aviation 
noise using the dose-response relationship in the WHO ENG 2018. 

 
278. PHE recommends that the Applicant explains what its chosen 

thresholds for SOAELs mean in population health terms, using the 
evidence from SONA 2014 and the WHO ENG2018. The Applicant 
should also provide clarification and justification for its statement that 



   

 

Page | 75 

 

“Aircraft noise levels below the SOAEL are classified as being of low 
impact” (11.2.83). It is not clear how a potentially major adverse effect 
identified in the noise chapter results in a minor adverse effect 
reported in the Health chapter, and no anticipated significant effects on 
human health overall. PHE would welcome further information on the 
significance judgements and underpinning evidence that have resulted 
in the above conclusions. The Applicant should clarify how it has 
addressed the third aim of NPSE, to “contribute to the improvement of 
health and quality of life” where possible (11.2.18). 

 
279. PHE notes that the assessment of night-time aircraft noise impacts has 

been scoped out (11.2.80), since there are no flights at the existing 
airport or proposed in the expanded scheme during the hours 23:00-
06:00. As stated in its scoping response, PHE expects that due 
consideration is given to the potential for adverse effects due to noise 
during the ‘shoulder period’ of 06:00-07:00, when many people may 
still be asleep. 

 
280. PHE expects to see a more comprehensive summary of cumulative 

and in-combination environmental risk factors within the noise and 
health chapters, as well as in Chapter 14 ‘Climate Change – 
resilience’. PHE expects to see further investigations into the nature 
and character of the sound environment as part of the baseline noise 
monitoring, and not just locations and durations (Table 11.3). 

 
281. For construction noise, PHE requests additional information and notes 

from the non-technical summary that the programme of works is 
expected to last for 34 weeks and will generally be undertaken outside 
of the operational hours of the existing airport, that is, 23:00-06:00 
seven days per week. The Applicant should acknowledge that this 
proposed time-period is the most sensitive and potentially disruptive 
for any neighbouring residential dwellings, and that judgements of 
significance and mitigation strategies should be made accordingly. 

 
282. PHE notes the Applicant’s intention to use a noise insulation scheme 

to mitigate the adverse health effects of operational noise (15.10.4). 
Given the critical importance to the scheme of the mitigation provided 
by noise insulation, PHE strongly recommends that the Applicant 
consults on its proposed noise insulation strategy. PHE expects any 
proposed noise insulation schemes to take a holistic approach which 
achieves a healthy indoor environment.  11.6.13 states that “where 
acoustic insulation cannot provide an appropriate or cost-effective 
solution, alternative mitigation should be offered”, but no further detail 
as to what form this might take is provided. PHE recommends that the 
Applicant provides further detail. 
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283. Noise insulation schemes do not protect private and community 
outdoor amenity spaces, parks and Public Rights of Way. PHE expects 
to see consideration of the potential effects of noise on the use of 
outdoor spaces within the ES. Since the Landscape and Visual 
Amenity chapter has been scoped out, PHE has not been able to find 
any consideration of the potential impacts of the development on 
tranquillity [13] and the health benefits associated with access to good 
quality green space. PHE recommends that the Applicant provides 
additional information on this topic. 

 
284. PHE encourages the Applicant to use effective methods to 

communicate changes in the acoustic environment as a result of 
construction and operational phases of the scheme to local 
communities and expects further explanation as to how stakeholder 
responses in relation to noise have influenced the development of the 
proposal, including any mitigation measures. In addition, the applicant 
should propose a suitable strategy to disseminate the findings of the 
ES and CEMP regarding the effects of noise on health to stakeholders, 
including communities. 

 
285. Human Health and Wellbeing - We welcome the inclusion of chapter 6 

(socio economics) and Chapter 8 Transport and access, Chapter 15 
(Population Health). This section of PHE’s response, identifies the 
wider determinants of health and wellbeing we expect the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to address, to demonstrate 
whether they are likely to give rise to significant effects. 

 
286. The Report identifies the potential for compensation and noise 

insulation. There are no specific details provided for the noise 
insulation scheme proposed for the airport expansion. The EIA does 
not identify the tenure of the properties likely to be included within any 
noise insulation policy or any particularly sensitive receptors. The EIA 
does not identify the role for community engagement and makes no 
mention of the potential for supporting homeowners and tenants in 
understanding and utilising compensation or insulation grants. 

 
287. Wider community engagement could form an important element of 

mitigation of significant health effects and particularly mental health. 
The EIA does not however identify opportunities to work through 
partners and local Voluntary, Community and Social Enterprise 
(VCSE) organisations. These organisations offer the potential for 
engagement with vulnerable groups and may gain greater acceptance 
by the wider community. 

 
288. The report follows the broad definition of health proposed by the World 

Health Organisation (WHO).  There are references to mental health 
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within the report but it is not adequately addressed generally. A key 
role for any community engagement team will be to mitigate potential 
effects on mental health, but the EIA does not provide detail specific to 
mitigating mental health effects. 

 
289. The EIA should address the competencies and roles to be undertaken 

by community engagement teams in relation to the promotion of public 
health, including public mental health. It should address opportunities 
and proposed activity with partner agencies and local Voluntary, 
Community and Social Enterprise (VCSE) organisations, such as 
Citizens Advice, to engage and support local communities. The role of 
the community engagement teams should be broadened to include 
support for homeowners and tenants across the compensation 
schemes, including the noise insulation scheme. 

 
290. The EIA does not provide details within the health and community 

chapter in relation to noise on private amenity spaces including 
gardens, balconies, community facilities and communal recreation 
areas. PHE expects consideration of the potential impact on the health 
and well-being of residents resulting from increased noise exposure in 
private and community amenity spaces. 

 
291. The ES should assess the current and future demand on health and 

social care services and the subsequent assessment of significance as 
a result of the expansion. The EIA should report on the results of 
engagement with the local healthcare system and any proposed 
embedded or additional mitigation. The geographic scope of the 
assessment should be broadened to include areas where health and 
social care facilities or services may experience additional demand as 
a result of the scheme. Given the lack of key data and evidence of 
impact, we expect the applicant to have detailed ongoing consultation 
with PHE and stakeholders, including local public health teams, 
Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) and NHS teams. 

 
292. Climate Change Consultant – (03/08/20) Further to a formal 

Regulation 25 information request the submitted information sought 
previously has been provided and assessed. Clarification around traffic 
growth and Air Traffic Movements (ATM), construction material, 
varying demand scenarios and emissions calculations inputs has been 
provided and the assessment has addressed outstanding issues that 
we had raised. 

 
293. (07/05/20) Further comments provided on additional information with 

many original questions clarified and found acceptable. Further 
information sought around on local traffic growth, choice of factor 
source for each material. No information provided by applicant to 
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justify why the scheme is not considered to be a Major Adverse and 
Significant Impact.  

 
294. Heritage Consultant – (21/10/20) Comment. The new information 

relates to noise in Campbell Road dwellings.  In terms of building 
fabric, it is doubtful that this would be a problem.  

 
295. (30/07/20) - The Grade ll listed Farmhouse in Gaters Hill and the 

Locally Listed houses in Campbell Road are impacted by noise and/or 
air quality. This is unlikely to cause significant damage to the building 
structures.  The revised proposals for the car park will improve the 
situation by reducing the impact and providing some softening of the 
presence of all the vehicles. With the fence and associated planting 
along the western boundary the cars will not be visible from road level 
at least. 

 
296. (04/12/19) There are no designated heritage assets in the immediate 

vicinity of this proposal with the closets being Eastleigh Station Grade 
ll and the Farmhouse in Gaters Hill also Grade ll. The other assets are 
all undesignated together with Conservation Areas which themselves 
contain numerous designated assets but are a little distant from the 
site. The closest heritage asset at the southern end of the runway is 
the old Rotor Testing House (on a list of proposed additions to the 
Local List) is unlikely to be any worse a situation than currently.  The 
Locally Listed dwellings in Campbell Road (former railway employee 
accommodation) are provided some separation by The Sidings and 
are some 250m away.  At that distance I doubt there would be any 
vibration problems. Wider afield, the heritage value of the Gaters Mill 
Conservation Area and Conservation Area of Bishopstoke would 
remain unaffected. Increased views of the car park due to removal of 
trees and bund.  

 
297. Historic England – (28/01/20, 19/10/20, 14/07/20) Do not wish to 

offer any comment and suggest the views of the specialist and 
archaeological advisors is sought.  

 
298. Hampshire County Council Archaeology – (28/01/21, 15/10/20, 

09/07/20) Draw your attention to previous comments on the 
archaeological matters which remain my advice.  Archaeological 
conditions should be attached to any permission issued to secure an 
appropriate level of archaeological mitigation, but I do note that the 
omission in the original Environmental Statement that there were no 
archaeological sites currently recorded has been rectified in the non-
technical summary and in an amendment to para 2.3.2 of the 
Environmental Statement, which is welcomed. 

 



   

 

Page | 79 

 

299. (21/11/19) Note that archaeology has been scoped out; Table 1 of the 
non-technical summary states there are no known undesignated 
archaeological assets within the site, which is incorrect. I do not 
believe that significant archaeological impacts might be anticipated but 
certainly there are some impacts on archaeology which are a material 
consideration.  The Heritage Statement in which the archaeological 
impacts might have been considered outside the scope of the ES is 
expressed entirely in relation to the built heritage and not archaeology. 

 
300. When the current car park was created, a Bronze Age landscape of 

fields and trackways was revealed and recorded.  It is likely that 
extension of that car park and extension of the runway close by may 
reveal further extent of this field system and potentially any associated 
settlement.  Recommend an archaeological condition be imposed to 
secure the archaeological monitoring of groundworks in location where 
archaeological evidence is likely. 

 
301. Hampshire County Council Minerals and Waste – (09/12/19) This 

area is informed by the safeguarded sites list as defined through Policy 
16: Safeguarding – mineral infrastructure and Policy 26: Safeguarding 
– waste infrastructure of the adopted Hampshire Minerals and Waste 
Plan (2013) (HMWP). Acknowledge application is for an extension to 
the existing airport and so arguably the airport and safeguarded waste 
site are managing to operate alongside one another.  However, the 
application site lies within 450m of four mineral and waste safeguarded 
sites and so this opportunity is being taken to highlight these sites for 
consideration.  Hampshire County Council would expect to see how 
the nearby safeguarded sites were considered with regards to 
mitigation to ensure the safeguarded sites could continue their 
intended minerals or waste use.  HCC would expect to see how 
operator comments were taken into account and what impacts that 
had on the proposed development design. If the details of mitigation 
are to follow in a future application, Hampshire County Council would 
expect to see a condition requiring such details. 

 
302. Hampshire County Council Highways – (14/02/21) No further 

comments.  
 
303. (14/08/20) No objection subject to appropriate planning conditions and 

a Section 106 Planning Agreement.  
 
304. Trip generation - has been derived using the Strategic Regional 

Transport Model (SRTM) and supplementary information bespoke to 
the existing airport travel modes and vehicle occupancy levels to 
ensure this model run is robust has been provided. Survey information 
from 2018 confirms that the use of sustainable modes is significantly 
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higher than assumed within the SRTM modelling forecast, with circa 
25% of passenger trips taken via sustainable modes (with the SRTM 
assuming only 8%). Vehicle occupancy rates has also assessed and 
adjusted based on survey information.  HCC is satisfied that the trip 
rate assumptions to account for airport growth of up to 3m annual 
passengers (which equates to 2.45m annual vehicle movements) is 
robust and is accounted for within the SRTM 2036 ‘Do Minimum 
scenario’ (DM3). Peak hour vehicular trip generation during the 2036 
DS3 scenario is 463 vehicle movements (AM peak) and 374 vehicle 
movements (PM peak) period; an increase of 146 vehicle movements 
(AM peak) and 121 vehicle movements (PM peak) as a result of the 
proposed runway extension. 

 
305. Trip Distribution and assignment - Due to the close proximity of the site 

with the M27 and the boundary with Southampton City Council the 
scope of highway network impacted by the proposals within the 
jurisdiction of Hampshire County Council is limited to four junctions. 
HCC confirm that the proposed development trips can be 
accommodated with no mitigation at A335/Wide Lane Roundabout and 
Wide Lane/Mitchell Way/George Curl Roundabout. Although operating 
above capacity in 2036, the impact is very limited or negligible on 
Station Hill/A335/Twyford Road/Bishopstoke Road and Station 
Hill/B3037 Bishopstoke Road priority junction and no mitigation is 
required at this time.  

 
306. Access – The existing access remains unchanged, operate with no 

existing safety issues and would operate within theoretical capacity.  
 
307. Internal layout and car parking provision - The quantum of additional 

parking (2.46 passengers / space / day) is higher than the current 
number of passengers’ space (1.91 / space / day). The airports 
commitment to continuously improving the take up sustainable travel is 
noted but reaffirms the requirement for an effective range of measures 
set out within the Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS).  

 
308. Access by sustainable modes - the existing cycle infrastructure can 

cater for the additional demand generated by the proposed runway 
expansion. However, it is essential that costed measures within the 
ASAS include promotion of the cycle trips, particularly to staff and this 
may also include improved signage. The provision of existing bus 
services is generally considered suitable, however as set out in the 
ASAS additional measures, for example the feasibility of providing a 
shuttle facility for employees should be considered in addition to 
generally promoting the services available and discounted season 
tickets. The site is exceptionally well placed to provide rail connections 
and the promotion of the services and measures to improve the 
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linkages between the airport and rail services will therefore be a 
fundamental element of the ASAS. The improvements to be delivered 
as part of the ASAS shall be secured by the S106 along with the 
ongoing approval and monitoring process. 

 
309. Safeguarding – The Section 106 Agreement to make provisions for 

safeguarding of Chickenhall Lane Link Road (requirement of adopted 
Local Plan), along with access to the airport development zone. It is 
acknowledged that the Chickenhall Lane Link Road safeguarding 
policy is being given further consideration as part of the emerging 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016 – 2036). 

 
310. Highway Cap – The forecast 2.45m annual vehicular trips along with 

resultant impact is robust and forms part of the TA and EIA. forecast 
vehicular trip generation of 2.45m annual vehicular trips along with 
resultant impact is robust. To mitigate potential environmental impacts 
resulting from vehicle flows above those tested monitoring total vehicle 
trips associated with the site via existing ANPR cameras is proposed 
alongside measures within the ASAS. Secured via the S106, the local 
highway authority will support the local planning authority in securing 
the vehicle cap obligation to address the impacts raised in the EIA, but 
would expect the obligation to be enforceable by the planning 
authority. 

 
311. Hampshire County Council Lead Local Flood Authority – 

(14/08/20) No objection. Following receipt of the updated Flood Risk 
Assessment the proposal to drain the car park with permeable paving 
and swales raises no objection in principle subject to conditions 
requiring infiltration testing and calculations. The runway extension 
itself requires additional calculations for infiltration, exceedance flow 
plans and details around the level of treatment provided particularly in 
regard to contaminants from de-icers. Given the proximity of this site to 
environmentally sensitive locations, HCC recommend pre-
commencement given the suitability of the principles and the space 
available if modifications are required. 

 
312. Highway England – (12/02/21, 24/11/20) Initial concerns addressed. 

No objection. 
 
313. Eastleigh Borough Council Sustainable Transport Officer – 

(20/01/20) Limited info on how the Chickenhall Lane Link Road would 
be safeguarded or delivered; airport modelling does not include the 
Chickenhall Link Road. More junction modelling would be expected. 
The draft Masterplan holds no weight in the decision process and 
cannot be used to support any claims relating to future use of the site. 
There is no Surface Access Strategy provided – this effectively forms 
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the Travel Pan for the site and submitted be submitted with the 
transport assessment to demonstrate that due attention has been 
given to ensuring access for sustainable modes. 
 

314. Application proposes some improvements to public transport 
infrastructure but little in terms of detail. Would seek contribution 
towards public transport service improvements into Eastleigh. Note 
ambition to increase the mode share of ‘other’ forms of transport.  
Further detail needed to support claim. More detailed plans of the car 
park are required to ensure fit for purpose. 

 
315. Network Rail – (17/01/20) Fully supports the proposal, subject to 

asset protection agreement and other construction works-related 
matters.   

 
316. Go South – (23/12/19) Support subject to S106 contribution to ensure 

real time information at bus stop(s) within the airport and sustainable 
transport options for staff to access the airport. Conditions 
recommended that local bus services can access the front of the 
airport, parking / layover of mid-range coach connections at the airport, 
and a vehicle traffic movement cap.  

 
317. Planning Casework Unit – (31/12/19) No comment to make on the 

Environmental Statement. 
 
318. Eastleigh Borough Council Landscape Officer – (20/11/2020) No 

objection. Amended proposals partially address concerns raised in 
December 2019. Via condition, further detail and development of the 
screening proposals for the car park are required to fully demonstrate 
that no erosion of the Gap. The bund is a naturalistic green screen to 
the car park and airport infrastructure which allows the Countryside 
Gap to function and help to create a green setting on this gateway 
route into Eastleigh town. The proposal of the 2m high close board 
fence will help to screen the extended car park and vehicle movement. 
However views through the existing and retained vegetation of a close 
board fence would constitute an urbanising effect, therefore the 
landscape proposals need to be carefully considered in terms of how 
the fence itself will be screened. Observations / recommendation 
made on planting close to fence / kerbs, vertical planting options and 
inclusion of a bund of any height encouraged. The interior of the car 
park is of lesser concern from a visual amenity perspective.  

 
319. (24/12/19) The majority of the proposals in the application are within 

designated Countryside Gap, therefore consideration needs to be 
made as to whether they physically or visually diminish the Gap. Whilst 
technically all of the proposal could be argued to physically diminish 
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the Gap, taking a balanced view I suggest the built elements within the 
area of the runway (that is the runway extension and blast screen) 
have a minimal impact in this regard, within the existing context of a 
working airport. 

 
320. The car park proposals however are of concern. These proposals fall 

partially within the Gap. The area proposed currently contains 
predominantly Green Infrastructure which is proposed to be removed 
and replaced with hardstanding car parking. No mitigating vegetation 
is proposed. My opinion is that the proposals for the car park as 
presently shown are not acceptable in Gap terms and the application 
should not be approved until a satisfactory landscape scheme for this 
element of the works is provided. 

 
321. Eastleigh Borough Council Urban Design Officer – (20/11/20) No 

objection. To ensure the parking area is designed to enable inclusive, 
safe pedestrian movement the submission of information pedestrian 
walkways materials, soft landscaping, tactile paving, CCTV, lighting 
and wayfinding should be secured. The inclusion of sustainable 
drainage and permeable surfaces is considered a necessity in a 
scheme of this size to support sustainable water management and 
mitigate against localised flooding during extremes of weather. The 
scheme presents opportunities to improve shuttle bus stop provision, 
family/parent and child style parking, discouraging speed on straight 
stretches of road and upgrading existing footpath and extended to 
create a vehicle-free walking route to the terminal building, enhancing 
the appearance of the proposed close boarded fence, enhanced 
landscaping and sustainability measure e.g. solar powered payment / 
ticket / vending machines, electric vehicle charging points, permeable 
surfaces and SUDS. 

 
322. (03/12/19) Car parking currently a vehicle dominated layout with no 

pedestrian walkways; and lack of disabled parking.  Lack of 
information relating to shuttle bus stop waiting facilities; lighting and 
wayfinding; sustainability; a lack of landscape information to illustrate 
how trees and other soft landscape can be included in the scheme to 
benefit the scheme in a multitude of ways. 

 
323. Eastleigh Borough Council Economic Development – (29/03/21) 

Earlier comments provided on 08/08/20 have been satisfactorily 
addressed in relation to access to employment land to the north and 
east in subsequent undertakings and actions in close co-operation with 
Diageo/ Aitchison and Network Rail. 
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324. (19/02/21) Support. An excellent report from Aviation Economic (AE) 
and now presented in a properly researched, logically argued and 
clearly presented form. The airport has given us a worst-case scenario 
in its socio-economic report and is a going concern whilst unlikely to 
pass the 3.5m pax threshold. The quicker recovery of short haul is 
good for the airport as is the unlikely delivery of Heathrow 3rd runway 
anytime soon. The SIAL Annual report shows SIAL to be a going 
concern though it made losses in 2019 attributed to decreased 
passenger traffic, particularly international traffic (20%).  This probably 
reflects the need to change (add to) destinations and probably one of 
the reasons for needing a longer runway. Despite losses, the airport is 
strongly underpinned by committed shareholders. The Capex Opex 
projections conclusively support the break-even contention of 1m pax.  
All the data looks to be a reasonable, honest and faithful 
representation. The accounts for 2020 will be considerably worse than 
the accounts for 2019 and 2021 is not shaping up too well either.  
There are jobs to be created or saved and gains to be made from 
Brexit are considerable especially if we get a customs and excise (tax) 
establishment at the site as part of a Freeport bid. 

 
325. (02/12/20) The airport’s socio-economic chapter and subsequent 

sensitivity analysis dwells quite extensively on the creation or loss of 
jobs. In applicant has advised that of the 950 jobs at the airport, 
according to the 2017 application, 75% of employees were local and 
2400 jobs across the Solent region estimated to depend on the airport. 
The economic value of these jobs to the local business and consumer 
markets is £160m. Over 288 jobs already lost from redundancies made 
by businesses operating at the airport including SIAL, Swissport, ICTS 
(security), APCOA (parking) and TRG (catering). These job losses do 
not take into consideration losses at Checkers Cars, New Rest 
Catering, Flybe and WH Smith which fully closed. In addition, many at 
hotels such as Travelodge and Premier Inn which will struggle to 
sustain employment with fewer flights providing customers. These lost 
jobs would be recovered if the application were approved.  

 
326. A further 265 jobs would be created over the 34-week construction 

period at a time of increased unemployment. Once operational, for 
every additional million passengers another 470 jobs are created. 

 
327. Retaining local employers (100+ businesses have signed the Business 

South petition including Carnival UK, Red Funnel, Ageas Bowl, Taylor 
Made Solutions, ABP, Barker Mills Estate and LSH) and attracting new 
employers is an economic advantage, with foreign investors favour an 
airport location as three times more attractive than a city centre 
according to Deloitte. Further, the airport places the area at an 
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advantage when bidding for national events and contributes to 
Hampshire’s tourist sector. 

 
328. Additional opportunities are created including building the market of 

business flights (higher percentage than Heathrow and Gatwick) 
through increased connectivity, opportunity to secure more flights if 
routes opened up to other destinations / head offices. Further trade 
and investment gains will come from the land to the northeast of the 
airport once it is accessible. If ABP wins Freeport status for 
Southampton, the (existing) direct rail link from the maritime port to the 
airport at Eastleigh would create a number of customs and export 
opportunities in the immediate vicinity. 

 
329. Benchmarking against similar sized airports (around 2m pax/yr): 

Belfast, Billund, Bremen, Cork, Girona, Keflavik, Lille demonstrates the 
socio-economic opportunities.  

 
330. (08/08/20) – Originally advised economic benefit would not be enough 

to outweigh environmental impact unless access to employment land 
to the north and east of the site was provide. The revised information 
does not alter the estimated employment associated with the 34 week 
construction process. Within the Sensitivity analysis the proposed 
extension would contribute to 10% of the Solent LEP forecast 
employment growth (15,000 jobs by 2037). Without the extension this 
would halve.  

 
331. The job/passenger ratio is likely drop as passenger number reduce 

from 630 to 470 per million passengers (Sensitivity Analysis). At 630m 
passenger number are already at the lower end of the current range in 
UK airports, it could be argued that Southampton is already lean and 
that this figure will drop less than the national average.  The more 
important factor here is the number of passengers and that has 
already dropped, from 2018 to 2019 and of course will drop 
dramatically 2019 to 2020.  Whether we apply 470 or 630, they are 
absolutes rather than multiples if we are talking about one million 
passengers (Table 3.2) instead of 1.7m. 

 
332. The Sensitivity Analysis is optimistic that Loganair and other airlines 

can replace some of Flybe’s routes but stops short of hoping that all 
will find operators; not many have a fleet of Dash 8 or similar craft that 
are small enough to fly from the current runway.  The aviation industry 
has been harder hit than most sectors and even airports that have 
resumed operations since July are struggling with a nervous tourist 
season.  Without a radical restructure, it is difficult to imagine how 
SIAL could recover as relative inactivity stretches ahead indefinitely in 
the absence of alternative operators.  The proposed extension has 
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moved from being an ambitious project for future growth to a survival 
strategy. 

 
333. Before 2020, 29% of flights through Southampton were for business 

purposes with Eastleigh’s B&Q, whose holding company has 221 
stores in France, having been a regular user of the Southampton-Paris 
route. Many more could make frequent use of this airport if it offered 
the routes proposed as part of the extension plans e.g. Prysmian, 
headquartered in Milan, Aernnova who own Hamble Aerostructures 
and Trumpf who own SPI Lasers headquarters are in Stuttgart.  The 
interesting point for the economy of Eastleigh is that the increased 
connectivity would generate more traffic between local companies and 
their European owners, partners, suppliers and customers.  Business 
traffic as a percentage of the total would be likely to rise, to the benefit 
of the area since business traffic is more likely to be two-way or 
inbound than tourist traffic. 

 
334. Further trade and investment gains will come from the land to the 

northeast of the airport once it is accessible – and its very accessibility 
is linked to the airport extension proceeding as it makes economic 
sense to take advantage of the construction works for the runway in 
order to unlock the land. If ABP wins Freeport status for Southampton, 
the (existing) direct rail link from the maritime port to the airport at 
Eastleigh would create a number of customs and export opportunities 
in the immediate vicinity.  Charles Kendall recently moved some of its 
export packaging operations from Bournemouth airport to Chandlers 
Ford in order to take advantage of the rail links from Eastleigh to 
Southampton. 

 
335. Bournemouth’s opposition to the extension appears to derive from a 

view that the two airports are too close for economies of scale and that 
one airport could serve the catchment areas of both.  If this were true, 
Southampton would have the stronger case to argue, being both 
removed from an urban centre and surrounded by excellent transport 
links: two motorways, London-Southampton rail and maritime port.  
The leakage report does not specify which airports would gain from the 
relocation of past and planned routes from Southampton but transport 
links would suggest that London airports could be the main 
beneficiaries. 

 

POLICY CONTEXT AND DESIGNATIONS APPLICABLE TO 
SITE 
 

 Outside/Within Built-up Area Boundary 

 Adjacent Established Residential Area 

 Adjacent Site of Special Scientific Interest 
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 Within HRA Screening Area 
 
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 
 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) Saved Policies: 
 
336. The most relevant saved policies are as follows: 

 

 1.CO (Countryside Protection); 

 2.CO (Strategic Gaps); 

 18.CO (Landscape); 

 22.NC (Protection of SSSI); 

 23.NC (Protection of SINC); 

 24.NC (Protect species); 

 25.NC (Promotion of biodiversity); 

 26.NC (Protection of wildlife network); 

 29.ES (Noise sensitive development); 

 32.ES (Pollution control); 

 33.ES (Air quality); 

 34.ES (Reduction of greenhouse gases/ Sustainable 
construction); 

 36.ES (Lighting design); 

 37.ES (Energy efficiency); 

 43.ES (Flood risk); 

 45.ES (Sustainable drainage); 

 59.BE (Design criteria); 

 63.BE (Car parks); 

 91.T (v) (Chickenhall Link Road); 

 95.T (Car parking at Southampton Airport); 

 97.T (Surface Access Strategy at Southampton Airport); 

 100.T (Transport criteria); 

 101.T (Traffic generation); 

 103.T (Car parking standards); 

 102.T (New accesses); 

 104.T (Off-highway parking); 

 115.E (Southampton Airport Special Policy Area); 

 146.OS (Green space); 

 147.OS (Public Open Space); 

 169.LB (Conservation areas); 

 171.LB (Listed Buildings); 

 175.LB (Buildings of Local Importance); 

 190.IN (Infrastructure); 

 191.IN (Developers Contributions). 
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Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) 

 Policy 16 – Safeguarding – Mineral Infrastructure; 

 Policy 26: Safeguarding – Waste Infrastructure.   
 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014 
 
337. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 was submitted for 

examination in July 2014 but the Inspector concluded that insufficient 
housing was being provided for in the Plan and that it was unsound.  
While this has not been withdrawn and remains a material 
consideration, it can therefore be considered to have extremely limited 
weight in the determination of this application. Policy E12 relates to 
Southampton Airport. 

 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 
 
338. The 2016-2036 Local Plan was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate 

on 31st October 2018 and the main examination hearings concluded in 
January 2020 (with a further hearing on one of the allocations in 
January 2021). The Council received the Inspector’s post-Hearing 
advice on 1 April 2020.  The Council is progressing with modifications 
to the Local Plan and expect to publish these in Spring 2021 and 
progress to enable its adoption, which is anticipated in mid to late 
2021.  Given the advanced status of the Submitted Plan, it is 
considered that overall considerable weight can be attributed to it. The 
most relevant policies are: 

 
Strategic policies: 

 S1 (Sustainable development); 

 S2 (Promotion of new development); 

 S3 (Housing locations); 

 S4 (Employment provision); 

 S7 (New development in the countryside); 

 S8 (Protection of countryside gaps); 

 XX (Historic Environment); 

 S12 (Transport infrastructure). 
 
Development Management policies: 
 

 DM1 (General development criteria); 

 DM2 (Environmentally sustainable development); 

 DM3 (Adapting to Climate Change); 

 DM5 (Managing Flood Risk); 

 DM6 (Sustainable surface water management and watercourse 
Management); 
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 DM8 (Pollution); 

 DM10 (Water and waste water); 

 DM11 (Nature conservation); 

 DM12 (Heritage);  

 DM13 (Transport); 

 DM14 (Car parking); 

 DM16 (Workforce training);  

 DM31 (Access standards); 

 DM40 (Funding infrastructure); 

 E6 (Eastleigh River Side); 

 E7 (Development opportunities at Eastleigh River Side); 

 E9 (Southampton Airport). 
 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents 
 

 Environmentally Sustainable Development (March 2009); 

 Biodiversity (December 2009); 

 Quality Places (November 2011);  

 Planning Obligations (July 2008, updated 2010). 
 
OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS  
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
339. At national level, the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’ 

or the ‘Framework’) is a material consideration of significant weight in 
the determination of planning applications. The NPPF states that (as 
required by statute) applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise and sets out a general presumption 
in favour of sustainable development.  

 
National Planning Practice Guidance  
 
340. Where material, the Planning Practice Guidance which supports the 

provisions and policies of the NPPF should be afforded weight in the 
consideration and determination of planning applications.  

 
National Significant Infrastructure Projects 
 
341. The Planning Act 2008 created a new development consent regime for 

nationally significant transport infrastructure projects (NSIPs). These 
projects are commonly referred to as major infrastructure projects. 
Airport-related development falling within the definition of NSIP is 
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defined in section 23. The proposed development is not within the 
scope of section 23 and so is not an NSIP.  

 
 
Aviation Policy Framework (2013) (“APF”) 
 
342. The APF sets out the (2010-2015) Coalition Government’s objectives 

and principles to guide plans and decisions at the local and regional 
level. The primary objective is to achieve long-term economic growth, 
recognising that the aviation sector is a major contributor to the 
economy.  

 
343. The growth of the sector is supported within a framework which seeks 

to maintain a balance between the benefits of aviation and its costs, 
particularly its contribution to climate change and noise. It notes 
airports outside the south east of England: 
“…have an important role in helping to accommodate wider forecast 
growth in demand for aviation in the UK, which could help take some 
pressure off London’s main airports. The availability of direct air 
services locally from these airports can reduce the need for air 
passengers and freight to travel long distances to reach larger UK 
airports.” (para 1.23).  

 
344. It continues that proposals for “expansion at these airports should be 

judged on their individual merits, taking careful account of all relevant 
considerations, particularly economic and environmental impacts” 
(para 1.24).  

 
345. The APF advises “Globally, the aviation sector is responsible for about 

1 to 2% of greenhouse gas emissions.... [but in] the UK, domestic and 
international aviation is at 6% of total greenhouse gas emissions or 
22% of the transport sector’s greenhouse gas emissions”. It concludes 
that aviation's proportion of emissions is likely to increase as other 
sectors decarbonise more quickly (Para 2.1).  

 
346. The APF goes on to state, in paragraph 2.8 that: 

“Action at a global level is the preferred and most effective means by 
which to reduce emissions. Taking action only at national or regional 
level has the potential to create the risk of carbon leakage with 
passengers travelling via other countries and increasing emissions 
elsewhere”.  

 
Airports Commission  
 
347. The Airports Commission was set up in 2012 to consider, among other 

things, how the UK could maintain its status as an international hub for 
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aviation and immediate actions to improve the use of existing runway 
capacity in the next five years. It produced an interim report in 
December 2013 and a Final Report in July 2015. The final report 
recommended a third runway at Heathrow. The Airports Commission’s 
reports are not Government policy, but they informed the policy 
documents addressed in the following two sections (the ANPS and the 
MBU). 

 
Airports National Policy Statement (2018) (ANPS)  
 
348. The ANPS was published on 5 June 2018. On 27 February 2020 the 

Court of Appeal ruled in R (Plan B Earth) v Secretary of State for 
Transport [2020] EWCA Civ 214 that the ANPS was unlawful. 
However, the Court of Appeal’s decision was overturned by the 
Supreme Court on 16 December 2020 ([2020] UKSC 52). The ANPS 
is therefore in force and capable of being a material consideration.  

 
349. The ANPS states (para 2.9): “The importance of aviation to the UK 

economy, and in particular the UK’s hub status, has only increased 
following the country’s decision to leave the European Union” and “[as] 
the UK develops its new trading relationships with the rest of the world, 
it will be essential that increased airport capacity is delivered”. 
Paragraph 2.16 adds:  
“Without expansion, capacity constraints would impose increasing 
costs on the rest of the economy over time, lowering economic output 
by making aviation more expensive and less convenient to use, with 
knock-on effects in lost trade, tourism and foreign direct investment”.  

 
350. The ANPS sets out: the need for additional airport capacity in the 

south-east of England; why government believes that need is best met 
by a north-west runway at Heathrow Airport; and the specific 
requirements that the applicant for a new north-west runway at 
Heathrow will need to meet to gain development consent. 

 
351. Whilst the ANPS almost exclusively relates to Heathrow, it is also 

relevant to other proposals, expressly stating as much in paragraphs 
1.39 - 1.42: 

 
“1.39 … the Government has confirmed that it is supportive of airports 
beyond Heathrow making best use of their existing runways. However, 
we recognise that the development of airports can have positive and 
negative impacts, including on noise levels. We consider that any 
proposals should be judged on their individual merits by the relevant 
planning authority, taking careful account of all relevant 
considerations, particularly economic and environmental impacts. 
… 
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1.41 The Airports NPS does not have effect in relation to an 
application for development consent for an airport development not 
comprised in an application relating to the Heathrow Northwest 
Runway… Nevertheless, the Secretary of State considers that the 
contents of the Airports NPS will be both important and relevant 
considerations in the determination of such an application, particularly 
where it relates to London or the South East of England. Among the 
considerations that will be important and relevant are the findings in 
the Airports NPS as to the need for new airport capacity and that the 
preferred scheme is the most appropriate means of meeting that need. 
 
1.42 As indicated in paragraph 1.39 above, airports wishing to make 
more intensive use of existing runways will still need to submit an 
application for planning permission or development consent to the 
relevant authority, which should be judged on the application’s 
individual merits. However, in light of the findings of the Airports 
Commission on the need for more intensive use of existing 
infrastructure…, the Government accepts that it may well be possible 
for existing airports to demonstrate sufficient need for their proposals, 
additional to (or different from) the need which is met by the provision 
of a Northwest Runway at Heathrow…” 

  
352. Also, it is important to note the advice within the ANPS which states 

that: 
 
5.82 “Any increase in carbon emissions alone is not a reason to 
refuse development consent, unless the increase in carbon 
emissions resulting from the project is so significant that it would 
have a material impact on the ability of Government to meet its carbon 
reduction targets, including carbon budgets” 
 
5.83 “Evidence of appropriate mitigation measures (incorporating 
engineering plans on configuration and layout, and use of materials) in 
both design and construction should be presented as part of any 
application for development consent. The Secretary of State will 
consider the effectiveness of such mitigation measures in order to 
ensure that, in relation to design and construction, the carbon footprint 
is not unnecessarily high. The Secretary of State’s view of the 
adequacy of the mitigation measures relating to design, construction 
and operational phases will be a material factor in the decision making 
process. 

 
Beyond the Horizon: Making Best Use of Existing Runways (2018) 
(MBU) 
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353. The MBU policy document was published on the same day as the 
ANPS, 5 June 2018. It is based on the findings of the Airports 
Commission’s Final Report and the Government’s preference for a 
new Northwest runway at Heathrow. Confirming the 2017 Department 
for Transport’s Aviation forecasts, the MBU policy is supportive of 
airports beyond Heathrow making best use of their existing runways, 
subject to environmental issues being addressed, recognising the 
negative and positive impacts which should be considered by the 
Local Planning Authority.  

 
354. Paragraphs 1.9 and 1.10 of the MBU policy document address the role 

of local planning, suggesting that “for the majority of environmental 
concerns, the government expects these to be taken into account as 
part of existing local planning application processes”. Paragraphs 1.11 
to 1.13 then address the role of national policy, noting that there are 
some important environmental elements which should be considered 
at a national level, such as carbon emissions.  

 
355. The MBU policy document includes modelling which indicates that 

emissions in 2050 (including a Heathrow third runway and best use of 
existing runways) would total 40.8MtCO2. As the applicant explains in 
its Supplemental Planning Statement, the figures used in the model for 
Southampton Airport were taken from a scenario in which the airport 
reached 3.5mppa (i.e. more than the current application). The MBU 
policy document then addresses the implications of the policy for the 
UK’s carbon commitments, drawing on the Fifth Carbon Budget and its 
planning assumption of 37.5MtCO2 from international aviation in 2050 
(considered below under “Climate Change Policy”), concluding at 
paragraph 1.21 that on balance it is likely that mitigation measures 
would be available to meet the planning assumption.  

 
356. Paragraph 1.22 of the MBU policy document then turns to local 

environmental impacts, recognising that aviation proposals can have 
impacts on communities living near airports and “understands their 
concerns over local environmental issues, particularly noise, air quality 
and surface access”, stating that: 
“… [as] airports look to make the best use of their existing runways, it 
is important that communities surrounding those airports share in the 
economic benefits of this, and that adverse impacts such as noise are 
mitigated where possible”.  

 
357. Paragraph 1.23 goes on to state that, for the majority of local 

environmental concerns, the government expects these to be taken 
into account as part of existing local planning application processes; 
and paragraph 1.24 makes clear that, as part their planning 
applications airports will need to demonstrate how they will mitigate 



   

 

Page | 94 

 

local environmental issues, which can then be presented to, and 
considered by, communities as part of the planning consultation 
process.  

 
358. Paragraphs 1.25 to 1.29 then set out a “policy statement” including:  

"1.26 Airports that wish to increase either the passenger or air traffic 
movement caps to allow them to make best use of their existing 
runways will need to submit applications to the relevant planning 
authority. … As part of any planning application airports will need to 
demonstrate how they will mitigate against local environmental issues, 
taking account of relevant national policies, including any new 
environmental policies emerging from the Aviation Strategy. This policy 
statement does not prejudge the decision of those authorities who will 
be required to give proper consideration to such applications. It instead 
leaves it up to local, rather than national Government, to consider each 
case on its merits. 
 

 (1.29) Therefore the government is supportive of airports beyond Heathrow 
making best use of their existing runways. However, we recognise that 
the development of airports can have negative as well as positive local 
impacts, including on noise levels. We therefore consider that any 
proposals should be judged by the relevant planning authority, taking 
careful account of all relevant considerations, particularly economic 
and environmental impacts and proposed mitigations. This policy 
statement does not prejudge the decision of those authorities who will 
be required to give proper consideration to such applications. It instead 
leaves it up to local, rather than national government, to consider each 
case on its merits.” 

359. Both the ANPS and the MBU are the most up-to-date Government 
policies of planning for aviation development and therefore can be 
given significant weight.  
 

 
Aviation 2050: The Future of UK Aviation (Consultation 2018) 
 
360. This emerging national policy on aviation will ultimately replace the 

APF. Government published its consultation response on Legislation 
for Enforcing the Development of Airspace Change Proposals in 
October 2019. It was originally to be laid before Parliament in 2020, 
but the White Paper has been delayed until 2021.  

 
361. The emerging policy advises approximately 7% of the UK’s total 

greenhouse gas emissions in 2016 were accounted for by aviation 
which is up from approximately 5% in 2005 and that this could 
increase further as other sectors decarbonise (para 3.77). Whilst its 
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share has increased the sector is becoming more efficient. 
International air transport movements grew by 20% between 2010 and 
2016 but greenhouse gas emissions increased by only 7% due to 
factors such as higher load factors, increased fuel efficiency and a 
greater proportion of short haul rather than long haul flights (3.78).  

 
362. Aviation 2050 emphasises that the Government aims to maintain its 

position as a world leader in aviation, aerospace and climate change 
policy and is proposing a long term vision for UK aviation carbon 
emissions reduction and a pathway to achieve this by 2050, but that in 
developing this vision and pathway, the Government recognises 
certain challenges, including: (a) concerted global action requires 
consensus and takes time to achieve; and (b) unilateral, national level 
action could put UK airlines at a competitive disadvantage compared 
to their global competitors and lead to carbon leakage (when 
emissions are moved elsewhere rather than reducing them), with no 
environmental gain (paragraph 3.81). 

 
363. Aviation 2050 maintains support for the growth of aviation, and the 

benefits delivered, including regional growth and connectivity, provided 
the growth takes place in a sustainable way, with actions to mitigate 
the environmental impacts (para 4.3). Regional airports serve large 
catchments and offer extensive short-haul network and some key long-
haul routes and provide their regions with access to global markets 
(para.4.4). The importance of planning the development needs of 
airports is recognised as requiring consideration alongside the relevant 
regional, spatial and economic development strategies (para.4.32). 

 
364. The emerging national policy considers carbon impacts from airport 

expansion (para 1.24 and 1.25). It sets out that the Government 
intends to work to “support and strengthen the Carbon Offsetting and 
Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) and negotiate 
for a long-term goal for international aviation climate emissions, ideally 
by ICAO’s 41st Assembly in 2022, that is consistent with the 
temperature goals of the Paris Agreement” (para. 2.11).  

 
Paris Agreement (November 2016) 
 
365. In December 2015, the parties to the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) concluded the Paris 
Agreement, the first comprehensive global treaty to set temperature-
based targets for global warming. The Paris Agreement is a global 
framework seeking to limit global warming to well below 2 degrees and 
pursuing efforts to limit it to 1.5 degrees. It has been ratified by 191 
countries. It is not itself a statement of Government policy, but (as 
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described below) the Climate Change Act 2008 (CCA 2008) has now 
been amended to reflect the goals in the Paris Agreement. 

 
The Climate Change Act 2008 
 
366. Climate Change Act 2008 (CCA 2008) sets out the legal framework for 

reducing the UK’s Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHGs). It imposes a 
target for 2050 and also commits the UK Government to set, and 
meet, a series of five-yearly carbon budgets that operate as 
milestones towards the 2050 target. Although emissions from 
international aviation do not count as emissions from sources in the 
UK except as provided by regulations (s30(1)), the Secretary of State 
is obliged to take them into account when setting carbon budgets 
(s10(2)(i)).  

 
367. The Climate Change Committee (CCC) was created by the CCA 2008 

as an expert body to give advice to the government on, amongst other 
things, carbon budgets; and before setting a carbon budget, the 
Secretary of State must take into account the advice of the CCC 
(s.9(1)(a)). If the Secretary of State sets the carbon budget at a 
different level from that recommended by the CCC, the Secretary of 
State must publish a statement setting out the reasons for that 
decision (s.9(4)). 

 
368. Emissions from domestic aviation are included in the UK's carbon 

budgets, but these are only about 5-6% of total UK aviation emissions. 
The remainder, emissions from international flights, have been 
excluded from budgets to date, including the most recent Fifth Carbon 
Budget (5CB). However, the Government has recognized the need to 
include international aviation (and shipping) emissions within its 
planning for meeting the 2050 target, and so although carbon budgets 
have excluded such emissions, carbon budgets have been set at a 
level that leaves headroom for projected future emissions from these 
sectors. The CCC used a “planning assumption” of 37.5 million tonnes 
('Mt') of CO2 from international aviation in 2050 in its 5CB. 

 
369. When first enacted, the CCA 2008 committed the UK to reducing its 

net GHG emissions by 80% by 2050 when compared to a 1990 
baseline. This was the target in place when the 5CB was set. 
However, the target has since been strengthened to 100% as 
explained below. 
 

The Net Zero Duty 
 

370. At the same time as concluding the Paris Agreement, the Parties to 
the UNFCCC invited the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change 
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(IPCC) to prepare a report on global warming; and their “Special 
Report on Global Warming of 1.5oC, which was published in October 
2018, identified the very serious risks associated with global warming 
of 2ºC, as opposed to 1.5ºC.  

 
371. Following publication of the 2018 IPCC Report, the Government asked 

the CCC to advise on whether the UK’s 2050 target under the CCA 
should be amended. In response to the Government’s request for 
advice, in May 2019 the CCC issued “Net Zero – The UK’s contribution 
to stopping global warming” (the Net Zero Report), recommending that 
the Net Zero target be set, setting a 100% reduction target for UK 
GHG emissions by 2050, compared to the previous target of an 80% 
reduction, and stating among other things that: 

 
(1) The Net Zero target should cover all GHGs, not just CO2, and all 

sectors, including international aviation; 
(2) The emissions cap in CORSIA was not compatible with achieving 

Net Zero and the ICAO should set a long-term objective for 
aviation emissions consistent with the Paris Agreement and align 
CORSIA to it; 

(3) Measures should be taken to manage growth in demand, which 
could include policies to manage airport capacity; 

(4) Action was needed on non-CO2 effects from aviation and 
demand-side measures were one way to achieve this; 

(5) The CCA allowed for emissions from international aviation to be 
included in carbon budgets in future years and they should be 
included in the 6CB from 2033. 

 
372. Acting on the advice from the CCC, in June 2019 the Government 

amended the CCA 2008 to a target of Net Zero for UK GHG emissions 
by 2050, compared to the previous target of an 80% reduction, in order 
to reflect the goals of the Paris Agreement. Since the 37.5MtCO2 
planning assumption under the 5CB was calibrated to the 80% 
reduction, the Net Zero duty implied that the level of emissions will 
need to reduce yet further. 

 

The CCC Progress Report 

 
373. In June 2020, the CCC published a “Progress Report to Parliament”, 

highlighting that the existing 5CB, covering 2028-2032, had been set 
when the 2050 target was still 80%, not with a view to getting to Net 
Zero; and that the UK was off track to meet even that budget, for which 
reason a tighter regime was needed. It was in these circumstances 
that the CCC’s recommendations included as follows with regard to 
aviation: 
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(1) International emissions needed to be formally included in the 
carbon budgets; 

(2) Non-CO2 effects needed to be monitored and consideration given 
to the most appropriate way to tackle them alongside UK climate 
targets; 

(3) A review should be carried out of the UK’s airport capacity; 
(4) Demand management policies needed to be put in place to 

ensure that emissions were aligned with a Net Zero emissions 
pathway. 

 
374. The Government’s response to that Progress Report recognised the 

need both to strengthen the ICAO response and for a contingency 
measure in case international progress does not go far enough or fast 
enough: the Government would be "minded to include international 
aviation and shipping emissions in carbon budgets if there is 
insufficient progress at an international level”.  

 

The CCC Sixth Carbon Budget (6CB) Report 

 
375. The 6CB Report is the first CCC Report following enactment of the Net 

Zero duty and is described by the CCC as the most comprehensive 
advice they have ever produced. It is split into three main reports: the 
Main Advice Report, entitled “The UK’s Path to Net Zero”; the 
Methodology Report; and the Policy Report. There are also Sectoral 
Reports, including an Aviation Sectoral Report, that collate the content 
relevant to each sector from the above three reports. In addition, as 
part of its statutory advice to Government on the 6CB, the CCC 
published a suite of supporting research papers as well as Tables 
containing the relevant datasets.  

 
376. For each sector, and for the UK economy as a whole, the CCC present 

a “Balanced Net Zero Pathway” which is said to be the optimum path 
forward looking at what is likely to be achievable from both 
technological change and behavioural change.  

 
377. In respect of aviation, the CCC anticipated that the sector would return 

to close to pre-pandemic demand levels by 2024. The measures in this 
pathway include technological changes such as more efficient aircraft, 
sustainable aviation fuels and operational measures; and, so far as 
behavioural change is concerned, demand management, capacity 
restrictions, and using technology for alternatives such as video 
conferencing, switching to other modes for shorter journeys, and the 
like. On this Balanced Net Zero Pathway, emissions gradually decline 
over time to reach 23MtCO2e per year by 2050 despite modest growth 
in demand. This gradual reduction in emissions is predicated on not 
just improvements in efficiency and a modest but increasing share of 
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sustainable aviation fuels, but also demand management, with the 
Aviation sectoral report stating as follows so far as the latter is 
concerned:  

 
"Our demand growth by 2050 matches Headwinds at 25%, although 
the passenger growth profile is more gradual due to an assumption of 
no net capacity expansion at UK airports in this scenario. This arises 
as a function of 2050 passenger numbers (365 million passengers) 
being within current UK airport capacities (at least 370 million 
passengers), and the need to ensure that the UK achieves Net Zero by 
2050, with aviation still one of the largest emitting sectors. … Airport 
expansion could still occur under the Balanced Pathway, but would 
require capacity restrictions elsewhere in the UK (i.e., effectively a 
reallocation of airport capacity.)" 

 
378. It is against that backcloth that the CCC set out seven policy 

recommendations on aviation:  
 

(1) Formally include International Aviation (and Shipping) in the 6CB; 
(2) Work with ICAO to set a long-term goal for aviation consistent 

with the Paris Agreement, strengthen the CORSIA scheme, and 
align CORSIA to this long-term goal;  

(3) Commit to a Net Zero goal for UK aviation as part of the 
forthcoming Aviation and Decarbonisation Strategy, with UK 
international aviation reaching Net Zero emissions by 2050 at the 
latest; 

(4) There should be no net expansion of UK airport capacity unless 
the sector is on track to sufficiently outperform its net emissions 
trajectory and can accommodate the additional demand; 

(5) Monitor non-CO2 effects of aviation, set a minimum goal of no 
further warming after 2050, research mitigation options, and 
consider how best to tackle non-CO2 effects alongside UK 
climate targets without increasing CO2 emissions; 

(6) Longer-term, support for sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) should 
transition to a more bespoke policy, such as a blending mandate. 
However, near-term construction of commercial SAF facilities in 
the UK still needs to be supported; and 

(7) Continue innovation and demonstration support for SAF 
technologies, aircraft efficiency measures, hybrid, full electric and 
hydrogen aircraft development and airspace modernisation.  

 
379. The above recommendation that there should be no net airport 

expansion of UK airport capacity unless the sector is on track to 
sufficiently outperform its net emissions trajectory and can 
accommodate the additional demand is for a moratorium on aviation 
expansion proposals at the present time. However, it is to be noted 



   

 

Page | 100 

 

that this is only a CCC recommendation and is made to Government 
not to Local Planning Authorities; and the Government is entitled to 
reject or accept the recommendations as to the level of the budget and 
how it is to be met when it makes the 6CB before the end of June 
2021 and develops policies to implement it.  

 
380. As part of its advice in the 6CB report, the CCC recommended that the 

UK submit a Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) under the Paris 
Agreement for at least a 68% reduction in emissions from 1990 to 
2030 (excluding IAS, in line with UN convention). The Government has 
submitted a NDC in line with that advice, which raises the level of 
ambition from the 5CB. It stated in its NDC document that it plans to 
consult shortly on the approach to aviation in the context of the UK’s 
net zero ambition, but this has not yet taken place.  

Clean Air Strategy 2019 

381. This sets out how the Government plan to ‘tackle all sources of air 
pollution, making our air healthier to breathe, protecting nature and 
boosting the economy’ (pg.6). 

Eastleigh Borough Council Climate Change and Environmental 
Emergency 
 
382. In July 2019, the Council declared a Climate Change and 

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

 
383. The Strategy notes that Government produces area-based CO2 

emissions data which include a broad range of data with the notable 
exceptions of aviation, shipping, military transport and lifestyle 
emissions. To ensure that a prudent approach is taken, the Council 
has carried out an assessment of lifestyle and airport emissions and 
these have been included within the area target. This assessment has 
found that to reach Net Zero emissions by 2030 there would need to 
be a Borough wide reduction of 1046.1ktCO2e. This is based on 
619.7ktCO2e industrial, residential and transport, 378.4ktCO2e 
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lifestyle and 48ktCO2e airport (based on number of passengers). It 
should be noted that emissions associated with the airport were 
estimates based on limited data and do not include aircraft efficiency 
improvements. 

 
384. The declaration of the Climate Change and Environmental Emergency 

demonstrates a strong commitment from the Council to achieve net-
zero. It is not part of development plan or emerging plan policy, but it is 
a material consideration to be considered alongside all other material 
considerations.  

 

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL: DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND 
LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 
 
385. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 

38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require a 
Local Planning Authority determining an application to do so in 
accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.  The Development Plan comprises the Saved 
Policies of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and 
the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013.  The NPPF and the 
Planning Practice Guidance constitute material considerations of 
significant weight.  

 

PRINCIPLE: NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2019) 
 
386. Section 2 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that the purpose of the 

planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development, which can be summarised as meeting the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs. Achieving sustainable development means that the 
planning system has three overarching objectives – economic, social 
and environmental (which are interdependent and need to be pursued 
in mutually supportive ways) that should be delivered through the 
preparation and implementation of plans and the application of the 
policies in the Framework. 

 
387. Planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding 

development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should 
take local circumstances into account, to reflect the character, needs 
and opportunities of each area.  
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388. Para 11(d) of the NPPF confirms that where there are no development 
plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining 
the application are out-of-date, permission should be granted unless: 

 
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or 

assets of particular importance (e.g. habitats sites including SACs, 
SPAs, Ramsar sites and heritage assets) provides a clear reason 
for refusing the development proposed; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 

 
389. Paragraph 213 of the NPPF confirms that ‘existing policies should not 

be considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made 
prior to the publication of [the NPPF]” and “due weight should be given 
to them, according to their degree of consistency with [the NPPF]”.  
 

390. Paragraph 104(e) of the NPPF requires planning policies to provide for 
any large-scale transport facilities (including airports) that need to be 
located in the area and the infrastructure and wider development 
required to support their operation expansion and contribution to the 
wider economy. Para 104(f) requires planning policies to “recognise 
the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation 
airfields, and their need to adapt and change over time – taking into 
account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation 
Strategy”. 

 
391. Criterion (v) of saved policy 115.E lacks flexibility and is out of step 

with the NPPF aims set out in para. 104(e-f), and therefore this 
criterion is deemed out of date. In the context of this application, 
officers consider that the out-of-datedness of policy 115.E means that 
the Council should apply the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development under paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF and assess the 
proposed development on that basis.   

 
Adopted Local Plan Policy 
 
392. The development proposals lie entirely within the existing 

Southampton Airport site which, for planning purposes, is located 
outside the urban edge and within the countryside, including the 
Southampton and Eastleigh Strategic Gap. The adopted Local Plan 
(LP 2001), and saved policies 1.CO (restriction on development in 
countryside) and 2.CO (visual and physical separation of urban areas) 
therein are the starting point for the proposals.  
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393. Saved policy 1.CO sets out that planning permission will not be 
granted for development in the countryside outside the urban edge 
unless one of a number of criteria apply.  The supporting text in the 
Local Plan notes that countryside is important for a number of reasons 
including for its own sake, but is a diminishing resource.  The weight to 
be afforded to this policy was considered at the recent GE Aviation 
Planning Inquiry (appeal ref. APP/W1715/W/20/3255559) and is 
discussed in para. 11-13 of the appeal decision notice.  In para. 13, 
the Inspector concludes: 

“The policy lacks flexibility by limiting the type of development that can 
take place in the countryside and the Council has had to permit 
housing in this location previously.  However, the policy has general 
consistency with NPPF paragraph 170(b) which recognises the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.  NPPF paragraph 
20(d) seeks local plan policies that conserve and enhance the natural 
environment including landscapes and green infrastructure.  Moreover, 
the policy does not apply a blanket restriction on development in the 
countryside.  Therefore, I consider that moderate rather than limited 
weight can be attributed to this policy and any conflict with it.” 
 

394. The Council concurs with the Inspector’s position and similarly affords 
moderate weight. 

395. The proposal for expansion of the facilities to the airport is not 
considered to meet the requirements of criteria i-iii of 1.CO and 
therefore it is necessary to determine whether other policies within the 
adopted plan support the proposals (criteria iv). 

 
396. Saved policy 2.CO acts to protect areas of land between major 

settlements which perform the specific function of protecting the 
individual identity of those settlements and of preventing their 
coalescence.  The policy therefore states that planning permission will 
not be granted for development that would physically or visually 
diminish the identified gap. 

397. The weight to be afforded this policy has been considered at a number 
of planning inquiries, the most recent of which being Land off Bubb 
Lane, Hedge End (appeal ref. APP/W1715/W/16/3153928).  The 
Inspector considers this matter in para.9-17 of the appeal decision 
letter and concludes that considerable weight can be afforded this 
policy.  In light of this appeal decision, and the retention of the gap in 
this location in the Submitted Local Plan, the Council considers it is 
appropriate to afford considerable weight to this policy in this case 
also.  
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398. The policy explicitly states that development that would ‘physically or 
visually diminish’ the gap (officer’s emphasis) will not be permitted.  
This indicates that the policy can still be breached if there is a physical 
diminishment of a gap even in the absence of visual diminishment.  In 
this instance, the runway extension and blast screen have negligible 
visual impact and the car park extension limited impact, but these 
three elements introduce physical structures into the gap and are 
therefore in conflict with this policy.  As such, it is necessary to 
consider whether other material considerations (including other 
policies in the plan) warrant a decision contrary to policy 2.CO.   

399. The unique nature of the airport is recognised and designated within 
the LP (2001) as a Special Policy Area (Saved Policy 115.E). The 
policy sets out support for development on the airport site subject to all 
of the following criteria being met: (i) necessary for the improvement of 
operational efficiency, operational and passenger safety and 
passenger convenience; (ii) would not physically or visually diminish 
the Strategic Gap; (iii) incorporate appropriate safeguards for local 
amenity and users of Itchen Valley Country Park; (iv) improvement of 
Airport Parkway Station where appropriate; and (v) no effective 
extension to the runway. 

400.  The proposed runway extension, car park and ancillary works 
accord with criteria i and are in conflict with criteria ii as discussed 
above.  Criterion iii and iv are assessed later within the report. There is 
no definition of “effective extension” of the runway but for the purposes 
of this application it is deemed to be an extension that improves or 
increases operations at the site. Given the proposal includes an 
extension to the runway that facilities both improving and increasing 
operations at the site, there is a conflict with criterion 115.E(v).  As 
such, the proposal is contrary to saved policy 115.E(v).  However, as 
discussed above, this criterion is out of step with the NPPF and 
therefore considered out of date.  Notwithstanding this, as a result of 
the breach of 115.E, and with no other site-specific policies which 
support the proposed development as required by saved policy 1.CO 
iv, there follows a conflict with saved policy 1.CO.   
 

401. As discussed, the proposed development breaches with saved policies 
1.CO, 2.CO and 115(ii and v) and, as a result, conflicts with the 
adopted Local Plan.  It is therefore necessary to assess whether there 
are material considerations that warrant a decision contrary to the 
development plan (NPPF, para. 2).  

 
Emerging Local Plan Policy 
 
402. Emerging policy E9 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 

(SLP 2016) is in accordance with the NPPF, is at an advanced staged 
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of the preparation process and is therefore a material consideration 
that can be given considerable weight. This policy supports expansion 
of the airport’s operations and related development where it is 
necessary for economic growth in the Borough; improves operational 
efficiency, passenger safety and convenience; does not harm the 
Countryside (Strategic) Gap; does not cause harm to the highway 
network; and does not unacceptably increase environmental impacts 
on the Borough’s residents. Given the nature of the development and 
its impacts extend beyond the borough boundary, officers have 
interpreted “borough resident” to mean all residents affected by the 
proposal.   
  

403. As discussed above, the airport remains within the countryside gap in 
the emerging plan and therefore emerging strategic policy S8 
(Protection of countryside gaps) is relevant. The policy states that 
development which physically or visually diminishes the gap, or has an 
urbanising effect detrimental to the openness of the gap, the character 
of the countryside or the separate identity of the adjoining settlements 
will not be permitted. Proposals for development within gaps will also 
be assessed against other relevant policies but will be resisted where 
this approach is not met.  

 
404. As discussed in relation to saved policy 2.CO, the proposed 

development would physically diminish the gap while having limited 
visual impact.  This physical diminishment of the gap in the absence of 
a visual impact can still result in a breach of emerging policy S8, and 
therefore, as a consequence, the proposed development fails to meet 
criteria ii of policy E9. 

 

ACCESS, PARKING AND TRANSPORT MATTERS 
 
405. The transport impacts of the proposal have been assessed in chapter 

8 of the ES (both original and addenda) including the Transport 
Assessment at Appendix 8.1 to the original ES and a draft Airport 
Surface Access Strategy (ASAS). Several technical notes have also 
been supplied to Highways England to respond to queries raised in 
relation to how highways capacity has been generated at Junction 5 of 
the M27.  

 
406. Southampton Airport is located on the southern edge of the town of 

Eastleigh, approx. one mile from the town centre, and situated to the 
east of Wide Lane, a main route into Eastleigh, and to the north of the 
M27 between Junctions 5 and 7.  Access to both the M27 and Junction 
14 of the M3 is available within one mile of the airport.  The site is 
located to the east of Southampton Airport Parkway Railway Station 
(with footway access from the station to the airport terminal) and 
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provides a terminus for the U1A/C bus service between Southampton 
Airport and the National Oceanography Centre at the Port of 
Southampton.    

 
407. The only vehicle access to the site is via the access road serving the 

airport and a number of commercial buildings, Mitchell Way.  This is a 
single lane carriageway with 30mph speed limit up to Southampton 
Airport Parkway where it then drops to 20mph.  No changes are 
proposed to the southern end of Mitchell Way as part of this proposed 
development.  

 
408. Access to and from this road is via the Spitfire Roundabout, a four-

armed roundabout which connects Mitchell Way, George Curl Way 
and Wide Lane. Wide Lane then provides links to Southampton to the 
south, and northwards to the Wide Lane roundabout, from which 
access to Southampton Road (A335), Junction 5 of the M27 and to 
Eastleigh Town Centre is available.   

 
409. Junction 5 of the M27 is managed by Highways England as part of the 

Strategic Road Network. 
 
410. As part of the Airport’s masterplan, the proposed development is 

intended to enable the airport to allow for expansion of the operations 
within the site and create resilience.  The third element of Phase 1 of 
the masterplan, which is the subject of this planning application, is the 
provision of additional car parking facilities.  This is to be located to the 
northern end of Mitchell Way, west of the runway, on land adjacent to 
the existing surface level car park. During the course of the application 
the original proposal for an additional 600 car parking spaces has 
been revised and reduced to 470 spaces.  This is discussed in more 
detail below. 

  
National Policy 
 
411. Chapter 9 of the NPPF advises that transport issues should be 

considered from the earliest stages of plan-making and development 
proposals, so that (paragraph 102): 
a) the potential impacts of development on transport networks can 

be addressed;  
b) the potential impacts of development on transport networks can 

be addressed; 
c) opportunities from existing or proposed transport infrastructure, 

and changing transport technology and usage, are realised – for 
example in relation to the scale, location or density of 
development that can be accommodated; 
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d) opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use 
are identified and pursued; 

e) the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure 
can be identified, assessed and taken into account – including 
appropriate opportunities for avoiding and mitigating any adverse 
effects, and for net environmental gains; and 

f) patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport 
considerations are integral to the design of schemes and 
contribute to making high quality places. 

  
412. Paragraph 103 states that the planning system should actively 

manage patterns of growth in support of these objectives.   
 
413. In relation to aviation, paragraph 104(f) sets out that planning policies 

should, “recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of 
general aviation airfields, and their need to adapt and change over 
time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, 
leisure, training and emergency service needs, and the Government’s 
General Aviation Strategy”.  

 
414. Paragraph 108 sets out that applications for development should 

ensure that appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport 
modes can be, or have been taken up, given the type of development 
and its location; that safe and suitable access to the site can be 
achieved for all users; and that any significant impacts from the 
development on the transport network in terms of capacity and 
congestion, or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to 
an acceptable degree.  Development should only be prevented or 
refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact 
on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 
network would be severe (paragraph 109).  

 
415. Paragraph 111 states that all developments that will generate 

significant amounts of movement should be required to provide a 
travel plan and the application should be supported by the correct 
information to enable the impacts to be assessed. 

 
Adopted Local Plan Policy  
 
416. The adopted Local Plan contains a number of relevant transport 

policies. Saved policy 59.BE sets out the general development criteria 
that must be met in order for development to be supported (subject to 
accordance with other relevant local plan policies).  This policy 
requires development to have a satisfactory means of access and 
layout for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians, and appropriate links to 
the surrounding sustainable transport networks.  It is considered that 
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this policy is in accordance with the aims of the NPPF and can be 
afforded substantial weight.  Saved policy 97.T relates specifically to 
the airport and requires proposals to increase the number of parking 
spaces at the airport to be justified within the context of the Airport 
Surface Access Strategy and supported by a Transport Assessment.  
It is considered that moderate weight can be afforded to this policy, as 
it broadly supports the aims of the NPPF. 

 
417. Saved Policy 100.T sets out that development that is otherwise 

acceptable must meet the following criteria: 
i. “It is or could be well served by public transport, cycling and 

walking 
ii. It includes measures that minimize its impact on the existing 

transport network 
iii. That where a large number of journeys are likely to be generated, 

the development is located to minimize travel demand and 
provide a choice of transport modes.  

iv. That where appropriate a Transport Assessment in accordance 
with the thresholds set out in Table B of the Hampshire Parking 
Strategy and Standards is included with the proposals.”  

 
418. This policy is considered to support the aims of the NPPF and so can 

be afforded considerable weight. 
 
419. Saved policy 101.T required development which resulted in additional 

traffic on local road networks greater than the levels of growth 
permitted by Road Traffic Reduction Act (RTRA) targets to 
demonstrate need and mitigate impact through the provision of 
contributions towards transport proposals in the 2001-2011 Local Plan 
Review.  However, this policy can be given only very limited weight as 
the requirements of the RTRA were to be met by 2020 and therefore 
this policy is time expired.  

 
420. Development requiring new or improved access will only be permitted 

if it does not interfere with the safe function of the road network and it 
does not have adverse environmental implications (saved policy 
102.T).  This policy is similarly considered to support the aims of the 
NPPF and so can also be afforded considerable weight. 

 
Submitted Local Plan Policy 
 
421. With regards to emerging local plan policy, strategic policy S1 states 

that, in order for development to be sustainable, it should amongst 
other criteria, maintain and help to grow a high-performing local 
economy that benefits the Borough, south Hampshire and the wider 
economy without adverse impact on the quality of the local 
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environment or local transport networks; and minimise the need to 
travel long-distances and, where travel is necessary, prioritise more 
sustainable forms of transport, such as active travel, other alternatives 
to car use, or a combination of active travel and other alternatives to 
car use. 
 

422. Of key importance is ensuring the delivery of the Chickenhall Lane link 
road (CLLR) is not prejudiced or obstructed in the consideration of the 
proposed development. Policy S4 notes the importance of CLLR in 
supporting the mixed-use regeneration and greenfield development at 
Eastleigh River Side (policy E6 and E7). The airport specific policy 
(E9) references this at (a) in regard to the development of 
approximately 21.6 hectares of land identified to the northeast of the 
runway. The design and layout of new development shall not preclude 
but shall make allowances for the provision of a new Chickenhall Lane 
link road. The same principle applies when considering this 
development.  

 
423. Emerging policy S12 relates to transport infrastructure and sets out 

that, in conjunction with new development and having regard to the 
associated transport assessments, the Council will work with partners 
to deliver, amongst others, improvements to junctions 5, 7 and 8 of the 
M27 motorway; and enhancements to the railway system to improve 
access to Southampton Airport Parkway from the east. 

 
424. Emerging policy DM13 sets out that all new development must have 

safe and convenient access to the highway network and make 
provision for access to, and by, other transport modes.  Development 
proposals that will generate vehicle movements likely to have an 
adverse impact on traffic conditions beyond the immediate vicinity of 
the development site must be subject to Transport Assessment and 
will be required to incorporate and implement mitigation measures. 

  
425. As set out in above, Southampton Airport is the subject of a site-

specific policy in the Submitted Local Plan, E9.   
 
426. The airport is well located for alternative modes of transport and 

particularly for public transport with the airport’s rail station reportedly 
being 99 steps from the terminal building making it easily accessible 
for rail passengers. Public Transport serves the population to the east 
notably less well, with large nearby population centres such as 
Fareham and Portsmouth and the areas in between requiring rail 
interchanges at Southampton or Eastleigh. Bus services from the 
airport frequently serve Southampton University and City Centre and 
Eastleigh in the mornings and evenings. The site is well served by 
footpaths and cycleways along Wide Lane/Southampton Road towards 
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Eastleigh connecting to the wider cycle network within the Town. The 
limited width of the Wide Lane bridge presents a constraint to cycle 
provision however shared cycle/pedestrian routes exist further south 
along Wide Lane connecting to the wider cycle network within 
Southampton.  

 
427. Despite being outside of the urban edge, the site, and therefore the 

proposed development, is sustainably located and well served by non-
car modes of transport.  To provide context, survey information from 
2018 confirms that the use of sustainable modes is significantly higher 
than assumed within the SRTM modelling forecast, with circa 25% of 
passenger trips taken via sustainable modes (with the SRTM 
assuming only 8%). 

 
Access 
 
428. Saved policies 59.BE, 100.T and 102.T support development that 

provides safe and convenient access to the highway network and 
make provision for access to, and by, other transport modes including 
public transport and cycle and pedestrian routes as appropriate. 

 
429. Submitted Policy DM13 reflects the NPPF (para 108, which requires 

safe and suitable access for all users, and 109, which states that 
development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds 
if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the 
residual cumulative impacts would be severe).  

 
430. The application is accompanied by a draft Airport Surface Access 

Strategy (ASAS).  The DfT recommends that ASASs include an 
analysis of the existing surface access arrangements and targets for 
increasing the proportion of journeys made to the airport by public 
transport, cycling and walking. 

 
431. The draft ASAS is light on detail on actual project improvements and 

this is noted by both HCC Highway team and the Borough’s 
Sustainability officer, therefore there will be is a need for further details 
including costed and specified projects. However, the principle of the 
ASAS is accepted and supported.   

 
432. The physical access arrangements to the airport via Mitchell Way 

remains unchanged.  The access is currently operating safely and 
conveniently and will continue to do so with the development in place.  
No objection has been raised by Hampshire County Council as the 
Highway Authority to the use of the access for up to vehicle 
movements associated with approximately 3mppa and associated 
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support industries.    The re-alignment of the northern end of Mitchell 
Way is considered to be acceptable. 

 
433. Subject to securing a detailed ASAS as part of the Section 106 legal 

agreement, it is considered that the proposed access arrangements 
are in general accordance with national and local policy. 

 
434. Go South have requested conditions be imposed to respond to 

improve bus and coach access, this will be dealt with as part of the 
ASAS and therefore no conditions are recommended.  The bus 
operator has also requested a vehicle traffic movement cap through 
the use of a condition.  This is to be secured through the S106 legal 
agreement instead.     

 
Impact on the Highway Network 
 
435. The submitted transport assessment provides details of the outcome 

of the assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the 
surrounding network. Future traffic forecasts have been derived from 
the Strategic Regional Transport Model (SRTM) in order to assess the 
impact of the proposed development.   

 
436. The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan SRTM model run for the ‘Do 

Something’ scenario was chosen for the future year assessment, as 
agreed with HCC and the Borough Council. This has informed an 
increase in passenger numbers under a 2036 ‘Do Something’ 
scenario, establishing a figure of 2.66mppa.  In order to create a ‘Do 
Minimum’ scenario (which the SRTM does not provide for), the current 
operating figure of 2mppa (at the time the assessment was carried out) 
was used to represent no growth in the future baseline.  The 
proportion of airport zone trips was therefore reduced to remove 
0.66mppa from the traffic flows to form a ‘Do Minimum’ scenario. All 
the infrastructure assumptions included in the ‘Do Something’ scenario 
are included in both of these scenarios and HCC as the Highway 
Authority have confirmed this approach is acceptable.   

 
437. The 2.66mppa figure under the 2036 ‘Do Something’ scenario is less 

than the 3mppa figure that the airport has stated in the application 
assessment and elsewhere within the ES and addenda. However, the 
SRTM data considerably under-estimated the number of passengers 
accessing the airport by non-car modes (8% compared to a surveyed 
level of 25% in 2018). Together with a recorded increase of 16% in 
vehicle occupancy, the transport assessment has demonstrated that in 
terms of vehicle trips, the SRTM has assessed 3mppa across the 
highway network as part of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
modelling. The number of vehicles trips associated with the airport for 
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3mppa is therefore 2.45 million trips per annum. The County Highway 
Authority and Highway England are satisfied that the calculation is 
robust and would account for 3mppa.  

 
438. In addition, it should be noted that the transport modelling for the 

Submitted Local Plan has assumed the full growth under the emerging 
local plan (i.e. including the Strategic Growth Option (SGO) B/C). This 
increases the robustness of the transport modelling for this application, 
since the SGO has been deleted from the plan. Although strategic 
growth will be addressed in the review of the emerging local plan 
within five years of adoption, that will be subject to its own transport 
assessment.   

 
439. At 2.45 million vehicle movements per year (i.e. 3mppa) the transport 

assessment has identified no significant adverse impact upon the 
function of the local highway network. The report concludes that: 
“…the construction of the Proposed Development would likely have 
negligible impact on the surrounding highway network, as the road 
network is already forecast to experience capacity constraints. The 
traffic modelling has demonstrated that the Proposed Development, 
assuming a growth in passenger volumes at the Airport from two to 
three million passengers per year, can be accommodated in transport 
terms”. 

 
440. In January 2021, the Applicant submitted ESA2 which revised future 

baseline and future growth scenarios, taking account of the significant 
future effect of the loss of Flybe with and without development 
operations, and the effect on future operations as a result of legal caps 
on road transport movements and aircraft noise that the Applicant has 
agreed should be imposed on any grant of planning permission for the 
runway extension, representing approximately 3mppa.  This has 
altered the baseline for the ‘controlled growth scenario’ from the 
2mppa in 2019 to 1mppa in 2020 but does not alter the predicted 
number of passengers in 2033 as the cap on road transport 
movements and aircraft noise constrains operations to approx. 3mppa. 
As such, the conclusions of the report stand. In this controlled growth 
scenario, the transport assessment has therefore demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the LPA, the Highway Authority and Highways England, 
that the planning application satisfies the transport specific 
requirements of the NPPF and the local planning policy. 

 
441. The Highway Authority is satisfied that the assumptions within the 

Transport Assessment with regards to forecast vehicular trip 
generation of 2.45m annual vehicular trips along with resultant impact 
is robust. 
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442. As this forms the basis of the Transport Assessment and EIA, the 
Applicant has agreed to a vehicle cap to ensure that the vehicular trip 
generation for the site is within the forecast 2.45m vehicular trips per 
year.   To ensure this cap is not breached, the applicant will be 
required to monitor total vehicle trips associated with the site via 
existing Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) cameras within 
the site, to mitigate potential environmental impacts resulting from 
vehicle flows above those tested. It is therefore proposed that via a 
Transport Working Group (comprising the Airport Consultative 
Committee and the LPA), the vehicle movements will be monitored, 
and thresholds introduced well in advance of the cap being reached, 
alongside measures within the ASAS.  

 
443. The vehicle cap, reporting and monitoring, and the mechanism to 

enforce the cap, would be secured through a S106 Agreement, as 
would mitigation measures to avoid the cap being breached including 
enhancements to public transport provision such as (but not restricted 
to) new bus routes or improved frequencies, or improvements to 
cycling and walking provision.  

 
444. If the Airport is unable to categorically prove that the aforementioned 

measures did not adequately restrain predicted vehicle movements to 
below 2.45m, the airport would be required (via S106) to submit a 
Capacity Declaration Strategy that restricted the extent of air traffic 
movements (ATMs), and thereby the number of passengers to ensure 
that the vehicle movements remained within the cap limits through 
restricting flight numbers sufficiently in advance.  

 
445. Officers consider this a robust tool to contain vehicle movements to 

within the levels assessed by the ES. The airport projects and sells 
flight slots several years in advance and can forecast flights 3–15 
years in advance, restricting slots if necessary, to avoid breaching the 
cap.  The existing Airport Consultative Committee would provide a 
mechanism for agreement of the required level of ATMs in the event 
that the cap appeared at risk of being breached.  

 
446. There is the potential for an effect on the local road network during the 

construction phase of the development, as a result of construction 
traffic and through roadworks on the network.  As recognised in the ES 
(and addenda), this can be managed through the use of a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan as part of the CEMP to be 
conditioned.  In particular, this will restrict heavy goods vehicles 
travelling through the Air Quality Management Area on the A335 
Southampton Road towards Eastleigh.   

 
Trip Generation, Distribution and Assignment.  
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447. Trip generation has been derived using the SRTM as discussed 

above.  (For the assessment in ESA2 (chapter 8) as a result of the 
revised baseline, the assessment has assumed that the arrival and 
departure trips remain unchanged.)  The total trip generation (including 
existing movements to and from the airport) within the peak hours 
were confirmed as 463 vehicle movements (146 due to the runway 
extension) during the AM peak (08:00-09:00) and 374 vehicle 
movements (121 due to the runway extension) during the PM peak 
period (17:00–18:00). Concern was raised by Highways England that 
the airport may create different peak hours and following further 
assessment, it was confirmed that the airport experienced different 
peak hours to the wider highway network (during the hours of 10:00 
and 11:00 where there were 290 two-way trips and 13:00 and 14:00 
where there were 390 two-way trips). Notwithstanding this, the network 
peak hours remain the time of day where the most pressure is evident 
on the local and strategic highway network. 

 
448. The Highway Authority has assessed the following junctions: 
 

 A335/ Wide Lane Roundabout (Wide Lane Roundabout); 

 Mitchell Way/ Wide Lane Roundabout (Spitfire Roundabout); 

 Station Hill/ A335/ Twyford Road/ Bishopstoke Road 
Roundabout; 

 Station Hill/ B3037 Priority Junction. 
 

449. Wide Lane Roundabout and Spitfire Roundabout would operate within 
capacity.  ESA2 (para. 8.30) confirms that the increased level of traffic 
that becomes attributable to the proposed development in the likely 
ESA2 scenarios will have a negligible or no impact on issues of 
pedestrian severance, bus and driver delay, rail delay and hazardous 
loads.  The Station Hill/ Twyford Road/ Bishopstoke Road Roundabout 
(near M&S and Lidl, Eastleigh) currently operates over capacity even 
without the development. However, modelling shows that this route 
and roundabout would be utilised by an additional 5 vehicles during 
traditional peak periods therefore having limited impact, and that 
mitigation towards these junctions could not be justified.  As a result, 
the impacts on the highway within Eastleigh Borough are considered 
to be negligible and junction modifications cannot be justified.  

 
450. Extensive discussions have taken place with Highways England 

regarding Junctions 7 and 5 of the M27 including the associated 
roundabout connecting the M27/Stoneham Lane/Wide Lane 
roundabout. Highways England are satisfied that the impact on this 
junction and Junction 7 would be acceptable during peak and other 
hours and would not result in the junction operating over capacity as a 
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result of the effects of the increased passengers at the airport. No 
objection has been raised regarding the strategic road network.  

 
451. Southampton City Council (SCC) have raised concern regarding two 

junctions within their area (Wessex Lane/Wide Lane/Stoneham Way 
junction and Mansbridge/Wide Lane roundabout). The ESA (Appendix 
8.2, para. 3.7 and 3.8) responds to these concerns, providing 
modelling results and surveyed average queue data.  It concludes that 
the impact of the development on the operation of both of these 
junctions is considered to be minimal.    

 
452. While SCC maintain their objection, the Council considers the impact 

on the highway not to be detrimental to highway safety or capacity and 
that no mitigation is required.   

 
453. In summary, the transport assessment has considered the potential 

effects on the local, regional and national road network.  The effects 
during the construction phase will arise as a result of construction 
traffic and roadworks on the network.  This can be managed through a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan, as part of the CEMP to be 
conditioned.  The operational effects will arise as direct and indirect 
effects of increased traffic flows on the local road network.  Subject to 
the vehicle cap, secured through the Section 106 Legal Agreement, 
the Council is satisfied that the development will not have a significant 
adverse impact on the function of the local highway network.  

 
Parking  
 
454. In relation to car parking, saved policy 63.BE states that car parking 

associated with new development will only be permitted where they 
meet all the following criteria: 

i. “they secure a high quality of planting to screen or soften the 
view of car parks from adjoining development;  

ii. they provide planting within car parks to avoid large areas of 
unrelieved paving or surfacing;  

iii. they minimise the impact of lighting, especially on adjoining areas 
at night;  

iv. they segregate vehicles and pedestrians as far as possible in the 
interests of safety and pedestrian comfort, creating clearly 
defined pedestrian routes across the car park;  

v. they create secure environments which discourage crime,  

vi. they are surfaced in a material which is appropriate to the locality; 
and 
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vii. pedestrian links from the car park to main destinations are safe 
and attractive.” 

 
455. The NPPF provides relatively little guidance on parking, however the 

principles set out in policy 63.BE accord with those of good design 
which the NPPF considers a key aspect of sustainable development 
(para. 124).  It is considered, therefore, that considerable weight can 
be afforded to this policy.  

 
456. Saved policy 104.T requires developments to provide adequate off-

highway parking, however it limits the level of parking to be provided, 
referring to ‘maximum standards’.  Paragraph 106 of the NPPF states 
that maximum parking standards should only be set where there is a 
clear and compelling justification.  In light of this, it is considered that 
the weight to be afforded to this policy is reduced. 

 
457. Saved policy 97.T expects the Council to be consulted on proposals to 

increase parking levels at the airport and for this increase to be 
justified in the context of the ASAS.    The planning application seeks 
consent for the provision of additional parking and a draft ASAS has 
been provided.  The principles set out in this document are accepted 
and the necessary detail will be secured through an obligation in the 
S106 agreement. 

 
458. In relation to the Submitted Local Plan, emerging policy DM14 sets out 

the Council’s position regarding car parking and states that proposals 
to provide new, or extend existing car parks, will be permitted if, for 
example, transport and other environmental assessments demonstrate 
that the benefits of the proposal outweigh any adverse effects; and the 
design, layout, planting, landscaping and lighting provision addresses 
visual and landscape impacts, noise, lighting and impacts on 
residential amenity. 

 
459. The original scheme proposed the addition of 600 car parking spaces 

through the realignment of Mitchell Way and the extension and re-
organisation of the existing surface level car park to the west of the 
airfield. Following the receipt of consultation responses raising 
concerns regarding the design and impact of the car park, the layout of 
the car park has been revised and improved, reducing the number of 
additional spaces to 470, and introducing the opportunity for a small 
bund and landscaping, assisting with screening of the development.   

 
460. The provision of 470 car parking spaces is supported by the 

assumptions set out within the Transport Assessment (TA) which 
includes the high proportion of existing trips to the airport taken by 
non-car modes (approximately 25%) (ESA, Chapter 8). The existing 
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2,865 car parking spaces within the airport site make provision for 
2mppa and therefore equates to a ratio of 1.91 passengers per space 
per day. With vehicle movements capped at 2.45m per annum (circa 
3mppa), the additional car parking represents 2.46 passengers per 
space per day showing an intensification of the use of car parking on 
site notwithstanding the increase in the number of spaces. This is not 
an unreasonable expectation given the proposed increased use of 
public transport as well as anticipating that a proportion of the increase 
will be leisure passengers, in essence more families and therefore 
more passengers per vehicle.  

 
461. However, recognising the baseline of the 1mppa is significantly lower 

than in 2018, the delivery of the car park is to be phased in line with 
passenger needs to avoid unintentionally encouraging passengers to 
drive to the airport due to bountiful amounts of car parking. 

 
462. Provided that a satisfactory Airport Surface Access Strategy is secured 

via a section 106 agreement, it is considered that the level of parking 
should provide an adequate balance between the need to ensure that 
car parking is not displaced to residential areas in Eastleigh Town or 
other surrounding areas, and ensuring that there is sufficient supply 
restraint on car parking to ensure that future users of the airport who 
are able to use non-car modes of transport do so where possible.  

Chickenhall Lane Link Road 

463. The proposed development does not seek to deliver the southern part 
of the Chickenhall Lane Link Road (CLLR). However, regard has been 
had to the future delivery of this critical piece of infrastructure the 
importance of which is set out in submitted polices E6, E7 and E9. The 
CLLR would play a fundamental part in servicing the land northeast of 
the runway for employment development E9(a) onwards into Eastleigh 
Railway side (E6 and E7).  
 

464. The submission includes a Tunnel Feasibility report (30 August 2019) 
that set out options for delivering the CLLR in a tunnel across the 
northern end of the runway. The report demonstrates that this is a 
feasible option and that, through the S106 Agreement, the Airport are 
obligated to safeguard the route of the proposed CLLR, and that the 
airport offer land for construction and dedicate the land as highway 
when the construction work is complete.  

 

SOCIO - ECONOMICS 
 
465. The Socio-Economic impacts of the proposal are assessed in Chapter 

6 of the ESA2. Since the submission of the original ES the basis on 
which this chapter was prepared fundamentally and unexpectedly 
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changed, with Flybe going into administration in March 2020. Within 
weeks of that, the country entered into unprecedented lockdown as a 
result of the Covid-19 pandemic which severely restricted any form of 
travel, including air travel. The EIA process is iterative and in 
recognition of the magnitude in shift in operations (loss of Flybe) from 
the original baseline, Regulation 25 requests in June 2020 and again 
in December 2020 resulted in further information being provided. 

 
466. In July 2020, the first addendum to the ES was submitted (ESA).  As 

part of this addendum, socio-economic information was provided in the 
form of a Sensitivity Test of Alternative Operations of the likely 
operation scenarios and forecasts of the Proposed Development that 
informed the assessment and presentation of the significant effects 
within the Original ES. It was provided as Appendix 2.0 of the ESA. 
This “Sensitivity Test” recognised the change in operations but at this 
stage, the applicant continued to place reliance on the original ES and 
significant effects set out in there. In essence, the likely significant 
effects of the proposed development remained as per the original ES. 

 
467. Some 6 months later, whilst there has been some positive news with 

some air routes being taken over by other carriers, the original ES was 
considered over-optimistic and not reflective of the current position of 
airport operations. In response, further information has been provided 
in the ES Addendum 2 (ESA2) formally presenting the baseline and 
future operation scenarios that were used for the Sensitivity Test as 
the likely scenarios for the assessment of the significant effects of the 
Proposed Development. The baseline and future predictions 
information within the ESA2 are to be used to assess this proposed 
development. 

 
468. In preparing the ESA2 and the evidence presented within this, the 

applicant has excluded the impact of Covid-19 from the baseline and 
future predictions and has treated this as a short-term impact of 2–3 
years. Officers have agreed with this approach.  

 
National and Local Planning Policy 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 
469. NPPF contains the requirement to apply a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development through the achievement of three 
overarching and interdependent objectives (economic, social and 
environmental). The economic objective seeks to help build a strong, 
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land 
of the right types is available in the right places and at the right time to 
support growth (para 8). It supports a plan-led planning system that 
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address the overarching objectives (para 15) with local plans 
demonstrating how the plan has addressed those objectives (para 32). 

 
470. Policies should provide for the large-scale transport facilities that need 

to be located in the area and supports their operation, expansion and 
contribution to the wider economy (para 104(e)) whilst para 104(f), 
supports policy recognition of the importance of maintaining a national 
network of general aviation airfields and their need to adapt and 
change over time.  

 

Adopted Local Plan Policies 

 
471. In having regard to the proposed development, it is important to 

appreciate the economic landscape within which the Airport sits. The 
Adopted Local Plan planned for the sustainable growth of the Borough 
up until 2011 and as such some of the policies, whilst saved, remain a 
little out of date. They may either be out of step with more recent 
published national guidance (NPPF) or only planned for development 
up to 2011 based on the Borough’s needs. Both of these points are 
relevant to the airport and development within it, as well as to the 
future economic growth of the Borough.   

 
472. Prosperity and achieving a vibrant local economy which benefits all 

local people underpins the Adopted Local Plan and is one of the core 
principles within the Council’s corporate strategy. The Local Plan notes 
that providing enough employment land within the Borough and 
meeting a growing labour force is in part dependant on the land north 
of the Airport becoming available, which will happen once the 
Chickenhall Lane Link Road is built (para 7.3 policy 91.T). This policy 
objective has not yet been delivered and is carried forward in to the 
Submitted Local Plan.  

 
473. Planning economic growth around the transport infrastructure near the 

Airport has been a policy principle for more than 20 years. Policy 
111.E designated the railway works to the north a Special Policy Area 
and supported industrial development; Policy 113.E designated 
smaller scale industrial uses at the entrance to the airport site.  On a 
larger scale, 4ha of land for employment development and for airport-
related development on the northern business park was supported by 
policy 114.E and 26ha of employment land was also included as part 
of a strategic masterplan for the whole of the northern business park 
within the airport site.  

 
474. Southampton Airport is the subject of a Special Policy Area within the 

Adopted Local Plan where it is stated that it: “provides important 
transport connections and is one factor in the success of the South 
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Hampshire Economy” (supporting text to saved policy 115.E, 
Paragraph 7.28). Saved policy 115.E lends broad support to 
developments on the airport site provided that they are necessary for 
the improvement of operational efficiency, operational and passenger 
safety and passenger convenience and meet the other criteria. 

 
Economic Context of the Site and Airport within the Submitted Local 

Plan 
 
475. The proposed policy E9 of the Submitted Local Plan (2016 – 2036) 

(SLB 2016) relates specifically to the airport and supports the 
expansion of the airport’s operations and related development 
provided (among other things) it is ‘necessary for economic growth 
within the Borough or the improvement of airport operational efficiency, 
and passenger safety and convenience’.   

 
476. Whilst not directly related to the proposed development, policy E9 of 

the Submitted Local Plan also sets out the Council’s support for 
approximately 21.6 hectares of land identified to the northeast of the 
runway for airport-related activities and/or employment uses. Critical to 
this is ensuring a Chickenhall Lane Link Road is not prejudiced (policy 
S4). This link road aims to open up existing and new employment sites 
at Eastleigh Riverside and in the vicinity of the airport (para 4.78 SLP 
2016). Strategic policy S4 identifies Eastleigh Riverside as an area for 
regeneration. It is also identified for this purpose by the South 
Hampshire Strategy (October 2012), and was mentioned in similar 
terms in the former South East Plan. The area also covers parts of the 
Southampton Airport Economic Gateway (SAEG). 

 
477. The importance of Eastleigh Riverside/ Southampton Airport Economic 

Gateway is acknowledged in the Local Plan Inspector’s post Hearing 
letter (dated 01.04.20) noting “They are identified as strategic 
employment locations of sub-regional importance. They are also noted 
as providing the most significant prime, large scale employment 
opportunity in southern Hampshire. Indeed, site E6 (Eastleigh 
Riverside) in particular is extremely well connected to both the town 
centre and the main railway station within Eastleigh”. 

 
478. The importance of the Airport to the local and regional economy is 

recognised at para 6.4.55 of the Submitted Local Plan, which notes 
that “Southampton Airport is one of three gateways into south 
Hampshire (the other two being the ports of Southampton and 
Portsmouth) and has a wide catchment that covers central Southern 
England. Whilst it is a major employer in its own right, … it also acts as 
a catalyst for growing and rebalancing the economy…” 
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479. The Submitted Local Plan is progressing to its modification publication 
stage (spring 2021) with adoption anticipated in autumn 2021. As 
such, it is the most up-to-date position of the Council on many issues, 
including the airport and wider economy. The Council’s Corporate Plan 
outlines its three key strategic objectives as a Green Borough, a 
Healthy Community and a Prosperous Place; with the latter promoting 
the need for additional employment floorspace (issue P5), the 
importance of delivering Eastleigh Riverside including the 
Southampton Airport Economic Gateway (former railway works and 
the land north east of the airport) (Issue P6), and the need to 
encourage particular business sectors in the Borough that are growing, 
recognising the influence of the Borough’s location close to 
Southampton and its port (issue P7). However, the Prosperous Place 
issues must be balanced against the other strategic objectives 
including issues associated with the Airport, on which Issue G15 notes 
the need to consider the implications of any plans for expansion on 
land-based activities, accessibility enhancements, car parking, noise 
and safety.  

 
480. The Borough’s economy is linked inextricably to that of south 

Hampshire, and it is influenced by a variety of sub-regional factors 
including the proximity of the port of Southampton, the motorway, the 
rail network and the Airport. The Borough lies wholly within the area 
covered by the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH), and the 
Borough Council is fully committed to the PfSH Economic 
Development Strategy which seeks to promote economic growth in the 
sub-region. The Borough is also sited within the Solent Local 
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) area. The Solent LEP measures 
economic performance against other Councils within their boundary.  

 
Aviation Policy 
 
481. The Government Publication: Beyond the Horizon – Making Best Use 

of Existing Runways (June 2018), The Airports Commission’s Final 
Report (July 2015) and The Aviation Policy Framework (2013) (APF) 
are all material references and provide commentary on aviation and 
the economy. The section on competition is particularly relevant given 
the concerns expressed by Bournemouth International Airport and the 
business community within the Dorset area. Further details on this are 
set out within this report in the Policy and Other Material 
Considerations sections.  

 
The Development Context 
 
482. The applicant recognises that the ES economic assessments are 

subject to uncertainty (paras 6.2.41 and 6.2.42), with many of these 
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uncertainties falling outside of the control or influence of the applicant. 
The loss of Flybe and impact of a global pandemic are examples of 
that. However, it is important to establish a baseline and forecast the 
future likely impacts of the proposal on the micro economy (airport 
operations), the local economy and the sub-regional economy.  

 
483. Within ESA2 the Applicant has recognised the “Flybe factor” has 

presented limitations to the baseline and forecasting set out within the 
Steer Davies Gleave (SDG) desk-based estimation (October 2017) of 
the economic impacts of the Airport and the expansion proposals that 
were subsequently documented in the Draft Master Plan. With 90% of 
air passengers using Flybe, and an airline whose entire fleet of 63 
aircraft could be accommodated by the existing runway, the loss of 
Flybe has resulted in the baseline of passenger numbers being revised 
in 2020 to just under 1m passengers per year (excluding impact of 
Covid-19) from circa 2m in 2018. The independent report of Aviation 
Economics (Alternative Scenario 4 Forecast Review V1.2) dated 
August 2020 supports this position and the Council also consider this 
to be a realistic position based on the backfilling of 10 former Flybe 
routes thus far by 5 operators.  

 
484. Chapter 6 of the ESA2 adopts the Oxford Economics approach to 

assessing direct, indirect and induced impacts of Gatwick airport. 
ESA2 expands on this to also include the catalytic impact of the airport 
which represents the wider benefits that the Government, consumers, 
society and other industries gain from the services the Airport 
provides. As such ESA2 has considered the impacts on four receptors 
- Airport Users, Employment, Local Business and Housing. The 
geographical area for assessing the impacts has been agreed with the 
Council to be the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Area 
which is shown on the map below. Falling entirely within the inner 
catchment area of Southampton Airport, it is a suitable assessment 
area, though it is accepted that some airport users and local 
businesses may come from beyond the Solent LEP area.  
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Solent LEP               Airport Catchment 

 

485. Officers agree with the methodology, the assumptions and limitations 
around forecasting economic impacts (including in regard to catalytic 
impacts) and the assessment criteria adopted within ESA2 as an 
appropriate means to assess socio-economic factors and their likely 
significant effect on the local and regional workforce and economy. 

  
Construction Impacts and Effects 
 
486. The effects during construction are anticipated to be short-term 

duration (temporary). An assessment of the impacts and effects during 
the construction period is within ESA Appendix 6 starting a para 6.6.3. 
This estimates the direct employment of 223 workers on site during 
construction (para 6.6.5) during the 34-week period undertaken by a 
variety of unskilled, low skill or labouring jobs to more senior positions, 
as well as across a range of professional disciplines. Council officers 
agree that this short-term construction work presents a range of 
opportunities, offering local employment potential at a prominent 
regional site that is located within an area where long-term 
unemployment is higher than Eastleigh (ESA Appendix 15 para 
15.2.44). Indirect and induced employment would be positively 
affected through trade linkages, businesses and suppliers. Having 
regard to leakage to workers from outside of the Solent LEP, 
displacement of other activities, off-site induced employment, ESA 
predicts net additional employment from construction as 265 
jobs/annum (ESA para 6.6.15). 

 
487. Local employment cannot be assured but efforts to target a local work 

force would be secured through a Construction Employment and Skills 
Plan that sets out measures to encourage the employment of local 
residents (drawn from the Solent LEP area) and the procurement of 
local businesses and suppliers during the construction of the 
Development.   

 
488. Officers agree that the development would provide minor beneficial 

effects over the short-term construction period. 
 
Operational Impacts and Effects  
 
Airport Users 
 
489. The baseline data for the airport is based on 2020 figures where it is 

estimated to serve 0.998 million passengers per year (mppa) with 
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21,366 air traffic movements (ATMs). This excludes a reduction in 
passenger numbers as a result of the impact of Covid. This is a 
significant revision to the 2016 figures of 2mppa/ 35,000 ATMs and 
has seen the number of destinations halved from 40 in 2016 as well as 
frequency to these destinations reduced. The Airport continue to seek 
airlines to backfill routes, however the baseline data is considered to 
be a reasonable assumption by the Airport and officers.   

 
490. The Flybe fleet of aircraft favoured the smaller plans (Dash 8 and 

Embraer) which had a capacity for 78 and 86 seats, which in turn 
allowed Flybe to dominate passenger flights from Southampton. The 
geographical limitations (land topography) and the length of the 
runway restricts opportunity for larger planes carrying more 
passengers from using Southampton to the same extent. Whilst some 
small aircraft still operate from Southampton the frequency and 
quantity of flights is significantly less, even with the backfilling of some 
routes. Without a runway extension that could accommodate the larger 
aircraft favoured by other airlines, the predicted increase in passenger 
numbers remains low; forecast to be 1.01mppa (22,676 ATMs) in 2027 
and 1.027mppa (22,904 ATMs) by 2037.  

 
491. This represents a significant reduction in overall passenger numbers 

compared to 2018 and the Airport has provided evidence that this falls 
below the 1.1-1.2mppa needed for the airport to breakeven. Below this 
figure the Airport would need to consider alternative funding in order to 
be able to operate viably. The Council’s Head of Economy and 
Business has reviewed the document “SIAL profit and loss forecasts 
based on passengers per annum (Pax)” and the “Southampton 
International Airport Limited Annual report and financial statements for 
the year ended 31 December 2019 and considers the breakeven point 
a reasonable conclusion to reach. The Annual Report shows the 
Airport as a going concern; it made losses in 2019 attributed to 
decreased passenger traffic, particularly international traffic (20%).  It 
is clear though that, despite losses, the site is strongly underpinned by 
committed shareholders.  

 
492. With the runway extension, there is a predicted future growth from 

0.998mppa (2020) to 2.305mppa by 2027 and 3.351mppa by 2037 
according to the Airport’s revised forecasts. However, the growth is to 
be capped via restricting vehicle movements and noise contour which 
equates to circa 3mppa which is forecast to be reached by 2033. With 
the introduction of new destinations (suggested as Cyprus, Frankfurt, 
Stockholm, Copenhagen, Barcelona, Prague and Milan) a gradual rise 
in passengers is expected. Whilst it is unable to be quantified, the 
popularity of cruise packages from Southampton could result in more 
air passengers choosing to “fly-cruise”.  
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493. The timescales to achieve this level of growth have been reviewed by 

Aviation Economics (Alternative Scenario 4 Forecast Review V1.2). 
Focusing on the potential backfill of Flybe traffic, New Carrier 
Development and the ATM evolution, the report concludes that the 
Applicant has been relatively conservative with 50% backfilling of 
routes expected. Having regard to the fleet mix of other operators, and 
the limitations on destinations (frequency and range) the Council 
believe this to be a reasonable assumption.  

 
494. The Council’s Head of Economy and Business would agree with some 

criticisms levied that there is an over-reliance on outbound tourism. 
However, this is not necessarily an issue, or indeed prominent in the 
economic factors around this case. It is not a catalytic effect of the 
Airport’s existence or expansion that has featured as a priority in the 
Airport’s submissions.  In fact, in 6.10 of the ESA2, tourism is the 
fourth of recognised benefits of greater connectivity.  

 
495. It is accepted by the Council that a reduction in flights and destinations 

provided from Southampton will not significantly reduce air travel but is 
very likely to result in “leakage” of passengers to other airports. Within 
ESA2 (para 13.3) the Passenger Leakage Analysis by Aviation 
Economics (ESA Appendix 3.0) concluded that of the Flybe 
passengers lost from the Site, 77% would still fly to the intended 
destination using other operators at other airports. The evidence 
suggests that with the proposed development and increase in 
passenger numbers, a new carrier from Southampton would capture a 
large share of the core airport catchment leakage, especially if 
developed by a low-cost airline. Whilst not only strengthening the 
business case for the Airport this would also offer credible local 
alternatives to travellers in favour of travelling to London and other 
areas. Officers agree with the Applicant’s conclusion that the effect of 
the proposed development on airport users is a major benefit over the 
long term.  

 
Employment - Direct Jobs 
 
496. The collapse of Flybe and continued impacts of constraints on air 

travel as a result of the pandemic has witnessed a reduction in “on 
site” employment from 950 employees of which 75% were resident 
within the Solent LEP. The economic impact of these roles was a 
Gross Value Added of £64.7m at 2015 prices (ESA 6.4.7).  

 
497. With the lifting of restrictions associated with the pandemic, ESA2 

states that the airport currently has a job ratio of 630 jobs per one 
million passengers (an industry accepted measure). The Council 
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accept that the level of employment varies across airports but based 
on the evidence presented the Council’s Head of Economy and 
Business concluded this to be a realistic employment level. With the 
introduction of new technologies and reduced staffing levels, the 
Airport has suggested a conservative reduction of its current job ratio 
by 25% in 2027, or 470 direct jobs per 1 million passengers.  

 
498. ESA2 predicts that direct jobs would be 475 in 2027 if passenger 

numbers remained at 1.011m in the absence of a runway extension. 
ESA2 then predicts that, with the forecast growth in passenger 
numbers “with” the proposed development, direct employment would 
increase to 1,083 jobs in 2027 making a considerable contribution to 
the GVA and Solent LEP region. With vehicle and noise cap 
restrictions limiting the development to circa 3mppa, the direct jobs rise 
to 1,410 in 2037, an increase of 927 jobs based on the same time 
period without the runway.   

 
499. With long-term unemployment in the study area being higher than 

Eastleigh (ESA Chapter 15 para 15.2.44) the opportunity to create 
direct employment on site is welcomed by officers. An obligation within 
the S106 Agreement will be for the Airport to submit an Operational 
Employment and Skills Plan setting out measures to encourage the 
employment of Local Residents for the operational phase of the 
development.  

 
500. Overall, the Officers agree with the Applicant that with the runway 

extension the development would have a beneficial effect on 
employment (direct jobs) in the controlled growth scenario.  

 

Employment – Indirect and Induced  

 
501. The Airport has assessed the indirect impact of the airport on the basis 

that jobs within the airport create other jobs within the supply chain; 
this is known as the indirect impact. Following that, the induced impact 
comes as a result of wage spend of those direct and indirect jobs. 

 
502. It is not possible to calculate or quantify exactly the extent of indirect 

and induced employment as a result of the current site with and 
without the proposed development. The Council’s Head of Economy 
and Business has reviewed the Steer Davies Gleave (2017) report and 
finds the estimation of indirect and induced benefits of the operational 
activity appropriate.  In para 6.72 and 6.73 ESA2 sets out baseline and 
future growth forecasts for the Site with and without the proposed 
development. This is summarised below: 
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 Solent LEP UK 

2027 without development 797 1,092 

2027 with development 1,819 2,367 

2037 without development 810 1,410 

2037 with development 2,367 3,081 

 
503. The Solent LEP produced the Solent Economic Recovery Plan 

(September 2020) in response to the Covid-19 pandemic. The report 
forecasts that the LEP faced a 14.7% drop in GVA and that it is 
expected to take at least 2 years for Solent GVA to return to 2019 (pre-
pandemic) levels. Over the same period, the GVA in Eastleigh was 
forecast to drop 14.8%. The direct, indirect and induced employment 
benefits highlighted in preceding paragraphs would all assist on the 
roadmap to recovery, as will the catalytic effects of the proposed 
development i.e. what effect would the runway extension have on the 
appetite of businesses within this area. 

504. The proposed development would provide a significant level of 
employment above that without development. This would be in direct 
and indirect / induced employment with direct benefits to the local and 
regional economy.  Officers agree with ESA2 (para 6.75) that there is 
a major beneficial effect on employees over the long-term.  

Local Businesses 

505. Applying the principle within a report prepared by PwC in 2013 for the 
Airports Commission (AC) “Econometric analysis to develop evidence 
on the links between aviation and the economy” the Airport have 
sought to estimate the catalytic effect of the proposed development by 
establishing a link between UK air connectivity and UK GDP. It is 
accepted that there are limitations with this and that projected 
outcomes are not indisputable. The Airport suggests in the short-term 
a 10% increase in seat capacity can lead to a 1% growth in GDP. 
Applying a 75% load to seat capacity, as a result of the proposed 
development, a 0.04% growth in the UK GDP Is forecast. For the 
Solent LEP, this is estimated to result in growth in the Solent LEP’s 
GDP of approximately 2.8% by 2027.  

506. The business community has made representations on the proposed 
scheme, both directly and via the Solent LEP. The Solent business 
community have advised it relies on a well-connected region for both 
national and international trade and that a local airport represents a 
key strength for the Solent area. The LEP state that the future of many 
businesses relies on a thriving visitor economy, which in turn is 
supported and delivered by the local airport. An open letter from the 
Solent LEP was signed by chief officers at 40 businesses and 
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organisations including Associated British Ports, Carnival UK, 
Hampshire Chamber of Commerce, University of Portsmouth and 
University Hospital Southampton NHS Foundation Trust. Whilst no 
evidence has been provided to substantiate the economic value of the 
airport to these local businesses or organisations, the support 
expressed does indicate a high level of value of the airport to these 
businesses and what the increased national / international connectivity 
and ATMs could mean to the business community.  

507. The Council are mindful that existing businesses within Eastleigh 
Borough have been highlighted as benefitting from increased 
connection via Southampton Airport to their European Headquarters 
and Markets including B & Q, which are headquartered in Eastleigh 
and have considerable interest in France, Prysmian headquartered in 
Milan, Italy and GE Aviation in Hamble which is now owned by a 
Spanish Firm and SPI Lasers with its parent company headquarters 
located in Stuttgart, Germany. 

508. Officers agree with the statement within ESA2 (para 6.79) that the 
proposed development could have a medium positive impact on local 
businesses. Therefore, the effect of the Proposed Development on the 
moderately sensitive local businesses is expected to be moderate-
major beneficial over the long term. The limitations of the analysis are 
recognised within this conclusion and weighted according.  

Housing Provision 

509. The Borough has a buoyant housing delivery market and the forecast 
and the anticipated demand of 510 dwellings by 2027 and 250 
additional dwellings by 2037, whilst welcomed, can be accommodated 
within the current rate of housing delivery. Officers agree with ESA2 
(para 6.80) that no anticipated increased pressure on the housing 
market is expected beyond that already taking place, thus there is 
neutral effect on the housing market.  

Economy – Context of This Site Within the Submitted Local Plan 

510. As referenced previously, proposed Policy E9 of the SLP (2016) 
allocates development within the Airport boundary at the North Eastern 
Business Park. This area of 21.6 hectares of land is allocated for the 
development of a business park. Furthermore, Eastleigh Riverside 
(proposed Policy E6) is north of the runway and is one of a few sites 
that are proposed to be allocated for sustainable economic growth 
(proposed Policy S4). Aligned to this is the Chickenhall Lane Link 
Road and the policy supports and promotes the delivery of this 
significant piece of infrastructure. The good rail, air and road 
connection of this area is a key component in the allocation of strategic 
employment in this location.  
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511. In recent weeks, the success of the Solent LEP, supported by 
Eastleigh BC and a coalition of businesses, local authorities and other 
partner organisations, in winning a bid to be one of nine UK sites to 
become a Freeport was announced. Along with Fawley Waterside, the 
Southampton Airport and the Eastleigh Railway Works site form a 
fundamental part of the Freeport which is an area designated by the 
government that will benefit from incentives to encourage economic 
activity. In the Solent’s case, bid partners estimate Freeport status 
would help create more than 50,000 jobs and attract £2 billion in extra 
investment. 

512. It is important to note that the development of the Northern Business 
Park or the proposed works at Eastleigh Riverside are not dependent 
on the expansion of the airport. There is no evidence submitted by the 
Applicant as part of this planning application inextricably linking the 
future of these policy aspirations to the extension of the runway. It is 
accepted though that the nature of the transport infrastructure, 
including the Airport, would influence the type of industry that is likely 
to be attracted to the business park. It is considered that the business 
park would be attractive to higher value jobs which are noted to benefit 
from increased connectivity.  

Other Airports 
 
513. The operators of Bournemouth Airport and the Dorset LEP have both 

raised concern regarding the Economic Assessment on the basis that 
the economic benefits of the proposals at Southampton Airport could 
be realised from Bournemouth Airport. It is considered that the 
employment benefits to Southampton, based on the ESA2 scenario, 
could not be realised at Bournemouth Airport and would be unlikely to 
benefit the region in the same way.  

514. Whilst it is recognised that there is some crossover between the 
catchments of Bournemouth and Southampton Airports, Government 
policy is clear that competition for routes is beneficial to passengers 
(ANPS 3.26) and therefore it is not considered that Southampton’s 
operating routes that could be available from Bournemouth would see 
displacement of the benefits. The benefits to much of the eastern part 
of the catchment of Southampton Airport would not be easily realised 
to the same degree due to the increased travel times and less 
favourable public transport options (consisting of a relatively long bus 
transfer from Bournemouth Station). It is therefore considered that 
much of the benefit of increased connectivity, particularly for business 
passengers would not be realised by Bournemouth. Further, the Head 
of Economy and Business has confirmed both airports have coexisted 
for many years and that it is unlikely that improvements at 
Southampton and an increase in passenger movements up to 3mppa 
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would cause detriment to Bournemouth Airport or the stability of the 
Bournemouth area economy. 

515. The Council has assessed the likely economic effects of the proposed 
runway extension in the context of the Solent area.  It is noted that 
New Forest District Council, whose location is closer to Bournemouth 
Airport, is in support of the application.  

516. Solent Airport is 25km to the south of the application site and is much 
smaller, primarily servicing small planes and private aircraft. With 
limited facilities this is not considered a suitable alternative to 
Southampton International Airport and meets the need of a different 
aviation market. 

517. The London City Airport has been highlighted by some objectors as an 
example of a shorter runway that accommodates a greater number of 
flights and includes destinations further than that proposed at 
Southampton.  Whilst not evidenced within the ES or ESA2, officers 
believe the runway to be 1,500m long and predominantly utilised by 
business flyers. Whilst flights to New York have been achieved, these 
have been business class and of low seat numbers (circa 38no) with 
refuelling needed between London and New York.  

Overall Conclusions on Socio-Economics 

518. In both the adopted and submitted Local Plans, the Council seeks to 
retain a buoyant economy, planning employment-related development 
in a sustainable manner. The Airport is ideally located to assist with 
this strategic objective, both with regard to its own economic outcomes 
through employment (direct, induced and indirect) but also through its 
boost to the attractiveness of the local area and region as a result of its 
proximity to a major transport interchange and the connectivity it offers 
to a domestic and international market. The proposed development 
would not itself deliver the longer-term strategic economic aspirations 
on nearby sites as set out in adopted and submitted policies but 
through increasing the opportunities to reach different destinations and 
providing investment into the Airport site itself progressing the delivery 
of employment sites at the Railway Works and Northern Business Park 
would not be hindered or prejudiced and may be assisted. 

519. Overall, the proposed development, in so far as socio-economic 
considerations are concerned, is in accordance with the adopted Local 
Plan, the submitted Local Plan and the NPPF.  

520. When considering the benefits to connectivity outlined in the submitted 
economic report and increased employment opportunities, compared 
to the existing situation at the Airport following the demise of Flybe, it 
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is considered that there are major economic benefits that would weigh 
in favour of the development. 

521. The proposed development responds positively to the lost 50% of the 
ATMs (2018) and through the runway extension ESA and ESA2 have 
set out the major boost to the local and regional economy, to users of 
the airport, employment opportunities and supporting the strategic 
economic priority that threads through both the adopted and submitted 
Local Plans. The development is considered to comply with paras 80, 
81 and 104 (d,e) of the NPPF and submitted policies S1(ii), S4, DM16 
and E9(i) of the submitted Eastleigh Brough Local (2016-2036).  

 
NOISE 

522. Noise is assessed in the ES in chapter 11 and associated appendices. 
This information has thereafter been supplemented by the contents of 
ESA and ESA2. ESA2 has provided a future baseline of approximately 
1mppa reflecting the changed economic circumstances in which the 
Airport now operates as set out in the previous chapter.  
 

National and Local Planning Policy 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
523. Paragraph 170 of the NPPF supports this policy position stating 

(planning) decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by (e) “preventing new and existing development 
from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise 
pollution” (EBC emphasis). 

524. Paragraph 180, “decisions should also ensure that new development 
is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects 
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions” 
and that at point a) “mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential 
adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development – and 
avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the 
quality of life”. It continues b) “identify and protect tranquil areas which 
have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for their 
recreational and amenity value for this reason”. This second criterion is 
relevant to Itchen Valley Country Park to the north of the runway.  

525. Footnote 60 attached to this criterion makes reference to the 
explanatory note for the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) 
from (DEFRA 2010). This is addressed later in this section.   

Adopted Local Plan Policies 
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526. The adopted Saved Policy 29.ES states noise sensitive developments 
that would result in any noise-sensitive premises being subject to a 
loss of amenity by means of an excessive increase in noise and/or 
vibration exposure, will not be permitted. On balance the Airport is a 
commercial development and this policy is therefore material. It is 
considered that this policy is consistent with the requirements of 
Paragraphs 170 and 180 of the NPPF and therefore should continue to 
carry full weight despite being time expired.  

527. Saved Policy 115.E (criterion iii) emphasizes the need for development 
at the Airport to “incorporate appropriate safeguards to ensure that the 
amenity of local residents and users of Itchen Valley country park are 
not “adversely affected”. This, and policy 29.ES, are stricter application 
of an assessment of noise impact compared to the NPPF states that 
unacceptable levels of noise should be prevented and mitigation 
should be used to reduce potential adverse noise impacts to a 
minimum. However, the policy objective remains the same, to protect 
residents, as such the conflict is minor. Saved policy 115.E (iii) should 
still carry considerable weight.  

528. Emerging Policy E9 (iv) requirement to “not unacceptably increase 
noise and other environmental impacts on the Borough’s Residents” 
can be given considerable weight in the making of this decision in the 
light of the advanced stage of SLP (2016) within the adoption process. 
In determining this application, the impact on “Borough residents” is 
expanded to include residents outside the Borough including, but not 
limited to, those in Winchester City and Southampton City Council 
areas. 

529. Likely significant effects in the context of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations are identified separately to Government 
noise policy, defining significant effects on health and quality of life. 
They require that a development should include measures, where it is 
sustainable to do so, to “mitigate and minimise” the adverse effects. 

 
530. National policy seeks to strike a balance between the benefits of 

aviation and its expansion to the economy and job creation and social 
benefits of connecting families and communities against the known 
impacts of noise on communities.  

 
Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) (2010) 
 
531. At a national level the NPSE sets out three aims as follows: 

“Through the effective management and control of environmental, 

neighbour and neighbourhood noise within the context of Government 

policy on sustainable development: 

 avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life;  
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 mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of 
life; and   

 where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and 
quality of life.” 

 
532. The Noise Policy Statement for England has also introduced the 

concept of observed effects levels as follows:  

 NOEL – No Observed Effect Level. This is the level below which no 

effect can be detected. In simple terms, below this level, there is no 

detectable effect on health and quality of life due to the noise. 

  LOAEL – Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level. This is the level 

above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be 

detected.  Noise above LOAEL should be minimised and mitigated 

(in line with the second aim of the NPSE, and taking into account the 

guiding principles of sustainable development) but that does not 

mean that such effects cannot occur.  

 SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level. Noise exposure 

above SOAEL should be avoided (in line with the first aim of the 

NPSE and taking into account the guiding principles of sustainable 

development).

533. MHCLG Planning Practice Guidance (Noise) Guidance has added the 
concept of UAEL – Unacceptable Adverse Effect Level at which the 
guidance states that the impacts on health and quality of life are such 
that regardless of the benefits of the activity causing the noise, this 
situation should be avoided. 
 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)  
 
534. Planning Practice Guidance explores this further and provides 

examples of the effects that can be expected at the different noise 
levels.  

 
Aviation Policy Framework (APF) 2013 
 
535. In the APF, the Government sets out its overall objective on noise 

which is ‘to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in 
the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise’. To this end, the 
Government makes clear its expectation that airports:  
“….make particular efforts to mitigate noise where changes are 
planned which will adversely impact the noise environment’… This is 
in the context of the Government’s aim to ‘strike a fair balance 
between the negative impacts of noise (on health, amenity (quality of 
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life) and productivity and the positive economic impacts of flights’. The 
aviation industry must therefore continue to reduce and mitigate noise 
as airport capacity grows, and as noise levels fall with technology 
improvements, the Government expects industry to share the benefits 
from these improvements with local communities (3.3)… The 
Government has set out that it ‘wishes to pursue the concept of noise 
envelopes as a means of giving certainty to local communities about 
the levels of noise which can be expected in the future and to give 
developers certainty on how they can use their airports….(3.29)  

 
536. …Where airport operators are considering developments which result 

in an increase in noise, they should review their compensation 
schemes to ensure that they offer appropriate compensation to those 
potentially affected. As a minimum, the Government would expect 
airport operators to offer financial assistance towards acoustic 
insulation to residential properties which experience an increase in 
noise of 3dB or more which leaves them exposed to levels of noise of 
63 dB LAeq,16h or more…”(3.38)  
 

Noise Impact from Development 

 
537. The development will introduce four activities that will potentially 

increase the likelihood of adverse noise impacts on the surrounding 
area; construction, ground based operations, increased road traffic 
noise and increased aircraft movements.  
 

538. Noise levels when expressed in decibels (dB) can be difficult to 
translate into noise levels that are experienced in everyday life.  To 
provide some context, the Horizontal Guidance for Noise Part 2, 
(IPPC, June 2004) suggests that 30dbA is the typical noise level 
experienced in a bedroom in a quiet area with the windows shut (the 
average subjective description being ‘very quiet’).  55dBA is the level 
of a normal conversation at 1m; and a domestic vacuum cleaner at 3m 
would be around 70dBA (described as ‘noisy’).  (‘dBA’ is used to 
measure and express average noise levels.) 

 
Construction Noise  
 
Car Park Works 
 
539. The construction works for the car park will be a separate construction 

project. The airside works associated with the extended runway and 
blast screen, as well as the expanded car park, will be constructed 
during daytime hours as this can be done while the Airport is in 
operation. Whilst closer to the residential properties on Southampton 
Road, by controlling the work to traditional construction hours and 
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within measures set out in a Construction and Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) the Council can ensure that the Applicant 
applies best practicable means so that levels of noise experienced by 
neighbouring residents would be controlled to a level that would not 
result in a significant loss of amenity.  Officers recommend that the 
Council apply the guidance in BS5228:2009+A1:2014 Parts 1 and 2 
(BS5228) to set appropriate noise and vibration limits.  Officers 
recommend that the Council require the applicant to undertake 
baseline monitoring prior to the works to ensure that limits are set 
having regard to the ambient noise levels in the areas as set out in 
Annex E (ABC method) of the guidance. A draft Construction and 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted by the 
Applicant and it is recommended to secure further detail by condition.   

Extended Runway and Blast Screen 

540. To enable the Airport to continue to operate during the 34-week 
construction period, the construction of the runway would be 
undertaken at night when the Airport is closed between 23:00 and 
06:00. The British Standard (BS5228:2009+A1:2014 Code of Practice 
for Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and Open Sites Parts 
1 and 2) suggests thresholds whereby night-time ambient noise levels 
are used to set appropriate limits, with 45dB as the threshold (LOAEL) 
unless the ambient noise level already exceeds this.  Officers 
recommend that the Council require the Applicant to undertake 
baseline monitoring prior to the works to ensure that noise limits are 
set having regard to the ambient noise levels in the areas as set out in 
Annex E (ABC method) of the guidance. 

541. Once again, via the CEMP, the Applicant will be required to use best 
practical means to control construction noise levels.  This can include 
the work methods, types of equipment, and the use of noise barriers to 
manage noise to below the limit.  

542. However, the nature of the works includes site clearance, earthworks, 
runway construction, enabling works and road construction which even 
with best practical means of reducing noise, are inherently noisy 
activities. A construction noise assessment does not form part of the 
draft CEMP as a contractor has not yet been appointed but it is 
recommended that this be required by condition.   

543. Part of the CEMP will require the Applicant to assess the relevant 
baseline ambient noise before determining the methods that will be 
used to control noise thereby determining the LOAEL for the purposes 
of construction which would be set at the ambient noise level. In the 
context of this development the SOAEL for construction noise would 
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be 55 dB LAeq T as this is the level at which temporary relocation or 
noise insulation would have to be provided.  

544. The closest noise sensitive receptors are the residential properties in 
Campbell Road (approximately 200m from the site boundary to the 
north) and Southampton Road (approximately 60m from the site).     

545. Officers disagree with the Applicant that the unmitigated impacts on 
construction noise would be minor to moderate. Due to the fact that a 
detailed construction noise assessment has not yet been carried out 
(because a contractor has not yet been appointed), and having regard 
to the inherently noisy nature of the construction work involved, 
officers are unable to rule out the possibility that the magnitude of the 
construction noise effects may be moderate to high and the 
significance of the impact moderate to major. At this stage, the 
confidence level of the assessment of night-time construction noise is 
low. However, this will be addressed by the submission of a CEMP 
and through the section 61 process.  As set out above, through the 
CEMP and section 61 process, the Applicant will be required to: 

 Reassess the baseline ambient noise levels in accordance with 
Annex E of BS5228, and set construction noise limits according 
to the “ABC method”; 

 Demonstrate that best practicable means (BPM) will be employed 
to minimise the noise generated by the works; 

 Identify the mitigation methods that will be required as part of 
BPM including noise barriers; 

 Confirm that the noise limits will be met, or if not, identify 
dwellings that would be eligible for sound insulation or temporary 
rehousing, and at what stage in the construction programme this 
would be necessary; 

 Ensure that all mitigation (including sound insulation or temporary 
rehousing) is in place before the phase of works that require that 
mitigation begin. 

 
Operational Noise 
 
546. There are several methods of assessing noise. The standard 

assessment for aircraft noise is referred to as the LAeq 16 hour 
(hereafter referred to as LAeq). This takes all of the noise energy over 
the 16 daytime hours 07:00 to 23:00 and expresses it as a continuous 
equivalent level. Representations received have criticised this method 
of assessing noise on the basis that it does not take account of the 
true nature of aircraft noise which is intermittent and based on peaks 
of noise based on aircraft movement. This method, however, is 
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supported by the Government Aviation Policy Framework 2013 (APF) 
and Air Navigation Guidance 2017 (ANG) which require the 
assessment of noise using the LAeq measure in order to compare 
noise impacts.  
 

547. This Government policy also supports supplementary assessments 
such as N-Above metrics. N-Above metrics measure the number of 
noise events above a certain level for example, the N-65 metric 
indicates the number of noise events with a maximum level exceeding 
65 dB over a given period. The limitation of this measure is that it 
doesn’t differentiate between noise events at 65dB, 80 dB and 90dB 
for example. The use of N-Above metrics are not sufficient on their 
own to assess noise impacts but are useful to contextualise the noise 
impacts to better understand how they will be experienced by those 
affected.   

 
548. The ESA has amended the definitions of LOAEL at 51dB LAeq so that 

it is now commensurate with Government’s Air Navigation Guidance 
2017 (which is based upon the CAA’s publication 1506). A number of 
objections have been raised highlighting the WHO guidelines that 
indicate annoyance from aviation may occur as low as 45 dB. 
However, the appropriate metric for assessment is that set out in 
Government policy, not WHO guidelines.  

 
549. Two metrics are used to assess significant adverse noise levels. The 

first relates to noise during daytime hours. The second relates to noise 
during night-time hours. Daytime hours are defined in policy as 
between 07:00 and 23:00. Officers advise it is appropriate for the 
SOAEL to remain at 63 dB LAeq in line with other recent aviation noise 
assessments including Bristol, Stansted and Manston airport 
applications and the Heathrow expansion consultation materials.  

 
550. The existing flight controls agreement (a section 106 agreement 

signed by the Airport in 1992 as set out in para 8 of this report) allows 
the planes to take off from and land at the Airport from 06:00 on 
Monday through Saturday. The period 0600 - 0700 falls within the 
night-time hours when assessing noise impact. Standard metrics for 
assessing noise impact would be a LAeq 8-hour assessment. 
However, this is not appropriate as this measures the continuous noise 
energy over the 8-hour period where flights would take place for only 
the final hour thereby under-representing the impact within that hour. 

 
551. Instead, the Applicant has used N-Above metrics information to 

characterise the impacts of night noise. The LAmax is the maximum 
value that the A-weighted sound pressure level reaches during a 
measurement period. LAmax data calculates the number of times that 
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noise events over a defined level occur within the specified timeframe. 
The CAA publication ERCD 1208 suggests a threshold for sleep 
disturbance is an SEL of 90 dB(A) which is approximately equal to 80 
dB LAmax for aircraft departure and 82 dB LAmax for aircraft arrival. 
The assessment of night-time aircraft noise has considered the LAmax 
noise level and the number of events. The Applicant has presented the 
number of flights above 80 dB LAmax which would assess the 
potential for noise events to result in disturbed sleep or early 
awakenings between 06:00 and 07:00. This is agreed by the Council’s 
Environmental Health consultant and it is further accepted that 13 or 
more aircraft movements at 80 dB LAmax would be equivalent to the 
LOAEL and 20 would represent the SOAEL. Whilst PHE have 
recommended using an EEG-awakening approach, there is no 
established methodology for this and the combination of LAmax 
(overflight metrics) on the local population appears to address the 
concern raised by PHE and is considered appropriate for assessing a 
single hour of night-time flights (from 06:00-07:00).  

 
552. Concern was raised by the Council’s Environmental Health Consultant 

regarding the operating direction used in the modelling of the noise 
data provided. Specifically, the baseline year of 2016 used an 
operating direction ratio (modal split) of 76/24 (76% Runway 20 
(aircraft departing to the south and arriving from the north) and 24% 
Runway 02 (aircraft departing to the north and arriving from the 
south)).  However, the future predictions used a ratio of 64/36. This is 
important as aircraft are normally noisier during take-off than landing 
and therefore knowing which direction aircraft approach and depart the 
airport influences the level of noise experienced on either end of the 
runway. Following submission of further information to support the ES 
in October 2020 and ESA2 (para 11.10) in January 2021 a modal split 
of 76/24 has been modelled. This represents an average over the past 
5 years of modelled data and is considered to represent a robust split 
of air traffic departures and arrivals to ensure that noise is neither over 
nor under-estimated either to the north or south.  

 
Baseline Noise Impacts 
 
553. Future impacts are modelled on the ‘baseline’ data provided in the 

ESA2. This also forms part of ongoing data monitoring in the Airport’s 
Noise Action Plan. In the absence of operating direction data to 
support the measured data, the Council’s Environmental Health 
Consultant has been cautious interpreting this data as arrival of aircraft 
with direction of the operation, topography and the surrounding urban 
areas would impact the number of households affected. As the revised 
future baseline (ESA 2) shows a baseline significantly below the 2016 
baseline (original ES) this matter is no longer critical to the 
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assessment of noise that would be attributable to the development but 
provides a useful context to the pre-Flybe collapse situation.  

 
554. It is accepted by officers that some noise measurements appeared to 

take place at kerbside locations, which may over-predict levels at the 
nearest dwellings due to road noise. Therefore, where baseline data is 
critical for setting future noise thresholds, including for construction 
and ground noise, there would be a requirement for further baseline 
data to be provided as part of construction management conditions.  

 
555. The baseline data has been set out below in incremental increases of 

3 dB from 51 (LOAEL) to 63 dB (SOAEL).  Above 69 (UOAEL) is 
unacceptable and residents would be provided with support to relocate 
away from the unacceptable noise source.   

 
556. Baseline Noise Exposure data 
 

 2016 (baseline exposure) 

Contour 
Level 

Households Population 
Area 
(km2) 

>51 8500 19550 11.2 

>54 3450 9000 6.1 

>57 1100 3100 3.1 

>60 350 800 1.5 

>63 0  0 0.8 

>66 0  0 0.4 

>69 0  0 0.2 

  
557. Aircraft noise levels do not disperse evenly and tend to follow the 

direction of travel of an aircraft (loosely north-south direction in the 
case of Southampton Airport). Noise ‘contours’ have therefore been 
produced which show the areas that are affected by the noise levels 
shown above.  

 
558. The noise contours illustrate the affected areas are to the South within 

Southampton City as well as eastern parts of Eastleigh and western 
parts of Bishopstoke and further to the north. This data is shown 
cumulatively therefore all households and population that are within 
the 60 dB contour will also appear in the 57, 54, and 51 dB contours. 
In the 2016 baseline data there are 8500 households (19,500 people) 
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exposed to noise above 51 dB and no households exposed to levels 
above 63 dB.  

 
559. Upon Request from the Council’s Environmental Health Consultant the 

Applicant has supplied ‘N-Above’ data. This details the number of 
noise events resulting from the development that would exceed 65 
decibels. The table below therefore shows the number of households 
that would experience more than 20, 50 and 100 noise events per day 
that exceeded 65 decibels. As with the above noise data the numbers 
are cumulative therefore households within the above 100 category 
will also be within the 50 and 20 categories.  

 

 
 

2016 (baseline exposure) 

Contour Level Households Population 
 
Area (km2) 

N65 >20 35050 N/A N/A 

N65 >50 17450 N/A N/A 

N65 >100 550 N/A N/A 

 
560. With flights permissible from 06:00 to 07:00 the impact of night noise is 

required in addition to daytime noise. The data below sets out the 
spatial area that is impacted by maximum noise levels over 75 dB, 80 
dB and 85 dB during the 6-7am hour as noise levels at this level may 
contribute to disturbed sleep or early awakenings during the morning 
hours. 
 

  2016 (baseline exposure) 

Contour Level Households Population 

 
Area 

(k
m2

) 

LAmax (night) >75 dB N/A N/A 6.2 

LAmax (night) >80 dB N/A N/A 3.5 

LAmax (night) >85 dB N/A N/A 1.4 

 
561. The Applicant has provided contour maps in Appendix 11.4 of the ES 

showing the geographical extent of the night-time LAmax contours. 
Officers consider that these maps provide an adequate baseline 
information has been provided for aircraft noise. 

 
562. In terms of non-residential impacts, seven educational facilities were 

within the level between 51 dB and 63 dB (between LOAEL and 
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SOAEL) with none above this level. No hospital facilities were within 
this area.  

 

Current Noise Mitigation 

 
563. The Airport’s existing Noise Action Plan (NAP), which covers the 

period 2018 – 2023, commits the Airport to certain restrictions, many 
of which are also controlled by the existing Section 106 agreement. 
These include night time closure (between 23:00 and 06:00 or 07:30 
on Sundays); strict limits on helicopter movements; ban on noisier 
types of aircraft and differential landing charges to discourage noisier 
aircraft; restrictions on aircraft training movements; limits on times, 
locations and number of engine testing engine ground running and the 
use of noise preferred routes. Officers consider these to be ‘inherent 
mitigation’. These will be also be secured and expanded on within the 
new S106 Agreement and the airport is obligated to complete a new 
noise action plan by 2023. Whilst the NAP commits to providing 
financial assistance for noise insulation to all properties above the 
63dB LAeq no properties are currently exposed to noise above the 63 
dB contour.  

 
Future Baselines 
 
564. The information provided within ESA2 sets out a revised baseline in 

2020 based on approximately 1 MPPA.  

 

 2020 (baseline exposure) 

Contour Level Households Population 
  
Area (km2) 

>51 4750 11450 7 

>54 1650 4100 3.6 

>57 650 1600 1.7 

>60 <50 50 0.8 

>63 0 0 0.4 

>66 0 0 0.2 

>69 0 0 0.1 

N65 >20 31,000 N/A N/A 

N65 >50 550 N/A N/A 

N65 >100 0 N/A N/A 

 

Future Impact Assessment 
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565. The ESA2 has assumed that the “without development” the future 
baseline is the same as the 2020 baseline. This is an assumption 
which officers agree is appropriate. The ESA2 has revised the future 
“with development” scenario reflecting an estimated passenger 
throughput each year of approximately 3 million (by 2033) to match the 
passenger numbers of the proposed vehicle movement cap. Figures 
are based on static populations (i.e. no population increase as a result 
of development / population increase). This is standard practice and 
accepted methodology and provides a more robust form of 
comparison.  
 

566. The Airport will operate an increase in larger aircraft, with future noise 
levels “with development” being higher in 2033/37 than 2016 even with 
fewer ATMs. However, some of the future large aircraft will have 
quieter technology than their equivalent today.  The assessment has 
assumed there will be more large aircraft but has assumed that it 
would not be the quieter versions. It is possible that reality could be 
better than predicted in ESA2. However, a more conservative 
approach as set out in the ESA2 is reasonable. 

 
567. The 2033 figures are shown with the increase (+) or decrease (-) in 

exposure in brackets compared to the 2020 baseline. 
 

Contour  

Level 

2020 (ESA2) (without development) 
and 

2033 ESA2 (without development) 

2033 ESA2 with development 

Households 

 

Population Area  

(km
2
) 

Households Population Area (km
2
) 

>51 4750 11450 7 18050 (+13300) 46050 (+34600) 16.4 (+9.4) 

>54 1650 4100 3.6 7700 (+6050) 18250 (+14150) 8.6 (+5) 

>57 650 1600 1.7 2900 (+2250) 7200+5600 4.4 (+2.7) 

>60 <50 50 0.8 1000 (+950) 2400(+2350) 2.4 (+1.6) 

>63     0.4  200 (+200) 450 (+450) 1.3 (+0.9) 

>66     0.2 0 0 0.7 (+0.5) 

>69     0.1 0 0 0.4 (+0.3) 
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N65 >20 31000  N/A N/A 45750 N/A N/A 

N65 >50 550  N/A N/A 10850 N/A N/A 

N65 >100 0  N/A N/A 550 N/A N/A 

 
Contour 

Level 

2020 (ESA2) 2033 ESA2 

Households Population Area (km2) Households Population Area (km2) 

>51 4750 11450 7 18050 (+13300) 46050 (+34600) 16.4 (+9.4) 

>54 1650 4100 3.6 7700 (+6050) 18250 (+14150) 8.6 (+5) 

>57 650 1600 1.7 2900 (+2250) 7200+5600 4.4 (+2.7) 

>60 <50 50 0.8 1000 (+950) 2400(+2350) 2.4 (+1.6) 

>63     0.4  200 (+200) 450 (+450) 1.3 (+0.9) 

>66     0.2 0 0 0.7 (+0.5) 

>69     0.1 0 0 0.4 

N65 >20 31000     45750    

N65 >50 550     10850    

N65 >100 0     550    

 
568. The information above shows considerable increases in noise 

exposure to properties across all contours based on the 2020 baseline 
figures resulting in a major adverse effect without mitigation.   

 
569. A significant number of properties would be impacted by noise 

because of the growth in air traffic movements at the airport.  As set 
out in the table below, it is fact that as result of the amended baseline 
to 2020 (to 1 mppa) compared to the original 2016 baseline (of 2 
mppa) the difference between baseline and capped forecast growth 
has significantly increased the number of properties impacted. 
However, the total number of households affected remains at 3mppa, 
which under the revised 2020 forecasts will not be reached until 2033 
which is significantly later than the original forecast of 2027. 

 
570. It is important, however, to consider the increase in the context of the 

2016 baseline. Because Flybe is not in operation the 2020 baseline is 
significantly lower than the 2016 baseline. There are two points to note 
about the impact assessment based on the amended 2020 baseline 
when contrasted with the 2016 baseline. The first is that the increase 
in noise exposure in 2033 development is significantly less when 
compared to the original 2016 baseline (of 2 mppa).  This is shown in 
the table below. The second point to note is that the total number of 
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households affected at 3mppa, under the revised 2020 forecasts will 
not be reached until 2033, which is significantly later than the original 
forecast of 2027.  

 

 

 2020 (ESA2) (without 
development) 

2033 ESA2 (without 
development) 

2016 (ES original) 

(without development) 

2033 ESA2 with 
development (controlled 

growth – 3MPPA) 

Contour 
Level 

Households 
Population 

Households 
Population 

Households 
Population 

>51 4750  11450 8500 19550 18050  46050  

>54 1650  4100 3450 9000 7700 18250  

>57 650  1600 1100 3100 2900  7200 

>60 <50  50 350 800 1000  2400 

>63 0  0 0  0  200  450  

>66 0  0 0  0 0 0 

>69 0   0 0  0 0 0 

       

Daily 
Events 

      

N65 >20 31,000   35050  45750  

N65 >50 550   17450  10850  

N65 >100 0   950  550  

 

Residential Receptors: Household, Population and Geographic Area  
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571. There is a significant increase in noise exposure from the 2020 
baseline “Do nothing” scenario to future “with development” 
assessment of 2033. Compared with no development there would be 
four times the number of households and people being exposed to 
noise above the LOAEL (51dB). 48 times more people and 20 times 
more households fall within the 60dB+ category in 2033 when 
compared with the 2020 baseline/“do nothing” scenario. However, it 
should be noted that this increase is from the very low base provided 
by the 2020 baseline/ “Do nothing” scenario. The increase was less 
dramatic, but still substantial, in the 2016 baseline (when Flybe were in 
operation). Approximately 200 households would be newly exposed to 
noise levels above SOAEL (63 dB); currently there are no households 
in this bracket. Government guidance (the APF) recommends that 
properties exposed to 63dB+ noise levels from any form of 
development should be avoided, but not prohibited.  In recognition, the 
APF expects airport operators to offer acoustic insulation to noise 
sensitive buildings exposed to levels of noise of 63 dB LAeq,(16h) or 
more (the day time SOAEL) (para 3.37). 

  
572. The inclusion of the N65 data also indicates a significant increase in 

the number of households exposed to daily noise incidents albeit 
compared to the original 2016 baseline (with Flybe) there is a 
decrease in those exposed to 50 or more incidents a day. The 
implications of the this, including an increase in contour size, is that 
individual future aircraft movements will have a different noise profile 
(likely to be experienced as louder) than experienced in 2016 or 2020. 
Noise contours provided demonstrate the increase in geographical 
area impacted including expanding and affecting new areas within 
Southampton and Winchester districts. 

 
573. For an average summer day with 1 mppa (2020 and future baseline 

(without development)), assumed 66 aircraft movements (ATMs) per 
day (previously 137 under the 2016 ES baseline) The forecast for 
2033 daily summer movements is 118 with the runway extension (3 
mppa). This represents a considerable increase in daily ATMs but 
does not proportionately increase with passenger number due to the 
shift to large aircraft such as the Airbus A320 aircraft which have 
greater passenger capacity. The fleet mix offered by Flybe was one of 
entirely smaller aircraft, which is not a mix offered by other operators 
and the forecast fleet mix operating from the Airport predicts a 
significant drop in smaller aircraft in recognition of the predominant 
fleet mix of other airline operators. Officers do not disagree with this 
assertion within the ESA.  

574. The predicted result of this change in the total mix of aircraft operating 
form the airport in 2033 is an increase in the number of people 
exposed to levels that could have observed adverse effects on health 
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and quality of life. Without adequate mitigation the increased level of 
noise exposure because of the proposed development would be 
unacceptable. 

 Non-Residential Receptors 

575. In the 2033 “with development” scenario there are no non-residential 
receptors within the SOAEL category (63dB+) but 11 educational 
facilities between LOAEL and SOAEL, which includes Bitterne Park 
School.  This indicates that with the development there would be a 1 – 
3 decibels increase at the school. The school has been refurbished 
and the main school building is already located between LOAEL and 
SOAEL within 57 – 60 dB category in the 2016 baseline.  This 
indicates that with the development there would be a 1 – 3 decibels 
increase at the school. The ES (para 15.56) highlights that evidence 
from a study at Queen Mary University shows educational impacts to 
children in terms of reading skills and oral comprehension above 55dB 
LA eq. This is an impact that is explored further in Chapter 15 Human 
Health, although it should be noted that the Population Health Chapter 
has not been updated to consider the lower noise impacts with the 
3mppa noise contour cap.  

 
576. Whilst recent refurbishment may have incorporated improved noise 

insulation into the existing design, this cannot be assumed to be 
adequate noise insulation, therefore officers required the Noise 
Insulation Policy to investigate, with all schools within the 55 dB 
contour to be assessed for potential improvements. Taking a 
precautionary approach it should be assumed that no further mitigation 
can be made and therefore there will be a considerable impact on 
educational attainment as a result of the development.  

 
577. There are a number of other social services such as doctors’ surgeries 

within the contours for LOAEL. Given that people would spend less 
time in these areas than schools and homes it is not considered that 
there would be significant harm as a result of increases in noise to 
these facilities.  

 
578. The ES concludes that the development, without mitigation, will result 

in a direct, long-term adverse impact from noise of major significance 
due to considerable increases in those exposed to noise above 
LOAEL - SOAEL and SOAEL and an increase in frequency of noise 
events over 65 dB. Without appropriate mitigation, this degree of 
impact would not warrant the scheme to be approved. It is therefore 
important to assess mitigation and the result that this has on the 
significance of residual impact (the impact after mitigation is taken into 
account).  

 
 Mitigation 
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579. National policy set out in the APF notes the acceptability of growth in 
aviation is dependent on how the industry tackles the impact of noise 
(para 3.24). However, the Government accepts it is neither reasonable 
nor realistic for such actions to impose unlimited costs on industry, but 
proportionately applied based on the extent of the noise problem and 
numbers of people affected (APF para 3.24). The APF expects airport 
operators to offer acoustic insulation to noise sensitive buildings 
exposed to levels of noise of 63 dB LAeq, (16h) or more (the daytime 
SOAEL) (para 3.37). The compensation schemes should ensure 
appropriate compensation to those potentially affected and it is 
expected that airport operators offer financial assistance towards 
acoustic insulation. No monetary value is suggested but financial 
contribution towards noise insulation from other airports varies 
between £2,000 and £10,000 per property; Manston £10,000; Bristol 
£5,000 (proposing to increase to £7,500); Liverpool: £3,500; Belfast 
City £3,000 and Gatwick: £2,000.  

580. The Airport has set out measures within the Noise Action Plan (NAP) 
to reduce noise impact. Officers consider that these measures are 
“inherent design mitigation” which already exist and have already been 
considered within the noise modelling and therefore cannot be relied 
upon as direct mitigation of the proposed development.  It is further 
considered that the publication of a Local Operating Procedure for 
aircraft that deviate from the Noise Preferred Routes would not 
constitute “additional mitigation” as it is expected that the noise 
modelling would have been completed based on compliance with the 
Noise Preferred Routes. 

581. The only practical way the Airport can provide control of the noise at 
source is through controlling the number and type of aircraft operating 
from the Airport and the schedules governing when those aircraft 
operate. Theoretically the Airport could restrict certain planes or 
operators, but this would place an unreasonable restriction on Airport 
activities and to do so would have to have regard to international 
aviation law including regulation EU598 as this would constitute an 
“operating restriction” which should only be considered after all the 
other pillars of the “balanced approach”.  Changes to flight paths and 
local operating procedures are subject to separate legislation and 
guidance through the CAA. As such, the approach advocated by the 
APF of a financial contribution towards the installation of a noise 
insulation package to properties is the only effective mitigation 
available to the Airport under this application and planning legislation. 

582. Officers support the proposal for a Noise Insulation Policy (NIP) within 
which the Noise Action Plan would set out commitments to mitigate 
noise impact. This would be secured by a Section 106 Agreement 
along with monitoring of actual noise levels to verify the modelled 
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noise forecasts and provide sound insulation and ventilation to 
properties affected. The full details of the NIP are to be developed as 
part of the S106 Agreement negotiations but, it would identify: the 
trigger for insulation being offered; how this offer will be made and if 
accepted actioned; what actions will be undertaken (i.e. which 
windows/doors/lofts would require insultation, solar control and 
ventilation requirements in response to increased temperatures); along 
with, confirmation of an average of £5,000 per dwelling to be offered to 
fund the improvements. The Airport has confirmed that the insulation 
of dwellings will be completed at no cost to the homeowner. The 
uncapped payment of the costs of insulation is deemed more equitable 
and avoids any “discriminatory effect” whereby some householders will 
receive 100% of the required cost whist others may only receive a 
proportion of the required expense. 

583. The APF does not stipulate that the full of the cost of insulation should 
be provided by the Airport. Furthermore, through mitigating above the 
60dB contour, the Airport has expanded the proposed mitigation 
package resulting in an increase in the number of households entitled 
to insulation from 200 to 1000 households, at a total cost of £5million. 
This is seen as a positive action to mitigate the adverse impact of 
noise across the wider community. This would also benefit those few 
properties that, based on the 2020 baseline, already fall within the 
60dB contour but currently are not benefitting from mitigation as they 
are below the 63dB threshold.  The mitigation package will ensure that 
all households will be afforded the opportunity to reduce noise levels 
and avoid the significant adverse effect in accordance with the 
National Noise Policy. 

584.  A number of objectors, as well as the Council’s Strategic Planning 
Manager (addressing the Council’s health and wellbeing objectives), 
have highlighted concerns in relation to the efficacy of insulation 
measures, having regard to increases in temperature due to climate 
change. The insulation measures outlined above also include 
measures to provide improved ventilation that would offset the issues 
around needing to keep windows closed in warmer temperatures.   

585. The mitigation to be secured would go beyond the recommendations 
of the APF, of offering households with the 63dB+ contour insulation 
(200 in total), and includes all properties within the 60dB+ contour, 
which adds a further 800 properties. Furthermore, the Airport has 
increased the cost of insulation to an average of £5,000 per dwelling 
and will be provided at no additional “top up” cost to the homeowner. 
This is considered to be a significant improvement on “doing what is 
expected” as set out in the APF and brings the proposals in line with 
the aviation 2050 consultation proposals. This change will benefit more 
than 1,800 additional residents across 800 dwellings over and above 
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the APF requirement. The Airport has also committed to offering 
bespoke noise insulation which would not be capped in the same 
manner as residential properties to all noise-sensitive buildings (e.g. 
schools) within the 60 dB LAeq, 16-hour contour. This goes beyond 
the APF expectation and responds directly to the concerns raised 
through the publicity process.  

586. The Airport would be obligated to provide a report on the NIP annually 
to the Airport, Airport Consultative Committee (ACC) and the Council. 
Noise forecasting and its impacts are dependent on a number of 
variables and the report will therefore be based on surveyed data 
rather than modelling, risking in a lag in insulation being offered to 
residents. The Airport has agreed to use the forecast schedule for the 
year to predict exposure for the following year and offer the insulation 
to the affected properties before that exposure happens. The rate of 
uptake and speed of roll out will be essential factors to monitor to 
ensure that the significant effects are avoided. Whilst the reasonable 
worst-case scenario has been forecast, there is no certainty as to 
which year the worst case will actually occur, it is therefore proposed 
that the noise insulation scheme should have no fixed closing date. 

587. On balance the mitigation proposed to residential and sensitive non-
residential buildings is reasonable and would avoid a Major Adverse 
impact in terms of noise for residents who live in those properties. 

588. Further mitigation of the impact of noise on private and outdoor open 
space including public space and schools the noise impact is not 
possible and an increased noise impact on these spaces would 
remain. The Airport Noise Action Plan includes measures for 
differential charging for landing at the airport (i.e. more noisy aircraft 
pay higher landing charges) to discourage noisier aircraft. At present 
there is no mechanism for the distribution of any charges that are 
gathered as a result of this scheme to the benefit of the community 
and if this proposed development is approved, the S106 Agreement 
would require a community fund to be established to (a) manage and 
mitigate some of the community impacts on open space that cannot be 
mitigated by sound insulation and (b) develop a health strategy to 
identify measures that would offset the health impacts of noise as set 
out within the Health section of this report.  

589. The Applicant has proposed a noise cap: see Technical Note (October 
2020) which would limit the area that could exceed 51dB LAeq 16hr to 
16.1km2. The noise cap applies a size limit to the contour but does not 
propose to impose a geographical definition of the area that can be 
contained within it. This is to ensure that the specification of the 
contour does not fetter the ability to improve the noise performance of 
the Airport by operational changes such as different routing or 
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changes in approach or descent. Secured by the Section 106 
Agreement, the Airport would be required to monitor and report on 
noise levels to ensure additional noise did not spread over a wider 
geographical area. The use of noise contours is accepted as a suitable 
tool and officers have concluded that a geographical area of 16.1km2 
represents that modelled 51dB LAeq 16hr and noise impact can be 
adequately controlled. This too is an improvement on the current 
situation where there is no maximum size of the 51dB contours (i.e. no 
noise cap contour) which in turn does not restrict the size of contours 
at a higher dB.  

590. Night flights will continue to be restricted to outside of the hours of 
23:00 to 06:00. However, in terms of assessing noise impact, “night 
time noise” is assessed up to 0700 where currently there are no 
restriction on ATMs at the Airport. The “shoulder hour” of 06:00 to 
07:00 is important to protect from significant noise impact as such the 
S106 proposes to allow only up to 20 ATMs within this hour, which is 
seen as a betterment on restrictions currently in place.  

591. The Government is promoting airspace modernisation as being vital to 
the future of aviation to delivering net zero and now, to supporting the 
aviation sector’s recovery from the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
The Airspace changes are expected to bring measures that could 
further mitigate the noise impacts such as steeper approaches to and 
climbs from the runway. This, however, is subject to a separate 
regulatory process under Airspace Change legislation which 
Southampton Airport is taking part in. The obligations within this are 
encouraging and would assist to further mitigate the impact of air traffic 
movements on the noise environment. However, as a separate 
regulatory process that neither the planning system nor the Airport can 
guarantee would be delivered, reliance cannot be placed on this.   

Residual Effects 

592. Having considered the impacts and mitigation proposed the Applicant, 
in the ES, has assessed the residual impacts (those impacts remaining 
after mitigation is taken into account) to be moderate adverse.  

593. As explained above, officers disagree with the ESA2 statement that 
the NAP and Local Operating Procedures offer mitigation. However, 
when taking into account further mitigation in the form of (a) the noise 
contour cap and restriction on ATM between 06:00 – 07:00 neither of 
which currently exist, and (b) the noise insulation available to those 
exposed to levels of daytime noise at 60 dB, officers agree with the 
conclusion that the residual effects of aircraft noise would be reduced 
from major adverse to moderate adverse. The level of protection from 
noise impact and restrictions proposed are far in excess of that 
currently imposed on the Airport or available for the community.  
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594. It is considered that the Applicant has proposed acceptable mitigation 
measures to avoid noise impact above SOAEL within residential and 
sensitive non-residential properties.  Furthermore, securing a Noise 
Insulation Policy (NIP) that would ensure insulation if offered to 
residential properties within the 60 – 63dB contour goes some way to 
mitigating impact between LOAEL and SOAEL. There nonetheless 
remains a considerable and unmitigated impact from noise which does 
need to be weighed in the planning balance. It is considered that in 
this respect there is some conflict with Saved Policy 29.ES and 115.E 
of the Adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan, Policies E9 and DM8 of 
the Emerging Plan and Paragraphs 170 and 180 of the NPPF. In light 
of the proposed mitigation measures exceeding the guidance in the 
most up-to-date Government aviation noise guidance, which is a 
material consideration, officers have concluded that this conflict with 
policy carries moderate weight.  

595. The Planning Practice Guidance note advises that noise can override 
other planning concerns where justified. However, it states it is 
important to look at noise in the context of the wider characteristics of 
a development proposal, its likely users, and its surroundings, as these 
can have an important effect on whether noise is likely to pose a 
concern. Similarly, the Noise Policy Statement for England states that 
noise should not be considered in isolation. The impact of increases in 
noise in relation to human health are set out in Chapter 15 of the ESA2 
and are discussed in the relevant section below.  The noise impacts of 
the proposed development are weighed against all other material 
considerations as part of the planning balance also discussed below.  

Ground Noise  

596. Ground noise at the Airport has a number of sources including aircraft 
ground movements (including taxiing) as well as auxiliary power use. 
The Applicant has based the assessment and magnitude of ground 
noise on British Standard 4142 (Methods for rating and assessing 
industrial and commercial sound).  

 

597. Although ground noise is already present and the proposals are an 
intensification of existing activity, officers were concerned that no 
context or character of sound of the additional ground noise resulting 
from the development has been assessed.   For example, no 
information has been provided about the tone or character of the A320 
compared with the Q400 during ground movements or engine testing 
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which could affect the assessment. This would have been of 
assistance but is not essential.  

598. The ES assessment concludes that the difference between the 
predicted level (with development) and the background level is +3dB at 
Campbell Road and -3dB at Wide Lane.  This does not include any 
corrections to the rating levels for noise character. The BS4142 
Assessment method indicates that the greater the difference between 
the rating level and the background level (LA90,T), the more potential 
there is for the noise to result in complaints. At these differences (+/-
3dB) a BS4142 assessment conclusion would indicate negligible to 
low impacts.  

599. BS4142 also requires that the context of the application is taken into 
account.  When the predicted ground noise levels (59dB and 64 dB 
LAeq,T respectively) are compared with the baseline ambient 
(measured LAeq,T) levels, the ground noise levels are considerably 
lower than existing measured levels. (The daytime LAeq,16h at 
Campbell Road was measured as 73 dB, and at Wide Lane was 75 
dB).  The existing noise climate in these areas is, according to the 
report, characterised by road traffic noise and aircraft noise including 
ground noise. This difference also indicates that the predicted noise 
levels would be unlikely to increase overall noise levels above that 
measured on the baseline survey. In addition we have considered that 
if a 3 dB correction was added to the rating level to account for 
character of sound as recommended in BS4142 the impact would be 
negligible to low at Wide Lane and low to medium at Campbell Road, 
and so the overall assessment is unlikely to be changed and would not 
be a significant amendment.  

600. Having regard to all these factors, the Environmental Health 
Consultant agrees with the overall conclusion that ground noise level 
impact would be negligible to low subject to the recommended 
conditions. 

Surface Access Noise  

601. The additional transport impacts of the development have been 
modelled on the local and strategic road networks within the ES. The 
modelling and quantum of vehicle movements have been agreed by 
Hampshire County Council and Highways England.  

602. This modelling has then informed the noise impacts of vehicle access 
to the Airport which shows that there are no road links which show a 
noise level change greater than 1dB as a result of the increase in 
vehicle movements.  
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603. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant therefore agrees with 
the assessment in the ES that the impacts from surface access would 
result in minor adverse effects.  

Overall Conclusions on Noise  

604. Paragraph 170(e) of the NPPF requires new development to not 
adversely affect the existing local environment through unacceptable 
levels of …soil, air, water or noise pollution. Policy 180 states 
decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for 
its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative 
effects) of pollution on health, living conditions. These paragraphs 
seek to ensure that noise pollution is not to an unacceptable level 
having regard to the sensitivity of the wider area. This allows a 
balanced opinion to be reached having regard to the degree of impact, 
the potential for, and degree of mitigation, as well as the nature of the 
development and its surroundings. Saved Policy 29.ES is in 
compliance with the NPPF and requires a judgement to be drawn as to 
whether a “noise-sensitive premises is subject to a loss of amenity by 
means of an excessive increase in noise”. Saved Policy 115.E is 
somewhat less flexible in seeking to ensure airport development 
"incorporate appropriate safeguards to ensure that the amenity of local 
residents and the users of the Itchen Valley Country Park are not 
adversely affected” which if applied strictly would expect no increase in 
noise disturbance.  

605. ESA2 has concluded, with mitigation, a moderate adverse effect would 
be experienced. Having had regard to the guidance within the APF 
and emerging Aviation 2050: The Future of UK Aviation, officers 
consider the mitigation package proposed to be appropriate to the 
development and the Airport has sought to minimise noise impact to 
an acceptable level.  

606. Overall, officers have concluded that the impact of noise at the 
construction stage with mitigation is acceptable and can be adequately 
controlled with conditions. Once operational, officers consider the 
noise impact generated by surface access and ground based activities 
would have a low to minor adverse effect.  

607. However, the significant increase in noise associated with the 
additional flights and changes to fleet mix would result in a major 
adverse effect without mitigation. With mitigation, which would be 
secured via the Section 106 Agreement, this would be reduced to a 
moderate adverse effect. On balance, the development would accord 
with the NPPF and reduce the impact of noise to an acceptable level, 
but there would still be an adverse impact of a moderate scale and so 
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would conflict with the more rigid wording used in 115.E(iii).   This will 
have to be considered in the planning balance.  

AIR QUALITY  

608. Replacement Chapter 7 of the ES (July 2020) addresses air quality 
and is supported by technical appendices 7.1 – 7.9. The chapter 
assesses the impact of air pollutants and the context of the proposed 
development in relation to legal limits for Nitrogen Oxides and 
Particulate Matters. The assessment submitted by the Applicant in 
relation to air quality follows the relevant national and local planning 
policies including the APF and other associated aviation policy, the 
NPPF, the Clean Air Strategy and the National Air Quality Plan. The 
relevant technical guidance has been applied appropriately in 
assessing the scales of impacts arising from the development and 
identifies the relevant sensitive receptors in line with best practice both 
for human and ecological receptors. 

609. ESA2 revised chapter 7 to have regard to the 2020 baseline now being 
used following the closure of Flybe, with the resultant reduction in air 
traffic movements (ATMs) but increase in the proportion of jets 
forecast to operate from the site. Overall flight numbers remain below 
the originally projected levels within the ESA both with and without the 
proposed development. The ESA remains the primary document for 
the methodology, sources and analysis as well for the assessment of 
construction impacts and mitigation.  

610. This section of the Officer’s Report considers the impact of the 
proposed development on air quality. The impact of air quality on 
human and ecological receptors is considered further in Chapter 9 
(Ecology) and Chapter 15 (Human Health).  

Legislative and Policy Framework  
 
The EU Air Quality Directive and the UK Air Quality Strategy.  

 
611. The EU Ambient Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC) sets air quality limit 

values in relation to Particulate Matters (PM10 and PM2.5) and Nitrogen 

Dioxide (NO2) (EU Limit Values). Compliance with EU Limit Values is 

mandatory. The UK Government’s Air Quality Strategy (AQS) sets out 
the UK’s national standards and objectives for ambient air quality. The 
objectives are enshrined in the Air Quality (England) Regulations 
2000. The objectives for NO2 and PM10 are the same as the EU Limit 
Values. The Environment Bill is currently being considered in 
Parliament. The Bill introduces a new, legally binding, target for PM2.5 
concentrations in ambient air, although there is some uncertainty over 
what that target will be. The AQS and EU Limit Values for NO2  and 
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PM10, together with the EU Limit Values for PM2.5 are set out in the 
table below. 

 

National Planning Policy  

612. Paragraph 170 states planning policies and decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment through 
several means including (e) preventing new and existing development 
from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of …air…pollution. 
Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local 
environmental conditions such as air…quality”. 

613. Paragraph 180 develops in requiring "Planning policies and decisions 
should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location 
taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of 
pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment…". 

614. Paragraph 181 states that decisions should “sustain and contribute 
towards compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for 
pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management 
Areas and Clean Air Zones and the cumulative impacts from individual 
sites in local areas”. Paragraph 181 further clarifies that any new 
development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones 
should be consistent with the local air quality action plan. 

Planning Practice Guidance – Air Quality  

615. PPG, paragraph 001, states that “It is important that the potential 
impact of new development on air quality is taken into account in 
planning where the national assessment indicates that relevant limits 
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have been exceeded or are near the limit”. It identifies “Concerns 
could arise if the development is likely to have an adverse effect on air 
quality in areas where it is already known to be poor” (para 5). When 
assessing air quality impacts para 6 identifies material considerations 
including changes to vehicle related emissions, give rise to or expose 
people to harmful concentrations of air pollutants, including dust or 
have a potential adverse effect on biodiversity, especially where it 
would affect sites designated for their biodiversity value. 

Local Planning Policy  

616. Saved Policy 32.ES states that proposals that may generate air, land 
or water pollution, will only be permitted if they have been designed to 
control their impact to an acceptable level. Saved Policy 33.ES 
requires new development where it appears “likely to have a significant 
impact on air quality in the locality, or future occupiers of the 
development may be subject to unacceptable air quality, the Council 
will require a suitable air quality assessment to be carried out prior to 
consideration of the application. Both policies are consistent with the 
NPPF paragraph 170 (e) which states that development should, 
wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions 
such as air quality. As such, full weight is to be given to Saved Policies 
32.ES and 33.ES. 

617. The submitted Local Plan (SLP 2016) highlights air quality associated 
with vehicles emissions as an issue (G9) and the identification of Air 
Quality Management Areas (AQMA). Eastleigh’s submitted local plan 
policy DM8 covers pollution and states “Development will not be 
permitted if it is likely to cause loss of amenity or impact on public 
health or other unacceptable impacts through air pollution (including 
odours or particular emissions…”.  

618. Both the adopted and submitted policies are in conformity with the 
NPPF and can be given significant weigh in the decision-making 
process.  
 

Other Material Considerations 

Aviation Policy Framework (AVF) 

619. The AVF acknowledges that environmental impacts of airport 
operations can have a significant impact on the local environment 
including air quality (3.46). The AVF advises that “...policy on air 
quality is to seek improved international standards to reduce emissions 
from aircraft and vehicles and to work with airports and local 
authorities as appropriate to improve air quality, including encouraging 
HGV, bus and taxi operators to replace or retrofit with pollution-
reducing technology older, more polluting vehicles” (para 3.48). 
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Airports National Policy Statement (ANPS) (2018) 

620. Regarding air quality, the ANPS states that the assessment of the 
impacts of airport expansion should cover existing air quality levels, 
forecast levels for all resultant pollutants and any likely significant air 
quality effects of the scheme, their mitigation of air quality effects and 
any residual likely significant effects (para 7.2.11). Its notes that air 
quality considerations are likely to be particularly relevant where the 
proposed expansion scheme impacts on Air Quality Management 
Areas (AQMA) (para 7.2.12). Road traffic remains the main problem 
with regard to NOx and as airports are large generators of surface 
transport journeys, share responsibilities to minimise air pollution (para 
3.51).  

Beyond the Horizon: Making Best Use of Existing Runways (2018) 

621. Making Best Use of Existing Runways recognises the need to ensure 
that the impact of air quality is considered through the appropriate 
planning process (para 1.9, para 1.23). It states that as part of the 
planning application, airports will need to demonstrate how they will 
mitigate local environmental issues (para 1.24).  

Air Quality Management Areas  

622. The Council’s Air Quality Action Plan 2020 – 2025 provides context to 
the designation of an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) which 
covers some of the roads in the vicinity of the Airport, including 
Southampton Road, Leigh Road and Twyford Road (AQMA1). 
Southampton Road runs parallel to the runway and Mitchell Road (the 
site service road serving the existing and proposed car parking). The 
AQMA is declared for non-compliance with the Government’s national 
annual target for Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), of 40ug/m3. Closely linked to 
AQMA 1 is the M3 AQMA (no2) which covers an area extending either 
side of the M3 motorway, from junctions 12 to 14. 

623. Southampton City Council have declared eight Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMAs) for similar reasons, with the closest to 
the development site that are experiencing exceedances being AQMA 
1 (Bevois Valley Road) and AQMA 9 (Burgess Road).   

624. Both Eastleigh Borough Council and Southampton City Council have 
Action Plans to tackle the issue of exceedance of annual targets.  

625. Eastleigh’s Air Quality Action Plan 2020 – 2025 details actions aiming 
to improve air quality in Eastleigh Borough over this time period in 
order to improve health and wellbeing.  In Eastleigh these AQMAs 
have all been declared due to the levels of nitrogen dioxide exceeding 
the annual objective of 40μgm-3. Road transport is the most significant 
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contributor to nitrogen dioxide levels in Eastleigh Borough. Long term 
trends in nitrogen dioxide have been studied, looking at levels over five 
years or more. Concentrations of nitrogen dioxide are decreasing at 
most sites, although some not as much as expected. The Eastleigh 
AQMA (AQMA1) is closest to the development site and the Action Plan 
includes the following actions: Further study to learn more about the 
proportion of different vehicles by age and type in Eastleigh; Carry out 
trial of innovative monitoring equipment; Install electric vehicle charge 
points. A Clean Air Strategy for Southampton 2016-2025 was declared 
and the Council has developed a package of measures as part of the 
city’s Air Quality Action Plan and Clean Air Zone implementation plan. 
The AQMAs identify road traffic as the largest contributor to air 
pollution.  
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626. Eastleigh Borough Council currently meets the national target for both 
PM10 and PM2.5. However, the Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 
sets out an aim to meet the World Health Organisation guidelines for 
PM2.5, starting with reducing PM 2.5 by 50% from 2016 levels by 2025.  
For Eastleigh to achieve this it would require reductions in emissions 
from road transport and combustion processes. 
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Air Quality Impact from the Development  

627. The development will have air quality impacts during both the 
construction and the operational phase.  

Construction Effects  

628. As no demolition is proposed, the construction elements to be 
assessed are the runway extension, the blast screen, earth works 
(including the removal of the bund and landscaping) and the runway 
extension. During construction, the principal impacts on air quality are 
dust generated by construction works and demolition as well as 
vehicle and plant exhaust emissions. In accordance with the Institute 
of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance on the assessment of 
dust from demolition and (the IAQM Construction Guidance) the study 
area for construction impacts on air quality comprised the area within 

of 350 metres was set around the application site and within 100 
metres of roads up to 500 metres from the application site. Larger 
particles of dust fall close to where they are generated and would 
therefore not cause a significant risk to the amenity and health of the 
local community. Smaller particles (PM10 and PM2.5) can travel further 
and therefore need greater consideration. The Environmental Health 
Consultant agrees with the methodology used to assess construction 
impacts. 

629. Officers agree that the exclusion of construction traffic flows from the 
assessment is reasonable and with air quality impacts deemed to have 
a negligible effect. This is supported by the IAQM Land-Use Planning 
& Development Control: Planning for Air Quality which suggests that 
fewer than 500 vehicles or 100 HGVs per day would not require 
detailed assessment. The construction process would generate 
between 10 and 50 movements per day, thus falling short of this 
threshold. The construction traffic flow is short term (34 weeks) and is 
not considered to have a detrimental impact on the medium or short 
objectives as set out within the AQMA Action Plans or the Council 
meeting their obligations on air quality.   

630. The nearest highly sensitive receptors are the residential properties 
within Southampton Road and Campbell Road. The existing car parks 
are also deemed to have high sensitivity as they are used by 
customers of the Airport and would remain operational during 
construction. Table 7.14 of the ES provides a summary of the impacts 
associated dust as shown below. 
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631. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant is satisfied that the 
impact magnitudes and sensitivity as set out above and the 
methodology used is acceptable in relation to construction dust 
emissions and the impact on amenity and health. Whilst referenced in 
the table above, the ecological impacts of the development, including 
construction, are fully addressed in the Ecology chapter of this Report. 

632. The Environmental Health Consultant agrees with the ES (paragraph 
7.7.1) that with the implementation of mitigation measures (set out in 
section 7.6) the development can be expected to have no more than a 
minor adverse impact on amenity and a negligible impact on human 
health and ecology. The residual impacts are temporary for the 
duration of the construction phase (34 weeks). To ensure the impact is 
no greater than set out within the ES, conditions are recommended 
securing the submission and approval before development 
commences of a Dust Management Strategy and a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Full details are set out 
within the recommended conditions.  

Operational Effects 

633. The ES area of assessment comprises an area within 5km of the 
airport site boundary plus 200m wide corridors either side of any roads 
affected by airport-related road traffic. The original ES assessment is 
based on a comparison of the baseline in 2018 (38,880 ATMs) and the 
future year of 2037 both without the development (the future baseline - 
based on 45,300 Air Traffic Movements) and with the development 
(based on 57,300 Air Traffic Movements). Within ESA2, the baseline is 
revised to 2020 (to take account of the Flybe loss) with 21,366 ATMs 
per annum, the future baseline without the proposed development in 
2037 would be 22,904, increasing to 39,564 with development. Whilst 
there is a significant difference in the overall number of ATMs “with 
development” at 2037, the vehicle and noise contour restrictions 
resultant in circa 3mppa is applicable to both the ES and ESA. The 
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Airport has confirmed at this level of movement there is no variation to 
traffic flows and whilst the total number of flights has reduced there 
remains a circa 18,000 ATM increase (based on 2037) and that the 
“additionality” is similar (paras 7.4 and 7.5 ESA2). The assessment set 
out in ESA provides for greater detail with ESA2 noting minor changes 
to forecasts, but concluding the scale and significance remains the 
same as ESA.  

634. The ES assessment has not separated out PM10 and PM2.5. Officers 
raised this as a concern by way of a Regulation 25 request for further 
information. The Applicant’s consultant advised the assessment for 
PM2.5, which due to its smaller size can more easily enter the lungs, is 
a worst-case scenario and therefore all particulates up to PM10 had 
been assessed as if they were PM2.5. The ES proposes this approach 
in the absence of any widely available modelling for aviation emissions 
factors. Applying this as a worst-case scenario is not unreasonable 
and, along with the general methodology adopted in assessing air 
quality, is accepted by the Council’s Environmental Health Consultant 
as an appropriate method of assessment. 

635. The impacts of additional Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) attributable to the 
development are broken down to 2% from airside ground emissions, 
97% from aircraft emissions and 1% from surface access, i.e. 
passengers and staff travelling to the airport. Of the overall impacts of 
PM10 attributable to the development, 18% of the increase originates 
from airside ground emissions, 60% from aircraft and 22% from 
surface access. In both cases the majority of aircraft emissions occur 
during climb-out and on approach and therefore have minimal impact 
on ambient levels of NOx and Particulate Matter. The increase in 
emissions represents 10% of total future emissions of NOx and 0.5%of 
PM10.  The emissions inventory shows that some of the aircraft 
emissions of NOx are offset by improvements in vehicular emissions.  

636. Given the localised impacts of air quality it is necessary to assess 
impacts in detail at locations within the Air Quality Management Areas. 
The assessment uses the assessment criteria set out in the table 
below. These criteria ascribe impacts to a magnitude based on the 
change in concentrations and the long-term average concentrations in 
relation to the Air Quality Assessment Levels. The Air Quality 
Assessment Levels link to the ‘Legal Limits’ as set out in the UK Air 
Quality Strategy.  
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637. In relation to the impact of NO2 emissions on human health, ESA2 

identifies that of the 72 receptors considered, the significance of the 
impacts on air quality is negligible at 70 of the receptors with a slight 
adverse impact recorded at 2 receptors on Campbell Road and Wide 
Lane. Whilst 7 receptors are listed within ESA2 (table 7.2) as being “no 
short-term risk” as non-residential receptors because people are only 
exposed for short term periods this is considered to be the same as no 
effect. 

638. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant as well as objectors 
have referenced an underestimate at the Campbell Road receptor for 
NO2. Within ESA the Airport clarifies this to be consistent with the 
influence of a local road source on Campbell Road or the influence of 
the rail depots, rather than a significant airport contribution (para 
7.4.15).  The Airport notes that if the data were corrected in line with 
the underestimate identified there would be no change to the severity 
of the impact and the impacts would remain within the legal limit. The 
Council’s Environmental Health Consultant agrees with this conclusion 
and does not consider direct mitigation is necessary but continued 
monitoring of the AQMA and improvements are appropriate, and the 
contributions should be secured through the S106 Agreement.  

639. In relation to PM10 and PM2.5 the results at all receptors would be 
negligible with the maximum concentration in any year or scenario 
being considerably less than (less than 55%) the annual mean 
standard with fewer than 6 exceedances of the daily mean standard. 
Even assuming that all PM10 falls within the PM2.5 particle size as a 
worst-case scenario this represents a maximum impact of 2.9% of the 
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AQS air quality objective limit. The impact in relation to particulate 
matter is therefore considered to be small in magnitude and, as the 
total concentration would remain well below the Air Quality Strategy 
objective (13.9μg/m3), it results in a negligible impact. It is however 
worth noting this would fail the WHO level of 10 µg/m3 which the 
Government stated an aim to meet in the Clean Air Strategy 2019. 

640. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant raised a concern 
initially that although the long-term objectives of the Air Quality Action 
Plan would be met, as this took account of reductions in emissions of 
road transport and combustion processes elsewhere, in the absence 
of earlier year’s assessments that there may be short term 
exceedances or delay in compliance with the legal limits.  

641. The ES at para 7.5.54 states “The analysis shows that ‘whilst total 
pollutant concentrations at most receptors decrease over time, the 
impacts remain below or equal to those modelled in 2037 in all years 
and the severity of the impact is no worse than that modelled in 2037 
using conservative assumptions. The only exceptions are R06 and 
R07 Southampton Road where impacts modelled for 2037 were 
negligible but increase to slight adverse in some (not all) earlier years, 
albeit without exceedance of the standard and with an impact that is 
very small (<1.0% of the objective). Furthermore, this applies only if a 
linear decrease in concentrations is assumed over time; if the 
observed trend in the monitoring is assumed, then impacts are 
negligible in all years’.   

642. Further evidence was presented within ESA2 (para 7.8) that provided 
an update on air quality having regard to the reduced ATMs for 2020 
which now forms the baseline for assessment. Having reviewed this 
information and compared to the Air Quality objectives the 
Environmental Health consultant is now satisfied that as a result of the 
development there would be no exceedances or delay experienced.  

 
643. There is, however, opportunity to look at improvements through further 

monitoring ad this is set out on more detail within the S106 Agreement 
section.  

644. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant agrees with the overall 
conclusion in the ESA, that the impacts are negligible in all years. 
However, as a residential area, and having regard to Public Health 
England’s position that “currently there is no clear evidence of a safe 
level of exposure below which there is no risk of adverse health 
effects”, officers consider it appropriate to require proportionate 
mitigation of the increase in particulate matter and NOx. Measures are 
set out in section 7.6 of the ES, which include fixed electrical ground 
power to the most frequently used aircraft gates, promotion of 
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sustainable surface access, additional landscaping and replacement of 
current fleet of ground support equipment with electric equipment. 

645. Eastleigh Borough Council have set out with their Air Quality Action 
Plan quantifiable measures to inform actions to improve air quality with 
the AQMAs. This was updated in February 2020 and identifies a 
number of projects that are to be implemented by 2022 from further 
surveys through to intervention measures to influence travel choices 
Securing contributions towards these measures ensure that any the 
proposed development adjacent to the Air Quality Management Areas 
is consistent with the local air quality action plan and para 181 of the 
NPPF. Southampton City Council raised concerns around the 
methodology used and assumptions made within the ESA, however an 
objection has not been raised that the proposed development would 
threaten the Council’s ability to maintain compliance with statutory air 
quality standards or their ability to sustain an ongoing general 
improvement in Southampton’s air quality. 

646. A number of comments have been received regarding Ultra Fine 
Particulates (UFPs). This is a new area of research with limited studies 
and a great deal of controversy over the effect of UFPs. At this time 
there is no legal limit or Government guidance on the levels at which 
effects are caused. Given the lack of assigned limits on UFPs and no 
agreement on a method of assessment it is not considered reasonable 
to require an assessment for the purposes of this application. The 
Council’s Environmental Health Consultant has advised that were the 
Government to assign legal limits to UFPs that these would be 
retrospectively applied to the Airport’s operation and it is not for this 
application to pre-empt Government action on this matter.  

647. The ESA provides details of an odour walk over survey (appendix 
7.10) and considers the issue in paras 7.5.56 to 7.5.61, concluding 
that during the assessment periods, no Airport related odours were 
distinguishable from other background odours at offsite locations and 
that it is highly unlikely that the Airport has an adverse impact on the 
amenity of local residents in its vicinity. Officers agree that the future 
development of the Airport, and subsequent increase in activities at 
the Airport, is unlikely to result in any future loss of amenity or 
nuisance because of odour.  

Summary of Conclusions on Air Quality 

648. With the mitigation to be secured through conditions set out in the 
S106 Agreement, the proposed development is not anticipated to 
result in significant effects on human health as a result of emissions of 
nitrogen oxides or particulate matter (PM 10, PM 2.5), or loss of amenity 
due to odours. With the proposed mitigation regime secured through 
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legal agreement, it is the view of the officers that the proposed 
measures will mitigate air quality impacts in line with saved policy 
32.ES (adopted LP), submitted policy DM8 (SLP 2016) and paras 
170(e) and 180of the NPPF.   

649. Having had regard to the ESA and ESA2, the degree of impact on 
amenity and the AQMAs in Eastleigh and Southampton, the proposed 
development is not considered to result in an adverse impact on air 
quality, amenity, health or meeting the obligations set out in Air Quality 
Action Plans. It is therefore in accordance with paras 170 and 180 of 
the NPPF, saved policy 32.ES of the adopted Local Plan and policy 
DM8 of the Submitted Local Plan.  

HUMAN HEALTH 

650. Chapter 15 of the ESA considers the population and health aspects of 
the development. It has been updated by section 15 of ESA 2.  

651. Previous concerns on the use of Local Authority Level data raised by 
Public Health England have been addressed within the two addenda to 
the ES (ESA and ESA2) which use more focused ward level data. This 
provides for a better level and focus of understanding of the impacts 
on public health. The purpose of the assessment is to identify where 
the development may have adverse effects on vulnerable groups in 
terms of health and may therefore exacerbate existing health 
inequalities within the community. 

652. Officers consider it important that the assessment in this section does 
not ‘double count’ the impacts already identified in the previous 
chapters on air quality and noise. It should be considered in 
conjunction with ES chapters on Air Quality (7) and Noise (11). A 
detailed review and assessment of these chapters is set out within this 
committee report. 

653. Under their Public Sector Equality duty as laid down within the Equality 
Act 2010, the officers have undertaken their own Equality Impact 
Assessment (EqIA) which considers the increased effect of those 
impacts to which people within protected groups are susceptible, with 
details of potential impacts for certain groups. It is not considered that 
the Application presents any form of unlawful discrimination, 
victimisation harassment that the Council would need to eliminate. 
Whilst the application involves likely inequalities of opportunity for 
health and wellbeing the Council can fulfil this aim of the Equality Act 
by requiring mitigation actions to be taken and certain actions being 
taken in relation to people with protected characteristics. The 
Application does not itself promote or undermine fostering good 
relations between people who share a protected characteristic and 
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those who do not share it. However, the Council can fulfil this aim of 
the Equality Act by requiring mitigation actions to be taken and certain 
actions being taken in relation to people with protected characteristics, 
as members of the overall community. 

 
Planning Policy and Guidance 
 
654. The NPPF is a significant material consideration. Paragraph 8(b) sets 

out as a key social objective the need to support communities’ health, 
social and cultural wellbeing within the wider context of sustainable 
development. Paragraph 91 advises that decisions should aim to 
achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places with criterion sub-paragraph 
(c) setting out specifically that these places should “enable and 
support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address 
identified local health and well-being needs – for example through the 
provision of safe and accessible green infrastructure, sports 
facilities....”. Paragraph 180 sets out a wider goal of ensuring that new 
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely 
effects of pollution on (inter alia) health. As noted in Chapter 11 
(Noise) para 180(a) requires that decisions should “mitigate and 
reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from new 
development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse 
impacts on health and the quality of life”. 

655. Saved adopted Policy in the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2001 – 
2011) is largely silent on the matter of public health except in 
recognising the importance of Parks and Recreational Areas on public 
health. In this respect Saved Policy 146.OS advocates refusal where 
developments would have a detrimental impact on the green network 
which includes areas for public recreation. 

656. It is considered that there is some limited conflict with Saved Policy 
146.OS. While the proposal would not result in the physical loss of 
public open space or green space it would increase the noise level 
experienced in these areas. Given the mental health benefits of open 
space it is considered that there would be some impact on the value of 
these spaces, and this is reflected in the assessment in Chapter 15 
which highlights that there are moderate adverse and significant 
effects on social infrastructure, which includes public open space.  

657. Objective 8 of the Submitted Local Plan (SLP) for new development is 
‘enabling healthier lifestyles/wellbeing’ (O8). This objective set out to 
‘facilitate better physical and mental health and wellbeing by improving 
the places people live and work, meeting the challenge of the ageing 
population, and promoting cultural and physical activity’. This falls in 
line with EBC’s strategy and corporate priorities. Another objective is 
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‘tackling deprivation’ (O9), which aims to ‘reduce health inequalities by 
engaging with and prioritising groups and communities in most need’. 

658. Submitted policy DM8 is clear that development will not be permitted if 
it is likely to cause loss of amenity or impact on public health or other 
unacceptable environmental impacts through various impacts including 
(i) air pollution and (iii) noise or vibration. This policy more closely 
aligns to the NPPF and considerable weight can be given to it. The 
support text to this policy recognises adverse effects of exposure to 
excessive noise and vibration on health and quality of life and that 
developments must avoid significant adverse noise impacts to 
residential amenities, and where created that they “mitigate and 
minimise” these impacts (para 5.48). 

659. The National Policy Statement (NPS) for Airports in June 2018 
identifies that noise, air quality and socio-economic impacts may affect 
the population’s health. Therefore, airports should mitigate health 
impacts and maximise health benefits. The potential impact of aircraft 
noise has been assessed in relation to the Aviation Policy Framework 
(APF), as amended by the Consultation Response on UK Airspace 
Policy. A noise level of 51dB is agreed as the level above which 
adverse effects on health and quality of life can be detected. 

660. Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region (WHO, 
2018) include specific “recommendations” for noise generating uses 
including aviation. The Environmental Health Consultant agrees with 
ES that the recommendations (night noise for aviation are not at this 
stage policy) worthy of reference are Survey of Noise Attitudes 2014: 
Aircraft (CAA, 2017) “7% of the total population being highly annoyed 
at 51 dB” and Aircraft Noise Effects on Health (Queen Mary University 
of London, May 2015) which summarises evidence on aircraft noise 
and its effects on human health and children’s cognition and learning.  

661. The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017 does not define human health but leaves the scope 
of under-arching issues open to interpretation. In the UK, the WHO’s 
definition of health is used, where health is defined as “a state of 
complete physical, mental and social wellbeing and not merely the 
absence of disease or infirmity”. This definition highlights the wider 
determinants of health, which span across environmental, social and 
economic aspects. 

Geographical Scope and Methodology 

662. The study area is an appropriate geographical area for the purposes of 
assessing population and health effects. It includes Eastleigh Central, 
North and South, Bishopstoke and West End North and South within 
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the Eastleigh Borough Boundary. Within Southampton City this covers 
Swaythling, Bitterne Park, Harefield, Portswood, Bevois Valley, 
Peartree, Woolston, Bargate and Freemantle Wards. Within 
Winchester City administrative area, the wards of Badger Farm and 
Oliver’s Battery and Colden Common and Twyford are covered. This is 
hereafter referred to as ‘The Study Area’. The Study Area was defined 
by the LOAEL for aircraft noise of 51 dB LAeq 16 hour between 07:00-
23:00 on an average summer day in 2037 once the airport is 
anticipated to operate at full capacity. This accords with best practice, 
including that within the AFP (2013), and is at the lowest level at which 
it is currently possible to reliably attribute the effects to the level of 
aviation itself.  

663. For clarity ESA2 sets a baseline of 21,366 air traffic movements 
(ATMs) per annum increasing to 36,737 under the capped growth 
scenario (3mppa) by 2033. This is compared to a baseline within ESA 
of approximately 42,700 ATMs increasing to 57,800 ATMs in 2037 
(5mppa). The change in ATMs for 2037 has seen the geographical 
area covered by the 51 dB Noise Contour in 2037 being smaller than 
that presented in ESA (July 2020). 

664. The methodology approach to use baseline conditions used within the 
study area and comparing to Eastleigh (as amended by ESA and 
ESA2) is considered appropriate by officers. Including the Public 
Health England “wider health determinants” together with mental 
health and some other key health indicators, provides for the main 
receptors and impacts to be assessed.  The ES identifies a number of 
vulnerable groups which are part of the local population who are 
disproportionately represented within the Study Area: people living in 
deprived areas; smokers; non-white people; obese children; people 
with mental health disorders; older people living alone; unemployed 
people; and children. 

 
Potential Human Health Impacts and Effects 
 
665. Officers have set out below the key health indicators, considered the 

impacts and effects on each distinguishing between construction and 
operational impact. Where a residual impact is identified post-
mitigation, the significance of this is referenced. In considering the 
impact and effect during construction, regard is had to the conditional 
requirement for a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) and mitigation included therein as outlined in para 15.5.2 of 
the ESA. In assessing the health impacts and effects officers have had 
regard to the night-time work proposed for the construction of the 
runway and daytime work for the car park. 

666. Furthermore, operational mitigation for noise and air quality is set out 
in previous chapters within this report within which there is greater 
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detail. A key mitigation tool is the Noise Insulation Scheme, amended 
since ESA (July 2020) was submitted and updated in ESA2 (Jan 
2021). Officers agree that within ESA2 the scenarios assessed based 
on revised passenger numbers following the collapse of Flybe are 
considered to be the likely scenario.  

Construction Phase Impacts and Effects  

667. For the key health indicator of mental health and key receptors of the 
built and natural environment during the relatively short construction 
period of 34 weeks, the CEMP, including temporary construction 
drainage measures, is considered by officers to mitigate adverse 
effects such that construction activities have very low negative or 
neutral impact over the short term. The creation of employment and 
work opportunities that targets local people (as secured by the S106 
Employment and Skill Plan) would have a very low positive impact on 
the income and work conditions of the highly sensitive unemployed 
people resulting in a minor beneficial effect. Officers agree with the 
ESA2 position that during construction no effects are anticipated on 
Education, Crime, Social Capital and Key Health Determinants.  

Operation Phase Impacts and Effects 

NO2 Emissions and Highly Sensitive Vulnerable Group of Smokers 

668. For the Key Health indicators, whilst NO2 emissions on all the human 
health receptors of Air Quality has identified a mortality risk of 0.4% 
associated with long term NO2 emissions (dropped from 5% in ESA), 
there remains a low negative impact on the highly sensitive vulnerable 
group of smokers. Officers agree that this is a minor adverse effect 
over the long term. The Council’s Environmental Health Consultant 
considers that sufferers of long-term lung conditions such as Asthma 
and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disorder (COPD) should have 
been included as groups within the above list. Whilst this introduces 
some uncertainty and may underestimate the impacts of the 
development, the Environmental Health Consultant has suggested that 
additional interventions may be required. It is considered that 
additional interventions that are more specific to the air quality impacts 
on Asthma and COPD can be addressed as part of a Health Strategy 
that would be secured by a Section 106 Agreement. The Strategy to 
be produced by the Airport, will include funding of public health 
specialist to be Southampton Airport Consultative Committee will lead 
on the community engagement and partnering with local Voluntary, 
Community and Social Enterprise (VCSE) organisations to allow better 
engagement with vulnerable groups. The Strategy would cross many 
of the Key Health indicators and ensure a broad range of the 
community would benefit.  

Mental Health and Noise 
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669. Within the Mental Health key health indicator, the ES notes that with 
the significant increase in population impacted by noise as a result of 
the proposed development and after the implementation of the Noise 
Insulation Policy there would be a moderate adverse effect over the 
long term on the mental health of highly sensitive people with a mental 
health disorder. The Environmental Health consultant agrees with this 
conclusion as set out within the consultation response. The NIP, noise 
contour cap (restricted to 51dB and the Noise Action Plan (NAP) the 
Airport currently operates will ensure that no properties fall within the 
SOAEL (63dB) and will provide insulation for many properties (800) 
within the LOAEL – SOAEL range (51 – 63dB). This is a welcome 
mitigation package but the overall effect as a result of noise impact 
must be considered within the planning balance.  

The Built and Natural Environment 

670. The Built and Natural Environment (measured in relation to distances 
to green space and GPs, Concentrations of PM 10, and concentrations 
of fast-food outlets) is forecast to experience a moderate adverse 
effect over the long term from the development. Whilst there is a 
negligible impact on air quality (as set out in the Air Quality Chapter) it 
is not possible to mitigate the impact of noise on residential gardens or 
public open space. Of the 428ha of open space within the study area, 
the amount falling outside the LOAEL (51dB) is reduced from 81% to 
67% as a result of the 2033 modelled impacts (3MPPA).  The majority 
of this space is accounted for by Hockley Golf Course within 
Winchester District.  It is recognised that an increase in noise may 
have an impact on the desirability of these open spaces for people 
using them for exercise and general wellbeing potentially impacting on 
mental health issues and obesity. A further 3% of the open space 
would move from currently high levels of noise in the 63-69 dB 
contours with the majority of this represented by Lakeside and Itchen 
Valley Country Parks. 

671.  Concerns have been expressed by South Downs National Park and 
the New Forest Park in regard to impact on the tranquillity of these 
areas and resultant impact on the users of these valuable areas.  
Having had regard to noise and air quality information provided, 
officers do not consider the development to cause detriment to the 
enjoyment of these areas. The development is not considered to 
undermine the statutory purpose and duty of the national parks.  

672. The ES concludes that the impact on these spaces is not possible to 
mitigate, albeit some mitigation is achieved through the imposition of 
the noise cap as this would limit the overall level of noise. A moderate 
adverse effect would be experienced. To alleviate the impact of 
increased noise levels on open space, the Applicant proposes a 
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Community Fund where impacts are identified and attempts are made 
to offset these. This fund would be secured and administered via the 
Section 106 agreement.  

673. New research is being conducted on the use of sound-scaping with 
particular projects being undertaken around Amsterdam’s Schiphol 
airport. While it is acknowledged that the scale of activity and noise 
around Southampton Airport is of a different scale and the full impact 
of 3mppa will take a long time to be realised (2033), there is the 
possibility that experience of other airports may in time identify areas 
where Southampton Airport can contribute to mitigating impacts using 
the outcomes of future research. In relation to the residual impacts on 
Public Open Space (and by association public health) it is 
recommended that the community fund invest in reviewing and 
conducting, where appropriate, research into offsetting noise impacts 
on open spaces and implementing projects based on that research. As 
set out further below, it is recommended that the community fund fits 
together with a wider Health Strategy which would identify and fund 
public health interventions.  

674. The Health Strategy would secure a coordinated programme 
intervention to provide benefits that can offset some of the impacts that 
have been identified. The Council’s Health and Well Being Specialist 
confirmed the Council is committed to improving the health of Borough 
residents and have worked on both preventative health programmes 
and reducing health inequalities in the past prioritising target 
intervention people with long term health conditions, older people and 
people with disabilities. The Strategy would identify suitable mitigation 
projects including improving access to community facilities for young 
people, investing in improving access to open space in areas of 
relative deprivation, investment into Country Parks, strengthening of 
partnerships specifically with the voluntary sector and the development 
of community based social prescribing services to address key health 
and wellbeing priorities. 

675. The S106 Agreement would secure the Strategy with the Airport 
obligated to work with the existing Airport Consultative Committee 
(ACC) who are considered to have an appropriate governance 
structure to administer this programme of research and 
implementation.  

Income, Work and the Labour Market 

676. The ES highlights that areas within the Study Area have a higher-than-
average level of deprivation and high levels of long-term 
unemployment including areas both within Eastleigh Borough and 
Southampton City. Socio-economic status is a key underlying 
determinant of health and other outcomes.  Previous iterations of the 



   

 

Page | 173 

 

ES have not shown significant benefits in Income, Work and the 
Labour Market as a limited number of jobs could be attributed to the 
development. The original ES reported 930 direct employees with a 
further 100 net additional direct jobs as a result of the proposed 
development. It is estimated that 75% were within the Solent LEP (a 
proportion of which could be assumed to be within or close to the 
study area). With the demise of Flybe, employment has dropped 
significantly to circa 470 employees (based 1mppa), witnessing a 50% 
drop in a study area with a higher-than-average level of deprivation 
and high levels of long-term unemployment. 

677. The ESA2 (chapter 6) forecasts that without the runway direct 
employment (on-site) would increase by a negligible amount to 483 
(circa 50% of that in 2016 baseline) but with the proposed runway, 
would increase to 1,083 by 2027 and 1,410 by 2033 under the 
controlled growth scenario. When expanding this to indirect or induced 
employment the Site with the Proposed Development is expected to 
contribute 2,367 jobs in Solent LEP, representing an additional 1,557 
jobs in Solent LEP (para 6.73). This is a significant benefit as a result 
of the proposed development. 

Crime and Social Capital 

678. Crime and social capital (social capital conditions of highly sensitive 
older residents) are both forecast to experience a neutral effect over 
the long term as result of the proposed development.  

Education 

679. The 2033 noise capped scenario (3 mppa) forecasts 11 education 
establishments within the 51 dB noise contour, of which 4 falls within 
the 55-60dB range (note Queen Mary University research referenced 
in the policy section). Bitterne Park School would fall within 60-63dB 
contour. Going beyond the APF expectation, the Airport propose to 
include noise-sensitive buildings within the 60 dB contour and offered 
noise insulation to improve the indoor environment in line with the 
Noise Insulation Policy. In recognition of the unique nature of 
education establishments compared to dwellings, the Airport have 
committed to develop a bespoke assessment of insulation needs and 
funding specific to the premises being assessed. With mitigation, the 
impact on education establishments would be reduced from adverse 
effect of major significance to one of moderate adverse effect.  

Public Health Mitigation and Summary  

680. HCC Public Health Team have not commented on the ESA or ESA 
chapter on noise, air quality or health despite the Council seeking to 
engage with them. Officers have had regard to the original comments 
expressed and both the original and updated comments from Public 



   

 

Page | 174 

 

Health England. Officers have sought the comments from the 
Council’s own specialists in assessing and concluding on the issue of 
impacting on health of the population.  

681. Following mitigation, the adverse effects of the Proposed Development 
on the Key Health Indicators is considered to offer moderate adverse 
effects with the exception of crime and social capital on which there is 
neutral effect. Noise is the primary cause of adverse impact. Moderate 
beneficial effects are predicted for income, work and the labour market 
as a result of the significant number of jobs created and resultant 
income benefiting the local economy. Officers concluded that the 
impact on air quality is negligible and would not prevent or harm the 
achievement of air quality targets. Officers do agree that noise impact 
on open space is not possible to mitigate through physical means and 
that alternative measures would need to be offered.  

682. The Health Strategy is to be submitted as part of the Section 106 and 
agreed with the Council in conjunction with the existing Airport 
Consultative Committee (ACC). The ACC currently does not have a 
public health representative present on the committee and this is an 
area that can be positively enhanced. As such, it is recommended that 
the Applicant provides the resourcing for a public health representative 
to administer a Health Strategy, along with an agreed Community 
Fund including working with education establishments and that this 
forms part of the section 106 discussions and would be secured prior 
to the grant of any planning permission. Through working with the 
community and targeted intervention the Strategy would genuinely 
seek to improve health and quality of life of hard to reach and 
vulnerable members of the community.  

683. Further mitigation to be secured via a Section 106 Agreement includes 
a Noise Insulation Policy (N.I.P.), a noise contour cap, restrictions on 
night-time flights, and a cap on vehicle movements. The Airports NIP 
goes beyond the APF expectation and will benefit a much wider area 
of the community.   

684. Even with the mitigation/offsetting identified in the ES, the residual 
human health impacts associated with the development are 
considered to remain moderate adverse:  

BIODIVERSITY  

685. Biodiversity/ecology is considered within Chapter 9 of the submitted 
ES and associated appendices. Chapter 9 of the ES was updated in 
July 2020 (in the ESA).  Section 9 of the ESA2 explains that the effects 
of the construction phase of the development on ecology would be 
unchanged in the ESA2 scenario. The ESA2 scenario does impact on 
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the air quality effects of the development and these are address in 
Appendix 9.1 and 9.2 of ESA 2.    

686. Due to the proximity of the development to European designated sites, 
a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is required. The Council 
has completed a detailed HRA which should be read in conjunction 
with this chapter of the Report. This document can be viewed on the 
Council’s website at: 
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f19
86707   

Legal and Policy Framework 

European Protected Sites 

687. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as 
amended) (known as the “Habitats Regulations”) transpose the 
European Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora (the “Habitats Directive”) into UK 
legislation.   

688. The Habitats Regulations provide for the designation of both Special 
Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) in 
the UK, which form part of the Natura 2000 network of protected areas 
across Europe. 

689. For the purposes of the Habitats Regulations, the Council are the 
competent authority. Regulations 63 (1) and 64 of the Habitats 
Regulations detail the Council’s responsibilities in relation to European 
Sites as the competent authority. Regulation 63(1) provides as follows:  

 “63.  
(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or give any 
consent, permission or other authorisation for, a plan or project 
which—  
(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a 
European offshore marine site (either alone or in combination with 
other plans or projects), and  
(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of 
that site,  

must make an appropriate assessment of the implications of the plan 
or project for that site in view of that site’s conservation objectives.”  

690.  In relation to impacts on designated sites, Regulation 64 also applies 
if a significant negative impact is cannot be ruled out: 

“64.   
(1) If the competent authority is satisfied that, there being no 
alternative solutions, the plan or project must be carried out for 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
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imperative reasons of overriding public interest (which, subject to 
paragraph   
(2), may be of a social or economic nature), it may agree to the plan or 
project notwithstanding a negative assessment of the implications for 
the European site or the European offshore marine site” (as the case 
may be).” 

  For the purposes of Regulation 63(1)(b) the application is not directly 
connected with or necessary to the management of any European site 
(SPA or SAC in this instance).  
 

691. Where an appropriate assessment is required, the assessment can 
only be “passed” if, in the light of the conclusions of the assessment, 
the competent authority is certain (beyond a reasonable scientific 
doubt) that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of any 
European site or European offshore marine site. If the requisite 
certainty is not found to exist, permission can only be granted if the 
derogation tests under Regulation 64 are satisfied.  

692. As a matter of policy under paragraph 176(b) of the NPPF, Ramsar 
sites should be given the same protection as SACs and SPAs.  

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 

693. The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) is the principal 
mechanism for the legislative protection of wildlife in Great Britain.  
Certain birds, animals and plants are afforded protection under 
Schedules 1, 5 and 8 of the Act.  In addition, the Act also contains 
measures for the protection of the countryside, National Parks, SSSIs 
and public rights of way as well as preventing the establishment of 
invasive non-native species that may be detrimental to native wildlife. 

694. Many of the provisions of the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) 
Act 2000 have been incorporated as amendments in the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act (1981) and some provisions have been superseded 
by later legislation such as The Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act 2006. 

695. The most relevant changes provided by the CRoW Act include the 
added protection given to SSSIs and other important sites for nature 
conservation.  Under the Act, it became a criminal offence to 
“recklessly disturb” Schedule 1 nesting birds and species protected 
under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act. 

696. The NERC Act 2006 was intended to raise the profile of biodiversity 
amongst all public bodies and to make biodiversity an integral part of 
policy and decision-making processes.   
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697. Section 40 of the Act requires Local Authorities to have regard to the 
conservation of biodiversity where carrying out their normal functions, 
which includes determining planning applications, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions. 

698. The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations 
2017 transpose the EU Water Framework Directive into UK legislation.  
The Directive sets out objectives to deliver a better water environment 
based upon achieving a ‘good status’ for freshwater bodies.  The 
Directive is based on the concept of protecting water through the 
management of river basin districts and Regulation 33 of the Directive 
requires local authorities to ‘have regard’ to river basin management 
plans when making planning decisions. 

 

National Planning Policy 

699. Chapter 15 of the NPPF provides guidance in relation to conserving 
and enhancing the natural environment.  Paragraph 170 states that 
planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by (a) “protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, 
sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner 
commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the 
development plan)”.  It continues in (d) stating the impacts on 
biodiversity should be minimised and that net gain should be achieved.   

700. Paragraph 174 requires development plans to (b) “promote the 
conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, 
ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority 
species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable 
net gains for biodiversity.” 

701. Paragraph 175 sets out the principles that should be applied when 
determining planning applications.  In brief, this entails: 

 The refusal of planning applications where the avoidance of 
significant harm to biodiversity, or, if this is not possible, adequate 
mitigation or compensation. 

 Refusal of development which is likely to have an adverse effect on 
a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) unless the benefits of the 
development clearly outweigh the SSSI-specific, and national SSSI-
network impacts. 

 Refusal of development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons 
and suitable compensation is provided; and   

 Development with the primary objective to conserve or enhance 
biodiversity should be supported; and opportunities to secure 
biodiversity improvements should be encouraged. 
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702. Para. 176 confirms that potential Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and 
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), together with listed or 
proposed Ramsar sites should be similarly protected.   

Local Planning Policies 

703. As discussed previously, the Development Plan for EBC comprises the 
adopted Local Plan Review 2001-2011 and the Hampshire Minerals 
and Waste Plan.  The Minerals and Waste Plan is not relevant to the 
discussion around ecological matters and is therefore not mentioned 
further in this section. The following saved policies of the Local Plan 
Review are of direct relevance to ecology in relation to this planning 
application: 

 22.NC (Protection of SSSIs); 

 23.NC (Protection of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation 
(SINCs); 

 25.NC (Promotion of biodiversity); 

 26.NC (Protection of wildlife network). 

704. The application site is in close proximity to the River Itchen SAC/ SSSI 
which lies directly adjacent to the eastern boundary of the airport 
curtilage.  Saved policy 22.NC states that development that is likely to 
have a direct or indirect adverse impact on a SSSI will not be 
permitted, unless the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the 
harm.  This accords with the NPPF and this policy can therefore be 
given full weight. 

705. In a similar way, saved policy 23.NC does not support development 
that adversely affects SINCs, and requires measures to mitigate the 
adverse impacts should the benefits of the development be considered 
to outweigh the harm.  There are a number of SINCs in proximity of 
the development site: one is located adjacent to the eastern boundary 
(Itchen Valley Country Park SINC); and further afield there are the 
Itchen Valley Nature Reserve SINC and Allington Manor Farm Water 
Meadows SINC; to the South of the airport site are Mansbridge 
Reservoir SINC, Land South of Monks Path SINC, Marlhill Copse and 
Meadow SINC, Riverside Park and Monks Brook Greenway SINC; and 
to the North of the Airport are Stanford Meadow SINC, West Horton 
Farm Woods SINC, Marshy Grassland Bishopstoke SINC and Ashtrim 
Nurseries SINC. 
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706. It is considered that saved policy 23.NC broadly accords with the aims 
of the NPPF and can therefore be afforded substantial weight. 

707. Saved policy 25.NC seeks to protect habitats and features of 
importance for wild flora and fauna, provided the benefits of the 
development outweigh the adverse impacts (which must be 
unavoidable) and appropriate measures are taken to mitigate or 
compensate for any adverse impact.  This policy supports the aims of 
the NPPF set out in para. 170 and can similarly be afforded substantial 
weight.   

708. Saved policy 26.NC moves beyond the requirement to mitigate or 
compensate for adverse impacts and requires development proposals 
to include measures to enhance the value of features and habitats of 
nature conservation importance where reasonable opportunities exist.  
This reflects the support to achieve biodiversity net gain set out in 
paragraph 175 of the NPPF.  It is therefore considered substantial 
weight can be afforded this saved policy.  

709. Finally, saved policy 59.BE sets out the general criteria that 
development must meet to be acceptable; and requires development 
to take full and proper account of the context of the site including 
natural features and trees worthy of retention. This policy follows the 
general approach to good design set out in the NPPF and provides 
flexibility in terms of its application. The policy is considered to be 
broadly consistent with the NPPF and so can be afforded substantial 
weight.        

710. In relation to the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016-2036), 
the relevant emerging policies comprise (as set out in the ‘track 
change version showing initial proposed modifications, July 2019 
(Local Plan Examination document ED33)): 

 Strategic policy S7 (New development in the countryside); 

 Development Management policy DM1 (General criteria for new 
development); 

 Development Management policy DM11 (Nature conservation). 

711. Emerging policy S7 sets out a general presumption against new 
development in the countryside, subject to the other policies of the 
Local Plan, and identifies what types of development would be 
supported.  Where permission would be granted for new development, 
the policy confirms that the Council would seek, amongst other things, 
to avoid adverse impacts on the biodiversity of the area and to secure 
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long-term beneficial management practices that enhance the 
landscape and biodiversity of the countryside.   

712. Emerging policy DM1, as the title suggests, sets out the general 
criteria that all new development is expected to meet.  This includes 
the requirement to avoid an unacceptable impact, and where possible, 
enhance biodiversity; and for development to not involve the loss of or 
damage to trees, woodlands, hedgerows, ponds, priority habitats or 
other landscape features of value to the area for appearance or 
biodiversity, unless they can be replaced with features of equivalent or 
enhanced value, recognising that some species and habitats may be 
irreplaceable.  The policy also includes a requirement for satisfactory 
management arrangements for all landscape, green infrastructure and 
biodiversity enhancement.  

713. Emerging policy DM11 explains that the Council will work with 
statutory and voluntary agencies and developers to protect, conserve 
and enhance areas subject to international, national and local nature 
conservation designations, and networks of natural habitats and 
features important to biodiversity and local character. It confirms that 
the Council will seek a net gain of biodiversity on all development sites 
through the protection, enhancement and connection of existing and 
new habitats and features. 

714. The Council will develop and implement a strategic approach to the 
protection of European sites from the direct and indirect effects of 
development, in collaboration with partner organisations, which will 
include the protection of the River Itchen and preservation of water 
quality in the Itchen and Hamble.  DM11 makes it clear that 
development which is likely to adversely affect the integrity of an 
international or European nature conservation site will not be 
permitted; and that any mitigation measures required to ensure no 
adverse impact must be implemented.  Development that is likely to 
have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a SSSI will not be permitted.  
Development that has an adverse impact on SINCs will not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the adverse impacts are 
unavoidable and the benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the 
harms, and that measures are taken to mitigate or compensate for the 
adverse effects.  Development that would result in the loss or 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats will not be permitted unless there 
are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy 
exists. 

715. In determining planning applications, the Council will seek 
opportunities to create or enhance habitats and features of nature 
conservation interest. 
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716. In addition to the adopted and emerging Local Plans, the Council has 
an adopted Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
(2009) which supports the saved policies and has informed the 
emerging Local Plan.   

717. The Biodiversity Action Plan 2012-2022 has also informed the 
emerging Local Plan and sets out where conservation action should be 
focused by the Council and partner organisations to address identified 
threats and pressures. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

718. The site lies adjacent to the River Itchen Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) and the path of flights crosses the Solent and Southampton 
Water Special Protection Area (SPA). Due to the potential for impacts 
on these and other internationally important sites, the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“2017 Regulations”) are 
relevant to this application.   

719. The Applicant has completed a Shadow Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) and the Council has completed a detailed HRA. 
These assess whether the proposal would result, in combination with 
other plans and projects, in a significant effect on the integrity of the 
following European sites: River Itchen SAC, Solent and Southampton 
Water SPA and Ramsar Site, Solent and Dorset Coast SPA, Solent 
Maritime SAC, New Forest SAC / SPA / Ramsar Site.   

720. Due to the different nature of the impacts associated with the 
construction and operational impacts, these have been considered 
separately. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Construction Impacts - Noise 

721. The River Itchen SAC lies adjacent to the site and is designated for 
supporting a number of animal species listed within Annex II of the 
Directive.  

722. Noise from construction could, in principle, have an impact on species 
protected under the River Itchen SAC designation including otter, 
white-clawed crayfish and fish. This impact would arise as a result of 
disturbance from highly percussive construction activities such as 
driven piling.  This type of noise can affect species up to 100m away. 
The runway extension is the nearest part of the development to the 
River Itchen SAC at approximately 490m to the watercourse and 400 
metres to the associated habitat. The Construction Site Management 
Plan (CSMP) shows the compound area which would be the closest 
construction activity to the SAC and river corridor located 270m from 
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the nearest part of the watercourse.  At this distance, construction 
noise is not expected to impact adversely on the notable species of the 
River Itchen. Given that the River Itchen is the closest of the identified 
designated sites, it is therefore concluded that there is sufficient 
certainty to rule out significant adverse effects from construction noise 
on any other designated sites.   

723. In addition, measures outlined in the Construction Environment 
Management Plan (within the Construction Site Management Plan) 
such as acoustic barriers, would provide further noise attenuation of 
benefit to sensitive ecological receptors.   

Construction Impacts – Dust 

724. Due to the nature of the proposed works, there is the potential for dust 
to be generated during the construction phase.  Dust generated by 
construction activities may therefore, in principle, be deposited on the 
adjacent River Itchen SAC leading to impacts on qualifying features if 
appropriate control measures are not imposed.  By virtue of the 
separation distance between the development site and other 
designated sites, it is considered that if the measures to control dust 
are acceptable for the River Itchen, there is sufficient certainty to rule 
out significant adverse effects from construction dust for other 
designated sites.   

725. The draft CEMP submitted as part of the CSMP sets out measures to 
control dust generation.  These include damping down, and locating 
dust producing activities away from sensitive receptors.    

726. The Council’s Appropriate Assessment concludes that the proposed 
measures are sufficient to ensure dust is controlled and will not have 
an adverse effect on the River Itchen SAC.  In order to ensure these 
measures are implemented, a condition will be required to necessitate 
the submission, and written approval of, a final CEMP. 

Construction Impacts – Water Pollution 

727. Given the proximity of the site to the River Itchen SAC and SSSI, as 
well as the relationship with the Solent and Dorset Coast and Solent 
and Southampton Water SPAs, it is necessary to ensure that surface 
water run-off during the construction phase does not result in harmful 
chemicals from processes such as concrete washout or wheel 
washes, or accidental spillages, entering the watercourse. A draft 
CEMP has been submitted which sets out that these methods will be 
controlled. Section 3.1 (Environmental Standards) of the CEMP states 
that suitable and sufficient controls will be implemented to achieve 
zero pollution incidents (including water contamination) and that 
appropriate mitigation measures will be instigated to ensure adequate 
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protection and minimum disturbance of designated sites.  Section 3.5 
(Operational Control) Designated Sites, of the CEMP states that 
potential impacts on designated sites with regards to contamination 
and changes in quantity, flow and quality of water will be avoided 
through the implementation of measures identified in the CEMP (such 
as the use of spill kits and sensitive storage of polluting materials).  
Section 3.5 (Operational Control) Ground and Water Pollution, states 
that control measures to prevent uncontrolled run-off into watercourses 
will be put in place.  It also states that wash waters from the concrete 
washout and wheel washing will not enter watercourses or drainage 
and that controls for storage and use of waste, materials, fuels and 
chemicals will be put in place. 

728. Natural England has advised that a detailed CEMP should be provided 
prior to determination of the application. Although fully detailed and 
site-specific measures have not been identified in the submitted 
CEMP, the document does contain adequate principles for protection, 
including control measures and monitoring of efficacy.  Officers 
consider that the size of the site will allow for considerable flexibility for 
locating construction materials away from the water course and to 
provide a wide variety of temporary construction drainage systems to 
prevent contaminated water from reaching the adjacent watercourse.  
In combination with the distance of the construction works and 
compound area from the site boundary, officers are content that there 
is sufficient certainty that water run-off from construction can be 
controlled and managed to prevent a significant adverse effect on the 
River Itchen SAC, the River Itchen SSSI and the Solent and Dorset 
Coast SPA, subject to the use of a CEMP condition to secure detailed, 
site-specific, mitigation measures to be approved by the Local 
Planning Authority.    

Construction Impacts – Lighting and Visual Impacts 

729. Given the intention for the proposed works to be undertaken at night, 
temporary construction lighting will be required.  In principle, this 
lighting has the potential to create light spill onto ecologically sensitive 
areas, most notably the River Itchen which could impact on qualifying 
features. 

730. The submitted draft CEMP specifies that LED tower lights will be set 
up to face south and therefore avoid light spill into ecological areas.  
Due to the separation distance between the construction works and 
compound and the closest sensitive receptor (the River Itchen SAC) it 
is considered that this would be sufficient to avoid a significant adverse 
effect on the designated site.  The final CEMP will be secured by 
condition, should planning permission be granted.     

Construction Impacts - Summary 
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731. The Council, as competent authority, and in undertaking an 
Appropriate Assessment, has identified that without mitigation there is 
the potential for an adverse impact on designated sites from 
construction activities generating dust, contaminants within surface 
water run-off, and temporary lighting.  A draft CEMP has been 
submitted as part of this application to demonstrate that mitigation 
measures can be put in place to ensure there will be no adverse 
impact on the identified designated sites.  The Council is content that 
the use of a planning condition to secure a final CEMP, to be approved 
by the Local Planning Authority, provides sufficient certainty to rule out 
significant adverse effects from the construction phase of the 
development.  

732. Due to the distance from the site, and separation by existing urban 
development, it is possible to screen out significant impacts from 
construction on the Solent Maritime SAC and the New Forest SAC, the 
New Forest SPA, the South Downs NPA and the New Forest Ramsar 
sites.  

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS.  

Operational Impacts – Surface Water Drainage 

733. The proposed development comprises the extension of the existing 
runway and would therefore result in additional hardstanding.  In 
principle, this could lead to changes in hydrological pathways and flow 
rates which may impact on the adjacent River Itchen SAC if not 
mitigated.  In addition, changes to the fleet make-up and the increase 
of hardstanding could lead to an increase in quantities and rates of 
pollutants and sediments entering the groundwater and receiving 
surface watercourse arising, for example, from increased de-icer use 
and fuel spillages, which could have an impact on the SAC if not 
mitigated.    

734. The drainage chapter (10) in the ES sets out that drainage will be dealt 
with via an extension to the existing system that discharges into the 
River Itchen.  This drainage system was granted a permit by the 
Environment Agency (EA) in 2018 and a variation to this permit to 
accommodate the proposed development has been submitted to the 
EA.  

735. Sediment traps and interceptors which would remove most pollutants, 
and penstocks which can be closed in case of incident are located 
upstream of the soakaways.  De-Icers would not be intercepted and 
would therefore enter the soakaways. However, the active ingredients 
in de-icers are non-toxic and bio-degrade readily. Modelling has shown 
that even with an increased number of flights (now not proposed) and 
taking other proposals into consideration, levels will be below the 
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environmental damage threshold before reaching the nearest 
environmental receptor.  Regular monitoring of the perimeter 
boreholes will continue to take place and is secured by condition. It is 
therefore considered the adequate levels of water treatment and 
control of water flow will be achieved and there will be no adverse 
impact on the integrity of the River Itchen SAC or other designated 
sites.    

Operational Impacts – Noise Disturbance 

736. Otters and fish are both vulnerable to increased levels of noise and 
vibration disturbance.   

737. The level at which noise is likely to become a disturbance factor to 
aquatic mammals such as otter (within water) and fish is stated and 
agreed at 50dB ht (a level below which most marine mammals and fish 
show only a mild reaction by a majority of individuals).   

738. The applicant’s consultant, EPR, has calculated that water attenuates 
noise by 50dB so that maximum predicted noise levels of 85dB at the 
SAC boundary will translate to 35dB ht within the water, which is below 
the 50dB ht threshold level. 

739. It is therefore concluded that noise levels through water will be below a 
threshold likely to have significant effects on otters and fish.   

740. Flights will operate between 06.00 and 23.00 (as existing) during 
which otters will spend most of the time resting out of water when they 
would be more vulnerable to noise transmitted through the air.  It is 
known that wet woodland within the Itchen Valley Country Park 
provides an important day-time holt and laying up area for otters.  This 
is located in an area with predicted noise levels between the 70 and 
75dB LAmax contours (EPR, Information for Habitats Regulations 
Assessment, Appendix 4).   

741. Although these maximum levels of 70-75dB are already experienced 
at this location as the result of jet aircraft taking off (and therefore 
exceed the 50dB threshold), it is important to note that the frequency 
of these events will increase as the fleet mix changes.  Based on the 
latest information provided, the number of air traffic movements by 
2033 will marginally decrease from baseline levels.  However, at 
baseline, the fleet comprises predominantly turbo-propellor aircraft 
which on average generate 78dB (at 1000ft) and are 7dB quieter than 
the jet aircraft (A320s and Embraers) which generate 85dB (at 1000 ft) 
which will make up almost half of the proposed fleet.  By 2033, there 
will be approximately 60 departures per day during the busiest season 
(summer) with just under half of these being made by the noisier jet 
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aircraft (c.f. baseline of approx. 3 summer day departures of noisier jet 
aircraft).    

742. However, to some extent, otters are already habituated to this level 
and nature of disturbance where there is already considerable noise 
and vibration impacts from urban areas and roads (including the M27 
motorway) and the existing operation of the airport.  Otters have a less 
sensitive hearing range than humans (otters 4,000-16,000 Hz) and 
often appear unaffected by “noisy” environments.  The gradual build-
up of noise levels (rather than sudden, sharp noises) from aircraft 
taking off would also aid habituation. Therefore, it is concluded that 
otters will become habituated to this increase in frequency of this level 
of noise disturbance which equates to a relatively small increase of 
7dB for approx. 30 departures per summer day (from baseline). 

743. As such, the noise impacts from the increase in air traffic movements 
would not result in likely significant effects on qualifying features and 
the integrity of the River Itchen SAC.   

744. In relation to birds, Natural England have advised that SPA birds are 
sensitive to noise disturbance above a level of 69dB.  Noise modelling 
predicts noise from aircraft movements (during take-off in a southerly 
direction) will exceed this level over parts of the Itchen estuary within 
the SPA and Ramsar site.  Most of the affected area is between 
Northam Bridge and the Itchen Bridge where maximum noise levels 
are predicted to be between 70dB and 75dB.  A small area of mudflat 
at Chessel Bay Local Nature Reserve would have noise levels at more 
than 75dB. 

745. As discussed above, although these maximum levels of 70-75dB are 
already experienced at this location as the result of jet aircraft taking 
off, it is important to note that the frequency of these events will 
increase as the fleet mix changes.  

746. By 2033, there will be approximately 60 departures per day during the 
busiest season (summer) with just under half of these being made by 
the noisier jet aircraft (c.f. baseline of approx. 3 summer day 
departures of noisier jet aircraft).  It is important to note that not all will 
depart in a southerly direction and over the SPA/ Ramsar and the 
number of departures are likely to be lower in the winter months when 
wintering birds are more vulnerable to disturbance.  

747. Taking account of research relating specifically to aircraft where noise 
levels gradually build, evidence from Smit and Visser (1993) suggests 
that birds became habituated to military aircraft movements and states 
“jets from the Vlieland shooting range frequently passing directly over 
at altitudes of less than 100 m, showed that foraging birds generally 
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did not respond”.  The aircraft are above 400m on ascent at this 
location. The shadow HRA states research referenced within the ES 
for Farnborough Airport (2010) which considers 85dB as the noise 
level likely to give rise to adverse impacts on birds from irregular 
activities (such as aircraft). 

748. It is also important to note that this part of the SPA and Ramsar site is 
already heavily disturbed by existing roads and a railway line.  It is 
reported that a diesel train travelling at 45 mph generates 83dB at 100 
ft (30m).  The railway passes within 10m of the SPA and Ramsar site 
for much of this length of coast.  Birds using this part of the SPA are 
therefore habituated to a noisy environment in which aircraft noise is 
already a feature.  Baseline noise monitoring at two points nearby 
(Bitterne Park School 2km to the north and Solent Sky Museum 2km to 
the south) show frequent day time noise events exceeding 80dB. 

749. Taking this information into consideration, although the frequency of 
more noisy aircraft movements will increase, it is concluded that given 
the existing background and event noise levels and the ability of SPA 
birds to habituate to this type of noise, it will not result in an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and 
Ramsar site, and the Solent and Dorset Coast SPA. 

Operational Impacts - Air Quality/Nitrogen Deposition 

750. The principal air pollution source that affects ecological receptors is 
nitrogen which originates from nitrogen oxides (NOx) contained in 
exhaust emissions. In the case of this proposal these emissions would 
originate from planes and associated vehicle traffic.  

751. As a result of the impact being based partially on vehicle movements, 
with the other main source being aircraft movements, the significance 
of impact will depend on how widespread additional vehicle 
movements would be. A provisional zone of influence of 10 kilometres 
was set with a caveat that this may be extended where a significant 
increase in traffic occurs. The Applicant has used the traffic data 
provided in the submitted Transport Assessment in Chapter 8.1 of the 
ES. The Applicant has assessed all routes that would experience, as a 
result of the development, an increase of 50 vehicles on average per 
day (AADT) and this is considered to be appropriate for the purposes 
of assessing whether significant impacts would occur either alone or in 
combination with other developments.  

752. The impact of NOx emissions from aircraft has followed the 
methodology used within the air quality assessment of human 
receptors and assessed the zone up to 5km from the airport boundary.  
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753. Critical levels are assigned to both phosphorus and nitrogen as 
elements that have the potential to impact qualifying species of some 
supporting flora and fauna of designated sites by APIS (Air Pollution 
Information System) and DEFRA modelling. Some aspects of the 
designated sites can be described as ‘phosphate limited’.  This means 
that the limiting factor in change to habitats is a restricted amount of 
phosphates.  As a result, increasing nitrates without also increasing 
phosphates would have a limited effect. Other aspects can be 
described as nitrate limited whereby the reverse is true and nitrogen 
deposition has the potential to have impacts on that particular habitat.  

754. The River Itchen SAC is the closest European site to the Airport.  It is 
also crossed by the M27 and A27 which will carry considerable 
numbers of the additional traffic movements, from the east of the 
Airport. The River Itchen itself is phosphate limited and therefore small 
increases in nitrate inputs will not have a significant impact on species 
within the water column.    

755. The Southern damselfly is the only qualifying feature of the River 
Itchen SAC which has been identified as potentially being adversely 
affected by a deterioration in air quality.  This arises from an increase 
in Nitrogen deposition (Ndep) and NOx levels which could potentially 
result in a change of vegetation structure and species composition of 
riparian habitats out of the water column.   

756. Of the SSSI units (which are components of the SAC) where Southern 
damselfly have been recorded, most have predicted NOx levels 
(based on the 2037 with airport expansion predications) which do not 
exceed the critical level of 30µg/m3 or 1% of the critical level (which is 
the critical level for the “Rich fen” habitat type supporting the Southern 
damselfly in this location).  These areas will therefore not be adversely 
affected by the development.   

757. However, three SSSI units exceeding the 1% threshold are also 
predicted to have levels exceeding the critical levels for NOx with the 
airport expansion.  It is noted that the 2018 and 2037 baseline levels 
also exceed the critical levels for these units.  The limit of the 1% 
increase of critical level within these SSSI units is within 120 metres of 
the M27 and Bishopstoke Road with a maximum increase of 2.4µg/m3 
(8% increase of critical level). 

758. Although this is an 8% increase of NOx levels over the 2037 baseline 
which will result from the airport expansion, it is important to note that 
both the 2037 NOx levels (with or without airport expansion) are 
modelled to be below 2018 levels (taking into account the projected 
drop in background levels).  However, this only predicts the situation at 
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a future snapshot of 2037 and not the levels in the interim between 
present day and then. 

759. In addition to this, it is considered that Ndep rates are likely to be 
directly linked to NOx levels and it is the deposition of nitrogen which is 
likely to have a greater impact on habitats than atmospheric NOx 
concentrations.   

760. Turning then to nitrogen deposition, of the SSSI units where Southern 
damselfly have been recorded, only one exceeds the 1% of the critical 
load threshold for predicted Ndep levels (2037 with airport expansion).  
The remaining units (including those adjacent to the M27 and 
Bishopstoke Road) will not be adversely affected by the development. 

761. The maximum increase of Ndep is in the SSSI unit closest to the 
runway where levels are increased by 1.33% of the critical load (15-
30kg N/ha/yr) from 21.3 to 21.5 kg N/ha/yr.  The increase therefore 
appears to originate predominantly from air traffic (rather than road 
traffic) movements. Both the 2037 projected background levels and 
projected levels with the airport expansion exceed the lower end of the 
critical load range but are within the upper limits.   

762. To assess the impact of this 0.15-0.2 kg N/ha/yr (1-1.33%) increase on 
the qualifying features, National Vegetation Classification mapping and 
Southern damselfly survey data were studied.  Neither suitable 
Southern damselfly habitat (fen) nor records of Southern damselfly 
were located within the 1% increase contour and therefore will not be 
adversely affected. 

763. In addition, it is worth noting that marginal vegetation grows from 
within the watercourse. As a consequence, it is the nutrient content of 
the aquatic environment which is likely to be the most dominant factor.  
Sources from the air will therefore be insignificant in comparison. The 
River Itchen is phosphate limited and so availability of phosphorous is 
the critical factor.    

764. It is therefore concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the 
integrity of the River Itchen SAC as a result of changes in NOx and 
Ndep levels either alone or in combination with other plans and 
projects. 

Operational Impacts - Recreational Impacts 

765. Recreational impacts through the destruction of habitats by walking 
and camping or disturbance of protected species by, for example, 
loose dogs, can result in harm to some designated features and 
ground nesting birds.  In principle, there is the potential for visitors 
using the Airport to visit designated sites in the vicinity (in particular, 
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the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and the New Forest 
designated sites) as part of their travels and therefore increase 
recreational impacts through tourism.   

766. However, while it is not possible to accurately predict or control the 
additional destinations that could be served by the expanded runway, 
it has been estimated (ES, para. 6.22) that there would be 
considerably greater numbers of people using the airport to leave the 
country on outward journeys, than visitors flying into the country and 
therefore the region.  The Council therefore concludes in the 
Appropriate Assessment that there would not be an increase in visitor 
numbers to the SPA.   

Operational Impacts - Nitrates 

 

767. The issue of new development achieving ‘Nutrient Neutrality’ is a 
matter that the LPA is required to address following decisions in the 
European Courts known as the Dutch Nitrogen cases.  

768. The water environment within the Solent region is one of the most 
important for wildlife in the United Kingdom. There are high levels of 
nitrogen and phosphorus input into this water environment with sound 
evidence that these nutrients are causing eutrophication at the 
designated sites (Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 
site and the Solent Maritime SAC). These nutrient inputs are currently 
caused mostly by wastewater from existing housing and agricultural 
sources. The resulting dense mats of green algae are impacting on the 
Solent’s protected habitats and bird species. 

769. As set out above in regard to recreation impacts, it is forecasted that 
there would be considerably greater numbers of people using the 
airport to leave the country on outward journeys than those flying into 
the country, and therefore the region.  This is estimated to lead to a 
positive displacement of over 500,000 residents of the Solent 
catchment for, on average, 7 days per annum whilst at the same time 
drawing in 200,000 foreign travellers for an average of 7 days per 
annum and 216,000 people that reside outside the Solent catchment 
for on average of 3 hours per annum (sHRA, para. 6.26).  

770. It is therefore considered, as set out in the sHRA (para. 6.27-6.28) and 
Council’s HRA, that the proposed development will result in a net 
reduction in the discharge of nutrients through effluent generated by 
people within the Solent catchment and there would not be an 
additional impact of nitrates entering the watercourses via wastewater 
treatment works.   
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771. Natural England as a statutory consultee for designated sites, have 
been consulted on this application and agree with the conclusion that 
there will not be an overall increase in wastewater impacts from the 
development and that, as a consequence, this can be screened out.  

Operational Impacts – Summary  

772. The Council, as competent authority, and in undertaking an 
Appropriate Assessment, has identified that there will be no adverse 
effect on the integrity of the River Itchen SAC, Solent and 
Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar and Solent and Dorset Coast 
SPA, as a result of any hydrological and water quality changes during 
the operational phase provided that the agreed surface water drainage 
strategy and extension (as proposed in the EA variation of licence 
application) is put in place (secured through a Planning Condition). 

 
773. The authority has also concluded that there will be no adverse effect 

on the integrity of the River Itchen SAC and Solent and Southampton 
Water SPA and Ramsar as a result of the in-combination effects of air 
pollution.   

774. There will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the River Itchen 
SAC, Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar and Solent 
and Dorset Coast SPA, arising from noise disturbance during the 
operational phase. 

In Combination Effects 

775. The sHRA identified a number of schemes which were considered to 
allow an ‘in combination’ effect to be assessed, with particular 
reference to air quality and water quality.  All schemes have mitigation 
measures secured where necessary, and with mitigation measures in 
place for all approved schemes, and the mitigation measures identified 
for this development proposal, there is not considered to be any likely 
significant in-combination impact. 

ECOLOGICAL MATTERS NOT CONSIDERED IN THE HRA 

Grassland   

776. The applicant and the Council are not in agreement regarding the 
characterisation of the grassland that would be lost to the runway and 
the car park. The applicant has proceeded on the basis that the 
grassland areas have the status ‘Improved’ when the supporting 
quadrat and other survey data would suggest that much of it is ‘Semi-
Improved’. This is relevant to the level of biodiversity net gain that 
would be achieved following the implementation of the applicant’s 
Biodiversity Mitigation Enhancement Plan (BMEP) which has been 
provided offset the loss of this grassland. The applicant’s calculations 
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suggest that a 3.3% net gain could be achieved using outline plans to 
enhance grassland to the east of the runway outside of the operational 
airfield. However, the Council’s ecological consultant considers that 
the net gain is likely to be closer to 0.58%.   

777. Paragraph 170(d) of the NPPF provides that planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and location 
environment by “minimising impacts on and providing net gains for 
biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks 
that are more resilient to current and future pressures”.   

778. The Environment Bill, which is currently going through Parliament, 
introduces a requirement for a 10% biodiversity net gain for all 
development. The proposal clearly falls short of the 10% net gain 
requirement that it anticipated by the Environment Bill, however, this is 
not yet a legislative requirement. It is considered that as the proposal 
achieves net gain, albeit limited, that this is in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF and it is therefore compliant with policy.  It 
is the view of officers however, in light of the marginal net gain benefit, 
that very limited weight can be given to this matter when considering 
the planning balance.   

Bats 

779. A series of bat surveys were carried out on the site in line with the Bat 
Conservation Trust Good Practice Guidelines. As there are no 
buildings on site, no building surveys were required, and ground level 
tree surveys within the development area highlighted negligible habitat 
suitability for bats. Using transect surveys with static detectors, a 
number of species were found: Pipistrelle species (including rare 
Nathusius’ pipistrelle), brown long eared, serotine, noctule, barbastelle 
and an unidentified myotis species.  Due to some malfunction of 
equipment fewer bat surveys than the expected survey were carried 
out.  All areas were surveyed; however one area was limited to six 
surveys instead of seven.  Whilst clearly not best practice, the 
Council’s Ecological Consultant is satisfied that conducting of 
additional surveys would be unlikely to yield different results and 
therefore has accepted the results as submitted.  

780. Some largely suboptimal bat foraging habitat would be lost to the 
development.  However, the adjacent boundary habitats and 
connecting vegetation would be retained such that it is not considered 
that there would be a significant negative impact on bats from habitat 
loss. During construction of the runway which will take place at night, 
there is a risk of lighting, noise and vibration affecting bats. The 
applicant has proposed to address these matters via the submission of 
a detailed CEMP to include unobtrusive lighting away from bat 
commuting corridors and habitat, buffer zones and control measures in 
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proximity to foraging and commuting areas for bats (ESA, Chapter 9, 
para. 9.5.14).  This level of detail is not currently seen in the submitted 
draft CEMP but can reasonably be secured by condition. With this 
mitigation in place as part of a CEMP approved by the LPA, officers 
are satisfied that this would be likely to prevent significant harm to bats 
as a protected species and therefore agree with the conclusion in 
paragraph 9.5.15 of the ESA that there would be no significant 
negative effect from disturbance on bats from construction.  

781. During the operation phase the principal risks to bats are from artificial 
lighting. For the proposed development, the existing lighting levels will 
remain unchanged to that currently implemented for the operation of 
the airport.  Paragraph 9.6.224 of the ESA states that the only possible 
addition will be lighting to the newly constructed car park for health and 
safety reasons.  Paragraph 9.6.225 states that in the absence of 
mitigation, increased artificial lighting is likely to result in a significant 
negative effect at a local level. 

782. While noise clearly has the potential to create disturbance, at present 
most of the development areas are subject to existing levels of traffic 
and aircraft movement, including at night.  While the proposed 
development will give rise to increased traffic and aircraft movements, 
these will be restricted to the same hours of operation and similar 
locations to those currently affected.  As such, bats that occupy this 
area already experience high noise levels. Officers agree that the 
proposed development will not have a significant negative effect on the 
conservation status of the bat assemblage within the zone of influence, 
as set out in para. 9.6.222 of the ESA.  Para. 9.7.12 of the ESA 
recommends that a condition requiring a Sensitive Lighting Strategy be 
imposed to minimise potential impacts on nocturnal wildlife, particularly 
bats, during the operational phase.  This condition can reasonably be 
imposed and as such, it is considered that the proposal overall would 
not have an adverse impact on the integrity of bats as a protected 
species.  

Reptiles 

783. Following site surveys, low populations of slow worm, common lizards 
and grass snake were identified.  The site therefore qualifies as a ‘Key 
Reptile Site’ as it supports three reptile species (ESA, chapter 9, para. 
9.4.60). Reptiles were recorded along the boundaries of the 
development areas where there is suitable habitat available. Overall, 
however, the majority of the site is unsuitable for reptiles due to the 
fields being intensively managed for the operation of the airport.  

784. Due to their presence around the development site there is a risk of 
death or harm to reptiles from vegetation clearance of topsoil removal 
and permanent loss of potential reptile habitat. While small areas of 
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habitat may be removed in constructing the car park and runway 
extensions, it is considered that there would remain a good level of 
connectivity to wider habitats and therefore there would not be a risk of 
fragmentation. The risk is therefore harm or death to individuals of any 
given species. The risk of this is likely to be highest where 
development works encroach into areas of suitable reptile habitat 
including rough grassland and scrub edge. In the absence of mitigation 
there is the potential of death and/or injury to reptiles, which would be 
a legal offence, and the reduction in reptile numbers would result in a 
significant negative effect within the zone of influence.  

785. Officers concur with the conclusion in the ESA (para. 9.7.4) that 
phased habitat manipulation followed by a destructive search 
supervised by a suitably qualified ecologist is appropriate and any 
specimens identified translocated to a suitable re-location site which 
has been previously identified. Following implementation of this 
mitigation measure, which would be secured as part of the Biodiversity 
Mitigation and Enhancement Plan (BMEP), the proposal would have 
no significant residual negative impact on reptiles.  In addition, as part 
of the BMEP, enhancement of woodland and creation of rough 
tussocky grassland will provide greater structural diversity to the 
eastern boundary of the Site and enhance the habitats available for 
wildlife including reptiles. Features such as compost heaps and log 
and brash piles will be created along the eastern airport boundary to 
provide safe refuges for reptiles (ESA, para. 9.7.14). 

Hazel Dormice 

786. Since the development area contains suitable habitat for Hazel 
Dormice along its boundaries and in adjacent habitat, a desktop study 
and nest tube/box surveys were undertaken with no evidence of hazel 
dormice found. It is therefore highly likely that hazel dormice are 
absent from within the site (ES Chapter 9, para. 9.4.71) and therefore 
would not be significantly impacted by the proposal.  

787. However, precautionary measures are proposed during the 
construction phase to avoid potential harm to Hazel Dormice in the 
likely event that they are encountered, as set out in para. 9.5.7 of the 
ESA and can be secured as part of the CEMP condition.     

788. In addition, enhancement of woodland and creation of rough tussocky 
grassland will provide greater structural diversity to the eastern 
boundary of the Site and enhance the habitats available for wildlife 
including Hazel Dormouse.  

Other Sites 

789. Table 9.43 of ESA Chapter 9 summarises the effects of the proposed 
development on biodiversity for a number of nature conservation sites 
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outside the boundary of the development site.  Para. 9.11.3 identifies 
that there is predicted to be one significant residual negative effect due 
to the proposed development: loss of semi-improved grassland 
habitat. Para. 9.11.4 states that providing the full implementation of the 
mitigation measures as detailed within chapter 9 of the ESA, there will 
be no other significant residual negative effects during the construction 
and operational phases of the proposed development. Officers concur 
with these findings. 

790. While there will be some ecological benefits as a result of 
enhancements to be carried out in association with the proposed 
development, the LPA considers this to achieve a marginal biodiversity 
net gain.  However, given the 10% net gain requirement is not yet 
required through legislation, the proposal would be policy compliant.   

  TREES 

791. During the course of the planning application, and in response to 
comments from the Council’s technical consultee, the following 
documents were submitted to respond to tree-related matters: 

 Marlhill Copse Tree Work Technical Note Final;  

 Summary of Tree Works Situation at Marlhill Copse, Swaythling; 

 Southampton Airport: Marlhill Copse, Masterplan OLS Impact 
Report; 

 Obstacle Management Strategy Marlhill Copse; and 

 Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Property Risk Inspection Ltd, 
18th December 2019 (AIA). 

792. The documents set out the impact on trees within the site curtilage and 
within an area of land owned by Southampton International Airport Ltd 
which is outside of the site boundary known as Marlhill Copse. 

NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 

National Policy 

793. Para. 170 of the NPPF requires planning decisions to contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment through a number of 
mechanisms.  Specific reference is made to trees in para. 175(c) 
where, in determining planning applications, LPAs are instructed to 
refuse development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and ancient or 
veteran trees, unless there are wholly exceptional reason.  
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Local Policy 

794. The Council adopted the Eastleigh Local Plan Review (2001-2011) on 
25 May 2006. 

795. Under the new planning system introduced by the Planning & 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, its policies would have expired three 
years after adoption unless the Secretary of State issued a direction to 
save them. In November 2008 Eastleigh Borough Council submitted a 
list of proposed saved policies to the Secretary of State with a request 
that these should be saved until they can be replaced by the new local 
development framework.  

796. The Secretary of State issued a Direction on 14 May 2009 to save the 
majority of the policies as requested by Eastleigh Borough Council.  
However, the policies related to the protection of trees (policies 46.ES-
51.ES) were not saved and therefore no longer form part of the suite of 
policies requiring consideration.  

797. Policies that remain in place and are relevant to the consideration of 
tree-related matters include saved policy 19.CO, which supports the 
protection of the character of the Borough’s countryside through the 
retention of features that contribute to the quality of the landscape 
(many of which will have wildlife value).  Should the Council be 
satisfied that the loss of locally important features, appropriate 
replacement features would be required to be provided. 

798. Saved policy 25.NC promotes the conservation and enhancement of 
biodiversity, through the protection of habitats and features of 
importance for wild fauna and flora.   

799. Saved policy 26.NC supports enhancement of features and habitats of 
nature conservation importance where reasonable opportunities exist.   

800. Finally, saved policy 59.BE sets out the general development criteria 
that must be met in order for development to be supported (subject to 
accordance with other relevant local plan policies).  This policy 
requires development to take full and proper account of the context of 
the site, including trees worthy of retention. 

801. It is considered that these policies are in broad accordance with the 
aims of the NPPF and can therefore be afforded substantial weight. 

802. In relation to the emerging Local Plan 2016-2036, emerging policy 
DM1 updates saved policy 59.BE and requires new development to 
avoid the loss of or damage to trees, woodlands, and other landscape 
features of value unless they can be replaced with features of 
equivalent or enhanced value. 
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803. Emerging policy DM11 sets out that the Council will work with 
developers, amongst others, to protect, conserve and enhance 
networks of natural habitats and features, including woodland trees, 
trees and hedgerows important to biodiversity and local character. 

Site Trees 

804. Due to the use of the site as an airport, trees are constrained primarily 
to the perimeter of the site.  The physical works associated with the 
proposal are located to northern end of the site and encompass a 
linear grass mound and area of scrub west of Mitchell Way, which will 
be removed as part of the car park expansion. 

805. There are trees in the vicinity of the proposed car park works which 
surround the western boundary with the adjacent train line.  Some 
trees are located within the site, with the majority on railway land.  The 
submitted AIA states that, “The trees are mostly early mature and 
young self-sown pioneer trees of low to modest amenity value, most of 
which are of low quality and individual landscape value, contributing to 
the local immediate landscape character for their linear group 
screening benefit only”. These trees are not protected by a Tree 
Preservation Order (TPO).  In order to facilitate the proposed works, 
13 Category C trees are proposed to be removed.  One tree has been 
identified as Category U and is to be removed due to its condition.  No 
Category A or B trees are to be removed.  The root protection areas of 
eight Category C and one Category B tree will be subject to 
encroachment; and a number of other trees will be subject to pruning 
(due primarily to the lack of recent management).   

806. The Council’s Tree Consultant has confirmed that the proposed tree 
removals are acceptable and therefore there is no objection to these 
tree works.  The AIA concludes that the control mechanisms to protect 
the retained trees should be secured through condition, which is 
considered appropriate.  It will be necessary for the loss of the trees to 
be mitigation through new tree planting and this will be addressed 
through a condition requiring the submission, approval and completion 
of a landscape scheme. 

807. There will be no direct or indirect impacts on significant trees through 
the construction of the proposed blast screen, and no direct impacts as 
a result of the proposed runway extension.  The potential for indirect 
impacts in relation to Marlhill Copse are discussed below. 

Marlhill Copse 

808. A large number of comments have been received in relation to Marlhill 
Copse, which is an area of ancient woodland to the south of the M27 
(outside of the application site) and directly within the flight path of 
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planes using runway 20. This land is within Southampton City 
Council’s administrative boundary and is subject to a TPO (The 
Southampton (Townhill Park – Cutbush Lane) TPO (Ref. T2-020) 
1956). 

809. These set out concerns that the extending of the runway would require 
changes to the Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS) which are a 
complex arrangement of areas within the flight path that must be kept 
clear of obstacles for the purposes of ensuring that planes are not 
endangered through collision with objects including trees within their 
path.  

810. The Airport has undertaken works in Marlhill Copse, partly for safety 
reasons and partly to safeguard the existing OLS. The tree survey 
works undertaken on behalf of the Airport identified a number of 
Priority 1 Urgent works, including the felling of 13 trees.  Further 
necessary Priority 2 tree works were required to be carried out within 
three months to avoid the potential of serious harm. Formal notice was 
given to SCC regarding the intention to carry out these works.   

811. However, concerns were raised in third party representations and by 
the Council’s Tree Consultant that the extension of the runway could 
require changes to the OLS that would mean that further works to lop 
or remove trees need to be undertaken.  

812. It should be noted that the Airport, as landowner, is legally required to 
comply with European legislation to manage the height of obstacles 
within a designated safeguarded zone; and has the ability to undertake 
tree works, including to protected trees that would otherwise require 
full notification to the local authority under the Tree Preservation 
Regulations. It is therefore important to consider whether a changed 
OLS would require new tree works to be undertaken as they could not 
necessarily be resisted at a later date.  

813. Officers sought a technical report from the applicant which assesses 
the potential impact on trees within Marlhill Copse. The Marlhill Copse 
Obstacle Limitation Surface Report and Marlhill Copse Technical Note 
finds that the take-off climb would change for runway 20 (take offs to 
the south) and would begin further to the north than on the current 
runway. This would mean that there is a “benefit to obstacle clearance 
in terms of the surface elevation, however, due to the surface 
divergence, some obstacles previously outside of the take-off and 
climb surface area may now be located within it”. However, the report 
finds that “Marlhill Copse is located under the Type A, take-off climb, 
approach and transitional surface and therefore the changes to the 
inner horizontal, conical, and outer horizontal surfaces will not have a 
detrimental impact on the area”. While the technical report does not 
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rule out works within Marlhill Copse it is concluded that overall there 
would not be a significant impact on Marlhill Copse notwithstanding the 
change to the obstacle limitation surfaces.  

814. Subsequent to this report, the applicant has advised that:“…as a result 
of the proposed 164m runway extension, there will be no impact to 
tree obstacles within Marlhill Copse in terms of additional obstacles, 
timing of obstacle works or the height that tree obstacles are currently 
managed to.  The airport will continue to manage tree obstacles to 
current safeguarding surfaces which will remain the same regardless 
of whether the runway is extended or not.” 

815. On this basis the Council’s Tree Consultant has withdrawn the holding 
objection and it is considered that the proposal would not result in the 
loss or deterioration of ancient woodland.  The requirements of 
Paragraph 175 (c) and the relevant saved Local Plan policies are met.  

 LANDSCAPE 

816. Although scoped out of the ES, the impact of the proposed 
development on the landscape must be considered in the planning 
balance.  

817. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF requires planning decisions to ensure 
development is, amongst other things, sympathetic to the landscape 
setting. The airport site is located within the countryside and almost 
wholly within the Southampton and Eastleigh Strategic Gap in the 
adopted Local Plan. Saved policies 1.CO (Countryside), 2.CO 
(Strategic Gap) and 18.CO (Landscape Character) are therefore 
applicable to this application. Approximately two thirds of the area of 
the extended car park lies within the Strategic Gap, as would the 
majority of the extended runway. The proposed blast screen lies 
outside of the Strategic Gap. The aims of policies 1.CO and 2.CO, the 
weight to be afforded these policies, and the principle of the proposed 
development in relation to these policies is discussed in the 
assessment of Principle. 

818. Saved policy 18.CO recognises that development proposals should 
reflect local landscape character and therefore sets out that 
development which fails to respect or has an adverse impact on the 
intrinsic character of the landscape, will be refused.  In the recent GI 
Aviation planning appeal decision (Appeal ref: 
APP/W1715/W/20/3255559) the Inspector concluded: 

“While the NPPF seeks sympathetic developments that conserve 
landscapes (paragraphs 20(d), 127(c) and 170(a) for example), it does 
not advocate an outright rejection of schemes that harm landscapes. 
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Therefore, the policy has inconsistencies with the NPPF. This means 
only moderate weight can be given to the policy and any conflict with 
it.” 

On this basis, it is considered moderate weight can be afforded to this 
policy.   

819. Emerging policy S7 sets out a presumption against new development 
in the countryside, subject to other policies in the Plan. In permitting 
new development in the countryside, the Council will seek to avoid 
adverse impacts on the rural, woodland, riparian or coastal character 
and the intrinsic character of the landscape.     

820. Emerging policy S8 of the Submitted Local Plan echoes the objectives 
of 2.CO in seeking to maintain the separate identity of settlements and 
separation from Southampton; and the site is also partly in the gap 
under this emerging policy.  As part of the examination of the 
Submitted Local Plan, the Council has reviewed the gaps and 
published a Settlement Gap Study (15 October 2020) proposing 
certain changes.  No changes are proposed in this location.  

821. While part of the site is within a Strategic Gap the site is not within a 
protected landscape, nor is it a valued landscape for the purposes of 
para. 170 (a) of the NPPF.  

822. Also of relevance is the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment, 
Area 4, which specifically covers Southampton Airport. Key 
characteristics of the area that are listed include ‘dominance of airport 
buildings, flat expanse of runways and grassland, views out to wooded 
horizons and limited access.’ With regard to sensitivity, the 
assessment states that ‘the area is occupied with the functions of a 
commercial airport which dominate its character’. 

823. The proposal would result in the removal of the existing vegetation and 
bund adjacent to the railway line to accommodate the proposed 
extension to the car park and introduce additional lighting of the car 
park. It is recognised that the bund plays an important role in 
screening the airport from Wide Lane/Southampton Road and helps to 
maintain the visual identity of the Gap. Removal of the bund would 
mean that the interior of the site would be more visible, but it is 
accepted that the site is some 40m from the public highway and it is 
part screened by trees currently on both sides of the railway line. 
Further, in the summer months when the trees and vegetation are in 
leaf, the car park and proposed 2m high boundary fence is considered 
unlikely to have a significant impact on the views gained from 
Southampton Road and would not significantly alter the green 
approach to Eastleigh from the south. In winter there would be 
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glimpsed views through the trees which could be ameliorated through 
mitigation planting for which there is sufficient space and opportunity to 
provide a worthwhile landscaping strip.  

824. The comments of the Council’s Urban Design Officer regarding the car 
park layout are noted and there is opportunity to create meaningful 
tree planting to soften views when within the car park and create a 
better environment in terms of heat management that currently are not 
realised by the layout. The car parking layout could be more efficient 
and provide more space for tree planting to the benefit of the users of 
the car park. 

825. A condition is recommended to secure landscaping detail which should 
include the position of boundary fence, respond to planting constraints 
due to overshadowing by the fence, include vertical planting (fastigiate 
trees, ideally) with a dense mixed evergreen and deciduous 
understorey of shrubs and ideally a bund of any height, providing a 
beneficial contribution to screening.  

826. The runway extension and blast screen would be approximately 200 
metres from public views.  The runway extension comprises a flat strip 
of tarmac and the blast screen is small and seen against the existing 
backdrop of planting and boundary fence. As such, these structures 
are not considered to harm the openness of the site and would not 
result in either a significant physical or a significant visual diminution of 
the Eastleigh-Southampton Gap. 

827. In summary, whilst having a degree of urbanisation, overall, the 
proposal would result in minimal visual diminution of the gap or the 
green setting to Eastleigh Town. Appropriate landscaping will reduce 
this impact further.  The Proposed Development aligns with the 
landscape features and characteristics of Area 4 as identified in the 
Council’s Landscape Character Assessment. While the development is 
not fully compliant with saved policies 1.CO, 2.CO and 18.CO, the 
level of non-compliance and the level of harm is limited.  On balance 
therefore, subject to all other matters being acceptable, it is considered 
a refusal would not be justified on the grounds of non-compliance with 
these policies.   

 DRAINAGE AND FLOOD RISK 

 

828. The matter of drainage in terms of water flow and its impact on flood 
risk is addressed in Chapter 10 of the ES (and addenda) and the 
impact of water flow and water quality on ecological receptors 
including the adjacent River Itchen is addressed in Chapter 9 (and 
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addenda) and supporting documents including the Information 
submitted for Habitats Regulation Assessment (June 2020).  

829. Para. 155 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development in areas 
at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away 
from areas at highest risk.  Para. 163 of the NPPF requires LPAs to 
ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere and that, where 
appropriate, applications should be supported by a site-specific flood-
risk assessment.  Para. 165 states that major developments should 
incorporate sustainable drainage systems unless there is clear 
evidence that this would be inappropriate.   

830. Saved policy 43.ES of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 
Review (2001-2011) is in general accord with the NPPF, stating that 
development in areas at risk of flooding will only be permitted where it 
is demonstrated that the site is adequately defended from flooding and 
that it will not increase flood risk elsewhere.  It is therefore considered 
that substantial weight can be given to this policy.  Saved policy 45.ES 
requires development proposals to incorporate adequate measures for 
the disposal of surface water, including where practicable, sustainable 
drainage system.  It is considered that this policy exceeds the 
requirements of the NPPF, although broadly aligns, and therefore 
considerable weight can be afforded.  Drainage regimes have the 
potential to impact biodiversity and nature conservation sites, and the 
relevant policies are set out above.  

831. In relation to emerging policy, DM3 requires all development to be 
designed to adapt to the predicted climate change impacts for the 
Borough, including responding to the potential impacts of surface 
water flooding though the use of sustainable drainage systems which 
accord with emerging policy DM6 (Sustainable surface water 
management and watercourse management).  DM5 states that 
development will only be permitted within the areas at risk of flooding 
provided it meets the criteria set out in the policy and does not 
increase flooding elsewhere.   

832. The risks for this site in terms of surface water are the potential for 
increased risk of flooding and from contamination and/or pollution. Any 
impacts need to be carefully considered given the presence of the 
River Itchen off the Eastern Boundary. The Monks Brook is also 
identified as a sensitive receptor.   

833. The risks from this site of flooding are low. It is within flood zone 1 and 
considered to be ‘less vulnerable to flooding’ as defined in the NPPF. 
The site does not have any recent history of flooding, however as the 
site is above 1 hectare in size a flood risk assessment is a requirement 
(footnote 50 to paragraph 163 of the NPPF).   
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834. The future surface water drainage on the site would be managed by 
two systems. The runway extension would connect to the existing 
system that drains the existing runway. This consists of infiltration into 
the ground after first entering gullies and then passing through silt 
traps and bypass interceptors. The car park extension would also be 
drained through infiltration. The Lead Flood Authority (HCC) has 
confirmed in relation to water flow rates that they are satisfied that the 
systems shown would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 
additional surface run off. Infiltration testing was undertaken at the site 
of the proposed extended runway and confirmed adequate infiltration 
rates would be achieved.  

835. Infiltration testing has not yet been undertaken for the proposed 
extended car park, however given the proximity to the runway and the 
worst-case scenario basis under which infiltration testing took place for 
the runway, it is considered that adequate infiltration rates could also 
be achieved for the car park. The Lead Flood Authority have requested 
conditions for further design work in this regard including additional 
infiltration testing prior to commencement and this is considered to be 
reasonable and necessary to secure a properly planned and 
functioning surface water management system. In terms of sediments 
within surface water, the nearest soakaway to any watercourse is over 
100m away. At this distance sediments within surface water are 
unlikely to reach the watercourses and therefore would not have an 
impact on water quality.  

836. Matters relating to contaminants have been addressed by the 
applicant with the principal risk being the use of de-icers on planes 
during the winter months and these then being released into 
groundwater and inevitably into River Itchen. This scenario is not new 
as a consequence of this scheme, as the airport is operational and the 
drainage system is already in place, however the frequency of de-icer 
use may change. It is noted within the application that the active 
ingredients of the de-icers used are non-toxic and degrade readily; this 
is accepted in the Council’s HRA. Modelling has shown that even with 
an increased number of flights (now not proposed) and taking other 
proposals into consideration, levels will be below the environmental 
damage threshold before reaching the nearest environmental receptor 
(the River Itchen).  Further assurance is provided due to the intention 
to continue regular monitoring of perimeter boreholes, which shall be 
secured by planning condition. 

837. Officers also consider that the risk of additional accidents or disasters 
would not increase significantly as a result of the additional runway 
length. It is important to recognise the potential for the impacts on 
watercourses of emergency action in the event of an incident on the 
runway as substances such as foams would need to be used in the 
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event of a fire. The airport has procedures in place as part of the 
existing licensing with the Environment Agency. Again, it is not 
considered that the proposal would increase the likelihood of accidents 
occurring and the drainage system has penstocks which can be closed 
remotely or manually to prevent water leaving the drainage system in 
the event of an incident where foam or other harmful chemicals would 
need to be deployed.  

838. The systems proposed are considered sufficiently robust, with the 
conditions recommended, to ensure that the development would be 
safe from flooding, including an increased risk due to climate change.  

839. During the construction phase of the development the CEMP will be 
required to demonstrate that the proposals would not result in flood 
within the site or elsewhere and that all harmful substances can be 
satisfactorily stored and controlled to ensure that they do not enter 
groundwater and/or watercourses. It is considered appropriate to 
control these matters by the use of a condition.  

840. The Council, as competent authority, has considered the impact of the 
proposed works on water quality in relation to a number of designated 
sites.  It has concluded that, subject to conditions, no adverse effect on 
the integrity of the River Itchen SAC, Solent and Southampton Water 
SPA and Ramsar and Solent and Dorset Coast SPA from construction 
activities and in respect of hydrology and water quality during the 
operational phase (Habitat Regulations Assessment, Screening Matrix 
and Appropriate Assessment Statement, 10 March 2021).  The 
Council’s position has been accepted by Natural England, and they 
concur, subject to securing a monitoring and management strategy for 
the on-site drainage system; a CEMP during the construction phase 
and continued air quality monitoring with mitigation measures being 
carried out as necessary, that there will be no adverse effect on the 
integrity of the designated sites.   

841. With the specified conditions in place, it is not considered that the 
proposal would result in an increased risk of flooding within the site or 
elsewhere or an unacceptable impact on nearby watercourses and is 
in compliance with Saved adopted Local Plan policy 43.ES and 
Submitted Local Plan policy DM3.  

LAND CONDITIONS 

842. Chapter 12 of the ES considers the potential for land to be affected by 
contamination with regards to the development proposals and the 
outcome of the assessment of likely significant effects taking account 
of the relevant national legislation, guidance and policies.  The 
application is accompanied by a Phase 1 Preliminary Risk Assessment 
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and Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment prepared by WPS, 
together with a ground investigation report prepared by Southern 
Testing Laboratories Ltd.  No further information in relation to the 
assessment on ground conditions has provided in the later addenda.  

843. The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and 
enhancing sites of geological value and soils (para. 170).  To prevent 
unacceptable risk from pollution and land instability (para. 170), para. 
178 requires planning decisions to ensure that land is suitable for its 
proposed use and that adequate site investigation information is 
available to inform this assessment. 

844. Saved policy 35.ES of the adopted Local Plan Review states that 
planning permission will only be granted on land which is known or 
suspected to be contaminated, if sufficient information is provided to 
demonstrate that the land can and will be remediated to a suitable 
standard and risk of pollution to controlled waters is minimised. It is 
considered that this policy accords with the aims of the NPPF and 
therefore substantial weight can be afforded it. Emerging policy S1 
sets out that, in order to be considered sustainable, development 
should avoid impacts on the Hamble and Itchen catchments and 
associated flora and fauna specifies by preserving water quality and 
flows.  Policy DM8 confirms that development will not be permitted if it 
is likely to cause loss of amenity, impact on public health or other 
unacceptable environmental impacts through land contamination or 
pollution of surface, underground, coastal waters or other 
watercourses. Policy E9 states that the Council will support the 
expansion of the airport’s operations and related development 
provided that the proposals will not unacceptably increase noise and 
other environmental impacts on the Borough’s residents. 

845. Section 12.6 of the ES sets out the potential environmental impacts 
and effects that have been identified, concluding that, provided all 
embedded mitigation is carried out appropriately, there are no impacts 
that are likely to lead to significant negative effects on ground 
conditions during the construction or operational phases of the 
development.  In order to reduce the significance level of adverse 
effects to no greater than slight, and in light of the gaps in the available 
data, section 12.7 concludes that intrusive investigation will be 
required to assess site-wide conditions and confirm any potential 
future mitigation required to reduce the level of significance.  It 
acknowledges that this may appropriately be conditioned should 
planning permission be granted. 

846. Given the historic industrial use around the Airport site and associated 
with the Airport itself, the Council considers that there is a reasonable 
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prospect of contaminated land on the site.  In light of the proximity to 
the River Itchen and existing residential properties, this could present 
a risk to biodiversity and human health as a result of exposure and 
mobilisation of contaminants.  As set out in section 12.7 of the ES, the 
Council considers further ground investigation is required.  In light of 
the extent and nature of the proposed development, it is agreed that it 
would be reasonable for this investigation and the preparation and 
carrying out of any associated remediation scheme to be conditioned.   

847. While a draft CEMP has been submitted with the application, it is 
possible that this document will need to be updated in light of the 
findings of this assessment and therefore the use of a condition 
requiring the submission and approval of a CEMP is reasonable.   

848. Subject to securing the necessary detailed intrusive ground 
investigation (and remediation if required) and updated CEMP, it is 
considered that the proposed development would accord with the aims 
of the NPPF and relevant local policies.  

849. The airport site falls within the minerals and waste consultation area 
and lies adjacent to four sites that are safeguarded under the adopted 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013).  These are: 

 Eastleigh Railway Aggregates Terminal operated by Aggregate 
Industries UK Ltd; 

 Eastleigh Local Distribution Centre, Eastleigh Rail Sidings 
operated by Network Rail Ltd; 

 Chickenhall Lane Waste Water Treatment Works operated by 
Southern Water Services Ltd; and 

 Chickenhall Lane operated by Clean Power Properties Ltd. 

850. The relevant Minerals and Waste Plan policies are Policy 16 (mineral 
infrastructure safeguarding) and Policy 26 (waste infrastructure 
safeguarding).  These policies seek to protect current and potential 
minerals and waste sites from pressures to be replaced by other forms 
of development, including through ‘encroachment’ where nearby land-
uses impact their ability to continue operating. 

851. As acknowledged by HCC as the Minerals and Waste planning 
authority, the application is for a runway and car park extension for an 
existing airport.  The airport and the safeguarded sites have been 
operating in concert for an extended period without issues being raised 
with the Council.  While the extension to the runway may permit the 
increased frequency of air traffic movements, it does not change the 
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nature of the use of the site and so the relationship with the 
safeguarded sites remains unchanged.  It is considered that a 
condition requiring mitigation measures for the safeguarded sites 
would not be justified in this instance.      

CLIMATE CHANGE 

852. Chapter 13 of the ES addresses Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
and Chapter 14 deals with the ongoing impacts of climate change. The 
ESA and ESA2 also address both issues.  

Local Policy  

 
853. Saved Policy 34.ES of the adopted Local Plan recognises the 

challenge posed by increased emissions but due to the plan’s age the 
supporting text references a 20% reduction of emissions by 2010. 
Saved Policy 34.ES seeks reductions in greenhouse gases by 
achieving energy efficiency and supporting sustainable construction 
and renewable energy production. The emphasis on reducing levels of 
greenhouse gases is still highly relevant, but to the extent that it 
relates to an out-of-date target, Saved Policy 34.ES is out of date. 
There are no saved policies within the adopted LP specific to 
emissions or climate change related to aviation or the airport itself.  

 
854. Given the advanced stage of preparation of the Submitted Local Plan, 

considerable weight can be given to it. Policies DM2, DM3, and DM4 
address sustainability of new buildings, Climate Change Adaptations 
and Zero and Low Carbon Energy respectively. These policies are 
underpinned by issue G8 which highlights (inter alia) the need to 
address how to ‘limit emissions of carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gases from existing and new development, transport and 
other activity in the borough’ and ‘make sure that new development 
does not worsen climate change or suffer from its effects, including 
flooding’. It should be noted that issue G8 is not a policy in itself but is 
an objective that the plan seeks to achieve.  

 
855. Strategic policy S1 also addresses climate change issues. Paragraph 

(i) emphasizes that new development should not compromise the 
ability of future generations to meet their needs. Paragraph (iv) 
requires new developments to have regard to the potential impacts of 
climate change and the need to limit greenhouse gas emissions. It 
supports the need to minimise emissions from motorised transport 
(which includes air travel), industrial activity and domestic uses. In 
applying this emerging policy position, it is important to note that Policy 
S1(iv) refers to the need to ‘have regard’ which means that there is a 
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need to balance this issue together with other material factors when 
assessing an increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 
856. The NPPF (2019) is a significant material consideration and sets out a 

general principle for mitigating and adapting to climate change, and 
moving to a low carbon economy, forming part of the environmental 
strand of sustainability as set out in paragraph 8(c). 

857. Chapter 14 addresses meeting the challenge of climate change. 
Paragraph 148 states that the planning system should support the 
transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate and should, 
among other things, help to shape places in ways that contribute to 
radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability 
and improve resilience. Paragraph 150 states that new development 
should be planned for in ways that: a) avoid increased vulnerability to 
the range of impacts arising from climate change; and b) can help to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location, 
orientation and design. 

Other Government Policy 

858. The extant and emerging Government position on Climate Change 
and Aviation Policy is set out in earlier sections of this report, including 
references to key elements within each of these documents, so they 
are not repeated within this section.  

Assessment of Impacts on Climate Change 

 
859. The impacts on climate change were originally assessed in Chapter 13 

of the original ES, and this has been supplemented by various later 
documents including, most recently, Chapter 13 of ESA2. There have 
also been a wide range of consultation responses and representations 
raising climate change issues. Whilst some third-party commentators 
have expressed perceived “benefits” to the climate of reducing the 
need to aircraft users driving to other airports (and therefore creating 
emissions from cars) neither this, the future benefits that will be 
delivered from improved technology, or the carbon offsetting scheme 
(CORSIA), have been factored into the assessments presented in the 
ES or subsequent addenda.  
 

Construction/ Decommissioning 
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860. The GHG emissions have been set out firstly in terms of the 
construction impacts of the development. This covers the materials, 
transport, plant and machinery used of site. Disposal of waste has 
been scoped out of the assessment as its magnitude is expected to be 
limited with the majority of it being inert; land use change has also 
been scoped out of the assessment as the development involves 
limited physical change to land and tree removal. These emissions are 
one-time emissions which would take place during the relatively short 
duration of the construction of the runway extension. Decommissioning 
has also been scoped out of the ES on the basis that expected 
timescales for decommissioning are so far into the future that there is 
insufficient certainty about the likelihood, type or scale of emissions 
activity to determine their likely magnitude, even if they take place at 
all.  

861. The impact of construction is expected to generate 1,800 tonnes of 
carbon equivalent emissions (tCO2e). Following the provision of an 
appendix confirming factor sources of materials used in construction 
the predicted construction emissions associated with the physical 
works of the development are robust and officers agree with the ES 
information provided. 

Operation 

862. The operational emissions of the development have been 
independently assessed by consultants acting on behalf of the Council 
who have sought clarifications which were provided by the applicant; 
following receipt of this information the consultant and officers agree 
that the information presented in chapter 13 (as now updated in ESA2) 
is robust and in line with best practice.  

  
863. The figures in the ES and Addenda are expressed as KtCO2e, which is 

kilotonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent and is a measure of all 
greenhouse gases with global warming potential (not just CO2). The 
emissions are expressed in this way as different gases contribute 
differently to the greenhouse effect depending on what they are (for 
example research shows that methane contributes 35 times the 
climate change effect when compared to carbon dioxide; similarly, 
where gases are emitted changes their impact, with gases emitted 
further from the ground thought to have a greater impact on climate 
change than those emitted at ground level, and non-CO2 effects such 
as formation of contrail-induced cirrhus clouds also contribute to 
aviation effective radiative forcing).  

 
864. The results in ESA2 show that operational emissions are expected to 

be approximately 44,391,000 tCO2e over the project 120-year lifespan, 
averaging approximately 370,000 tCO2e per year. 
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865. It is useful to understand the impact of carbon emissions per 
passenger using the airport in the existing scenario and in future years 
both with and without the development. This assists in assessing 
whether the increases in emissions from the development as a whole 
are likely to originate from inherent increases in the carbon impacts of 
the operations or simply from the increase in the number of 
passengers who are predicted to use the airport. The data shows that 
there would be a decrease in per passenger emissions (LTO and 
CCD) over the lifespan of the development by an average of 
0.051tCO2e/Passenger, falling from 0.255 tCO2e/Passenger without 
the development to 0.204 tCO2e/Passenger with the development.  

 
866. The Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) 

has produced guidance on assessing the significance of GHG 
emissions and considers in section 6 of that guidance that as a matter 
of principle, all GHG emissions, considered in combination, could be 
considered significant. It is, however, helpful to contextualise that 
significance against a budget at an appropriate level.  

 
867. The applicant has assessed the contribution of GHG emissions based 

at the national level and also at the Eastleigh level. Given the 
government’s approach outlined in MBU to address GHG emissions at 
a national level and the fact that evidence provided in the application 
shows that passengers using the airport come from wider than merely 
the borough, county or regional level, the national assessment is 
considered an appropriate level at which to contextualise the 
emissions.  

 
868. Table 13.3 of ESA2 shows the total operational emissions in the first 

section as part of the total of the third, (2018 – 2022) fourth (2023 – 
2027) and fifth (2028 – 2032) UK carbon budgets. The middle section 
of the Table then sets out the operational emissions as represented as 
a percentage of the total emissions from aviation by forecast year, 
showing the emissions from the development would make up an initial 
1.01% of UK aviation emissions before falling to approximately 0.93% 
by 2050. It should be noted that the applicant has not included figures 
for the sixth carbon budget, since this has not yet been set in law. 
However, given the more ambitious reductions under the sixth carbon 
budget report, the percentages would increase if calculated on the 
basis of the CCC advice. 

 
869. Overall, the applicant has assessed the greenhouse gas emission 

from construction as “negligible” and from operation as “moderate 
adverse and significant” prior to mitigation.  

 

Mitigation - Introduction 
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870. Greenhouse gas emissions are categorised into three groups or 

‘scopes’ by the most widely used international accounting tool The 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Protocol 

 

 Scope 1 covers direct emissions from directly owned or 
controlled sources 

 Scope 2 covers indirect emissions from the generation of 
purchased electricity, heating and cooling which is consumed 
by the reporting company  

 Scope 3 includes all other indirect emissions that occur in a 
company’s value chain 

 
871. All three scopes should be considered in the context of mitigation. 

 
 

Mitigation – Construction 

872. A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be 
prepared, secured by condition. Officers consider this an acceptable 
and adequate approach to mitigation of construction impacts.   
 

Mitigation – Operation 

873. There are a number of existing ‘committed to’ mitigation measures 
within the ES (section 13.9), which are not mitigation of the impacts of 
the proposal as they would likely take place whether or not the 
development takes place. The Airport demonstrate strong green 
credentials and have reduced their own emissions by installing LED 
lighting, electric power to aircraft and purchasing green electricity from 
wind or solar sources.  
 

874. The airport intends to deliver a range of carbon reduction works, set to 
deliver the airport objective of carbon neutrality by 2030 and the 
Government objective for net zero emissions by 2050. The airport 
holds the Airport Carbon Accreditation Level 2 and is now applying for 
ACA 3+ which was the highest level of accreditation until late 2020. 
Contributing to the success of achieving this, was the offsetting of all 
scope 1 emissions (547tCO2e) in 2019 and it is the airport’s intention 
to maintain this in future years. The scope 1 emissions are derived 
from the combustion of fuels, airport owned transport and fugitive 
emissions (Refrigerant gases). It is accepted that the airport currently 
and will continue to ensure scope 1 emissions are offset.  
 

875. The largest contributors to emissions fall within scope 3 which includes 
aircraft movements but also staff commuting and passenger surface 
access. Whilst the airport is unable to directly reduce the emissions 
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from aircraft, the carbon footprint of activities associated with the 
airport use can be influenced through a Green Travel Plan for staff and 
the existing Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS) and its promotion 
of sustainable forms of travel. As part of the s106 Agreement, the 
airport is obligated to review and update the ASAS and promote green 
travel for employees to reduce “indirect emissions”. 

 
876. Scope 2 and 3 emissions, whilst harder to reduce as there is no direct 

control, action can still be taken to mitigate their impact. Several of the 
measures proposed such as ground electric power to aircraft and EV 
car spaces aim to reduce emissions under these scopes. There is 
opportunity for the Airport to build on the good work they are currently 
undertaking and the as part of the Section 106 agreement it is 
recommended that the option of monitoring and reducing sources of 
indirect emissions other than just those classed as ‘direct’ is explored. 
 

 
877. The applicant has committed to agreeing a Carbon Mitigation Strategy 

with the Local Planning Authority as part of the section 106 agreement 
and given the steps that the Airport is already taking and the level of 
impact identified it is considered acceptable to address mitigation in 
this way including appropriate monitoring of its success. Officers will 
secure as part of the S106 Agreement a methodology and framework 
setting how the airport will seek to achieve and thereafter maintain 
Level 3+ Neutrality under the Airport Carbon Accreditation scheme by 
2030 with an intention of building on this and step to Levels 4 and 5 
overtime.  

 
878. CORSIA is not within the control of either the applicant or the Local 

Planning Authority and its implementation could not be enforced by 
any planning mechanism (Section 106 agreement or Planning 
Condition). It is also voluntary until 2027 and has an end date of 2035, 
and it currently has limited ambition (with an overall goal to offset 
against 2019 level emissions). It is therefore necessary to apply a 
precautionary approach and the effects of offsetting achieved through 
CORSIA have not been considered by the applicant or officers as 
mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions.  

Conclusions on Impacts on Climate Change 

879. As set out above the proposal is within the modelling assumptions on 
aviation and climate change used in the Making Best Use of Existing 
Runways policy. However, this policy (as with the Aviation Policy 
Framework and the Airports National Policy Statement), although 
current policy, was formulated before the 2050 target under the CCA 
2008 was strengthened from an 80% to a 100% reduction from 1990 
levels. Moreover, in the light of the more ambitious recommendations 
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of the CCC under the sixth carbon budget, it is likely that Government 
will increase its ambition when it sets the sixth carbon budget and 
formulates policies to give effect to it. However, the Government is not 
bound by the CCC’s views and its future approach to the sixth carbon 
budget and to emissions from aviation cannot be known at this stage. 
As the Climate Change Manager points out, trying to judge the impact 
of the aviation emissions in the application is therefore challenging as 
there is something of a policy gap (or rather the existing policy is in 
some respects out of date and new policy is expected).  

 
880. The Government’s position on aviation and climate change may 

become clearer over the coming months, since it is required to set the 
sixth carbon budget in law by the end of June 2021 and policy on 
aviation and climate change are likely to be updated in the reasonably 
near future (for example, through the emerging Aviation Strategy and 
Transport Decarbonisation Strategy). Officers have considered 
whether it would be appropriate to defer the application in these 
circumstances, but the policy position is likely to continue to evolve for 
some time and Officers therefore do not consider that it should be 
deferred. For the same reasons, Officers do not consider that refusal 
on prematurity grounds would be warranted, and in any event, that is a 
concept under the NPPF which applies in relation to emerging 
development plans, rather than emerging national policy. 

 
881. The applicant has set out measures within the ES for addressing 

construction and operational emissions that are directly within their 
control and a more detailed and monitored Carbon Mitigation Strategy 
will be secured via the Section 106 legal agreement. The applicant has 
set out that the impacts of Climate Change should be considered of 
Negligible Impact in relation to construction and Moderate Adverse 
and Significant Impact in relation to operation. Having had regard to 
National Planning Policy and Aviation Policy, as well consultee 
opinions, Officers agrees with this assessment. The impacts of the 
operation of the development on global warming (both CO2 and non-
CO2 effects) are undoubtedly significant in the context of the UK’s 
2050 target, albeit a relatively small proportion of the total budget 
under the fifth carbon budget (though likely to be a somewhat larger 
proportion under the sixth carbon budget). 

 
882. A significant number of objections have been received on the basis of 

the inconsistency of the expansion of operations at Southampton 
Airport and the Council’s declaration of a Climate and Environmental 
Emergency (set out earlier in this report). This is a material 
consideration, but is not part of development plan or emerging policy 
and must be considered alongside other material considerations, 
including national policy on aviation and climate change.  
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883. Overall, Officers give significant weight to the climate change impacts 

of the development, which must be weighed in the planning balance 
(as set out later in this report). 

 

Assessment of Climate Change Resilience 

 
884. Chapter 14 of the ES sets out the assessment of climate resilience in 

relation to the vulnerability of the proposed development to climate 
change; in particular, with regard to impacts from extreme weather and 
long-term climate change during the construction and operational 
phases. Officers consider the approach and conclusions to be robust.  

 
885. The current climate of the South East of England region is drier, 

warmer and less windy than the UK average. Over land, the general 
trends of climate changes will move towards warmer, wetter winters 
and hotter, drier summers (natural variations will still be seen). The UK 
Climate Projections 2018 (UKCP18) suggests that, by the 2080s, the 
mean winter temperature in the region is expected to increase by 
between 3-4oC and the mean winter precipitation is expected to 
increase by up to 40%. For the summer, the mean temperature is 
expected to increase by between 5-6oC and the mean precipitation is 
expected to decrease by up to 40%. In addition, it is likely that there 
will be more extreme temperature events. These changes are 
predicted to lead to a rise in sea level at Southampton of between 
0.55m-1.6m. 

 
886. The ES has identified potential climate change impacts in both the 

construction and operational phases of the development. 
 

Construction Phase – Identified Impacts and Mitigation 

 
887. The following potential climate impacts on the construction phase of 

the proposed development (Table 14.7): 

 Shorter drying times of materials in the summer and longer drying 
times in the winter; 

 Deformation of materials due to high temperatures; 

 Overheating of machinery; 

 Drying out and cracking of ground; 

 Risk of flooding, increased runoff and waterlogging of the site in 
the winter; 

 Risk to cranes and working at height; and 

 Risks to the health and safety of the workforce such as heatstroke 
and increase in dust. 
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888. The significance of effects has been determined by assessing the 

consequence and the likelihood of the potential impacts occurring, 
taking into account embedded mitigation measures identified within the 
ES to mitigate the climate impacts during the construction phase 
(Table 14.7): 

 
889. The assessment has identified three potentially significant effects 

during the construction phase: 

 Flooding of the site compound;  

 Increased runoff; and  

 Waterlogging of the site. 
 

890. To mitigate these significant effects, the following additional measures 
have been identified: 

 Use of vegetation, green infrastructure and permeable paving to 
slow down the movement of surface water on site, where 
appropriate;  

 Use of permeable paving to slow down the movement of surface 
water on site, where appropriate; and 

 Use of rainwater collection and recycling to reduce surface water 
on site and support other facilities (for example washing of 
machinery).  

 
891. The ES states that integration of these measures within the 

construction phase would result in no significant effects during this 
phase (Table 14.11). The Council is satisfied that the suggested 
measures, in the context of the size of the site and the level of open 
grassland across it, would result in no significant effects from climate 
change during construction. In order for the Council to have surety in 
this matter, the details of the proposed measures shall be required to 
be set out in the CEMP, secured by condition.  
 

Operational Phase – Impacts and Mitigation 

892. The ES has identified a range of potential adverse climate impacts 
during the operational phase of the proposed development (Table 
14.8) including: 

 Deformation and melting of pavement; 

 Rising temperatures reduce aircraft lift, thereby requiring 
longer take off runs; 

 Loss of vegetation cover leading to destabilisation of 
earthworks; 

 Increase in surface water, runway flooding and drainage 
infrastructure overwhelmed; 
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 Drying out and cracking of the runway substrate and surface; 
and 

 Increase in storms leading to operational disruption, increase 
in crosswinds, turbulence and wind-blown debris on the 
runway. 

 
893. A number of embedded measures have been identified to mitigate the 

impacts (Table 14.8) and the ES states that integration of these 
measures within the operational phase would result in no significant 
effects (Table 14.10). The Council is satisfied that the suggested 
measures would result in no significant effects from climate change 
during operation. The proposed design measures are within the 
Airport’s best interest to incorporate for the long-term viability of the 
scheme. The Council is satisfied that this is likely to occur and 
therefore does not require the use of conditions or obligations to 
secure them. The monitoring of vegetation during early life is secured 
through the landscape management plan to be conditioned should 
planning permission be granted. The existing runway drainage system 
is to be utilised by the runway extension and therefore is not being 
designed anew. However, the Council is satisfied that the existing 
system can accommodate surface water runoff from the new runway, 
and that sufficient space is available within the site to accommodate 
modifications to this system should they be required at a later date. 
 

HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGY 

894. As part of the EIA scoping process and in accordance with the 
Scoping Opinion issued by the Council on 4 November 2019, it was 
concluded it was unlikely that the proposed development would lead to 
significant effects in relation to heritage and archaeology.  Heritage 
and archaeology are therefore not considered in detail within the ES 
(and addenda). 

895. The planning application is supported by a Heritage Statement as part 
of the Planning, Design and Access Statement. Amendments to the 
scheme to address comments from the Council’s Heritage Consultant 
were submitted during the course of the application. 

896. The site is not within a conservation area, nor within the curtilage or 
close to, a Listed Building.  In the wider vicinity, there are three 
conservation areas (Gaters Mill Conservation Area, Itchen Valley 
Conservation Area and Bishopstoke Conservation Area); Listed 
Buildings comprising Eastleigh Station (Grade II) and the former 
farmhouse at Gaters Hill (1 and 2 Mansbridge Road and 1 and 2 
Gaters Hill (Grade II)); Marlhill Copse registered park and garden; and 
all the houses on Campbell Road are identified as an undesignated 
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heritage asset on the Council’s Local List.  Within the site is the Rotor 
House, a structure formerly used for testing rotors and included in the 
list of proposed additions to the Council’s Local List.  

897. The potential impact on Marlhill Copse is discussed in the Tree section 
of the report above, and it is concluded that there is no significant 
impact on this heritage asset.    

Conservation Areas 

898. In considering planning proposals within a conservation area, the 
Council has a duty under section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to 
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance 
of the conservation area.  The development is not within a 
conservation and so the section 72 duty is not engaged (Safe 
Rottingdean Ltd v Brighton and Hove City Council [2019] EWHC 2632 
(Admin) at paragraph 88).  

899. However, as a matter of policy, the NPPF makes the setting of a 
conservation area part of what may make it significant, such that 
significance may be harmed by harm to setting.  Saved policy 169.LB 
of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) also relates 
to new development which affects the setting of conservation areas 
and requires new development to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance of the conservation area or its setting.  Saved policy 
171.LB requires important townscape or landscape features in 
conservation areas to be retained. 

900. In relation to the emerging Local Plan, as set out in the ‘track change 
version showing initial proposed modifications, July 2019 (Local Plan 
Examination document ED33), strategic policy S1(ix) confirms that the 
Council will continue to conserve and/or enhance the Borough’s 
heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance.  DM12 
permits development within the setting of a heritage asset provided it 
does not harm or detract from the significance or special interest of the 
asset and sustainable and enhances its special character and 
qualities, and delivers a high standard of design, amongst other 
criteria.   

901. The development has the potential to affect two nearby conservation 
areas: Gaters Mill to the South and Bishopstoke Conservation Area to 
the north.  However, with respect to both of these conservation areas, 
aircraft noise already forms a strong component of the character of the 
areas.  Given the distance of the site from these conservation areas 
and the nature of the proposed development, it is not considered that 
this would have a material impact on the setting of the conservation 
areas due to a potential increase in noise levels or frequency.  The 
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proposal is therefore considered to accord with relevant national and 
local policies in this matter. 

Listed Buildings  

902. While there are no Listed Buildings in the immediate vicinity of the site, 
the Council’s Heritage Consultant has identified two Grade II Listed 
Buildings in the wider vicinity. As set out in relation to conservation 
areas, these buildings already experience aircraft noise, and it is not 
anticipated that the change to the noise environment facilitated by the 
proposed development would materially alter this situation.  As such, 
the proposal is not considered to affect any listed buildings or their 
settings, and the Council’s duty under section 66(1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990 and the NPPF 
(para. 193 and 195) and local policy saved policy 174.LB and 
submitted Local Plan policies are met.   

Undesignated Heritage Assets 

903. The development is located close to the properties in Campbell Road 
which are locally listed. The proposed development would not permit 
aircraft to take off or land closer to these buildings and so there is no 
increased risk from the potential creation of vortices.  The Council’s 
Heritage Consultation has identified the potential for increased noise 
and fumes as a result of the development.  Purely in relation to 
heritage matters, these buildings are already affected by elevated 
noise levels and, while they are some of the most affected by 
increased noise levels, this is not to the effect of requiring them to be 
vacated.  This would permit the continued occupation of the buildings 
in the use for which they were intended, which is desirable.  It is 
considered unlikely that noise and fumes would impact the physical 
structure of the buildings, although should noise insultation 
improvements be required, physical works would be undertaken on 
some of the buildings.  Due to the distance from the proposed 
development, the Council’s Heritage Consultant has not identified 
vibration as a risk. 

904. The Rotor House within the site boundary is located towards the 
southern end of the runway close to the eastern boundary and is of 
basic and robust construction.  As a building constructed to perform an 
aviation production function, it’s setting within an operational airport is 
entirely appropriate.   It is unlikely that the proposed development 
would worsen the current situation regarding this structure and the 
setting of the building is retained.   

905. In relation to the Campbell Road properties and the Rotor House, it is 
therefore considered that the development would not adversely affect 
the setting of the locally listed or proposed locally listed building, in 
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accordance with saved policy 175.LB, Submitted Local Plan and the 
NPPF (para. 197).  

Archaeology  

906. The original ES stated that archaeology had been scoped out and that 
there are no known designated archaeological assets within the site 
(chapter 2).  The Heritage Statement focused on built heritage with no 
mention of archaeology. However, during the construction of the car 
park being extended under the proposed scheme, a Bronze Age 
landscape of fields and trackways was revealed and recorded.  This 
omission was subsequently corrected in the ESA.  

907. HCC’s Archaeologist has drawn attention to this Bronze Age evidence 
and the potential for extension of that car park and the extension of the 
runway close by to reveal further extent of this field system, and 
potentially any associated settlement.  It is recommended that an 
archaeological condition be attached to any planning permission to 
secure the archaeological monitoring of groundworks in locations 
where archaeological evidence is likely to be encountered, to ensure 
that the archaeological interest of the site is properly safeguarded and 
recorded. 

908. Subject to the proposed condition, it is considered that the proposed 
development will accord with the NPPF (para. 197 and 199), and local 
policy saved policy 168.LB, 171.LB and Submitted Local Plan policies 
in relation to this matter. 

HAZARDS/ACCIDENTS  

909. The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations’ 2017 introduced the requirement to assess the risk of 
major accidents and disasters. This was carried out in chapter 4 of the 
EIA Scoping Report (reference number V/18/84594) which preceded 
the application. The conclusion was that the proposal in terms of its 
individual and cumulative impacts and its susceptibility to risk from 
major accidents and disasters from other sources, was low and it could 
be scoped-out of the EIA. 

910. Whilst it is acknowledged that the development theoretically facilitates 
a significant increase in the current number of flights to and from the 
airport, the proposal is located entirely within the existing airport 
boundary and would operate within the existing safety requirements 
and guidance that apply to the existing airport.  The change in risk 
would therefore not be significant in relation to the current baseline. 
The risk of Accidents or Natural Disasters would not increase 
significantly and would remain very low.  
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PLANNING OBLIGATION /CONSIDERATIONS 

911. In accordance with the guidance contained within the NPPF, Saved 
Policies 74.H, 101.T, 147.OS and 191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh 
Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), Policies DM32 and DM37 of 
the Submission Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029, the 
Council’s ‘Planning Obligations’ SPD and the requirements of 
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations, there is a 
requirement for developers’ contributions to ensure on and off-site 
provision for facilities and infrastructure made necessary by the 
development, or to mitigate against any increased need/pressure on 
existing facilities.  

912. Heads of Terms for a Section 106 agreement have been agreed in 
principle with the applicant and are detailed below: 

 A Vehicle Cap on Traffic Movements to restrict vehicle movements to 
the airport to 2.45 million including monitoring and mitigation 
arrangements, and requirement for the Airport to use the Capacity 
Declaration Strategy to control passenger throughput if the 
monitoring shows that the vehicle cap is likely to be breached.  

• A Noise Insulation Policy securing noise insulation and ventilation for 
dwellings and noise sensitive non-residential buildings exposed to noise 
above 60dB at no cost to the homeowner.  

• Noise monitoring, noise contours and noise contour cap - modelled 
noise contour for the 51dB Laeq 16-hour average summer day must not 
exceed 16.1km2. 

• Annual report to the Council demonstrating compliance with the noise 
contour. 

• Air Quality Strategy with monitoring arrangements to reduce the levels 
of NOx emitted from landside and airside operations at the airport and 
ensure that any new equipment used or installed at the airport emits 
lower levels of NOx than its predecessor. 

• Health Strategy including a public health representative on the Airport 
Consultative Committee and contributions towards a Community Health 
Fund to improve open space/school playgrounds within the noise 
contours for the runway. 

• Carbon Strategy setting out how the airport will seek to achieve and 
thereafter maintain Level 3+ Neutrality under the Airport Carbon 
Accreditation scheme by 2030 with an intention of building on this and 
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stepping to Levels 4 and 5 over time and monitor and seek to reduce 
non-scope 1 emissions. 

• Ecological Management and Mitigation including monitoring of both air 
quality (NOx) and habitat and species responses to air quality; and 
measures to mitigate the impact on the SSSI/SAC should the modelled 
levels of NOx attributable to the airport be exceeded 

• Airport Surface Access Strategy, incorporating Staff Green Travel Plan, 
will be reviewed every 2 years from commencement of operations at the 
runway extension.  The review will be undertaken by the Transport Forum 
and shall set out measures and opportunities for the targets within the 
strategy to be achieved. 

• Construction Employment and Skills Plan setting out measures to 
encourage the employment of Local Residents (drawn from the Solent 
LEP area) and the procurement of local businesses and suppliers during 
the construction of the Development. 

• Operational Employment and Skills Plan setting out measures to 
encourage the employment of Local Residents for the operational phase 
of the development. 

• Safeguarding of the route of the proposed Chickenhall Lane Link Road 
and obligation that the airport offer land for construction and to dedicate 
the land as highway when the construction work is complete. 

• The remaining covenants under two previous S106 Agreements which 
still have effect are to be secured within this new s106 agreement. 

 A S106 monitoring contribution.  
 

913. The projects and measures identified for contribution expenditure will 
comply with the 3 tests set out in Regulation 122 of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, in that they are necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms including meeting 
the needs generated by the new residents and the potential impact on 
existing services and facilities, the monies would go towards projects 
which are directly related to the development, and the monies are fairly 
and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 
development. The contributions would be index-linked to ensure the 
contributions rise in line with the costs of providing the identified 
projects/measures.  

 
Other Material Considerations 
 
Equalities Implications 
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914. Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 created the public sector 

equality duty. Section149 states that a public authority must, in the 
exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need to: 

a. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other 
conduct that is prohibited by or under this Act; 

b. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 

c. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

915. When making policy decisions, the Council must take account of the 
equality duty and in particular any potential impact on protected 
groups. It is considered that this application raises equality implications 
in relation to age, race, disability and socio-economic factors.  Impacts 
on these protected characteristics are described in Appendix 15 to the 
Environment Study and actions to mitigate them are included within 
this report. 

 
916. The Council have undertaken an Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) 

in accordance with their public duty as well as assessing the issue of 
equalities in detail in the noise, air quality and human health chapters. 
It is recognised that there will be some adverse impact on the 
community, included protected groups but the application does not 
itself promote discrimination or undermine fostering good relations.  
The Council can fulfil this aim of the Equality Act by requiring 
mitigation actions to be taken and certain actions being taken in 
relation to people with protected characteristics, as members of the 
overall community. An Action Plan identifies measures to reduce 
impacts during the construction and operational stages including a  
CEMP, Noise Insulation Policy, Health Strategy and a cap on vehicles 
to maintain a ceiling of 3mppa ensuring no additional impacts beyond 
that assessed as within the ES are experienced.  

 
Habitats Regulations Assessment 
 

917. The Council, as competent authority, has undertaken a HRA 
Appropriate Assessment for this application and concludes that there 
will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the River Itchen SAC, 
Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar and Solent and 
Dorset Coast SPA, from construction activities or operational activities 
subject to planning conditions to secure a CEMP (during construction) 
and an agreed surface water drainage strategy and licence extension 
(for the operational phase).  This document is available to view at: 
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https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f19
86707 and comments are awaited from Natural England.  Members 
will be updated in this matter during the committee. 

SUMMARY AND PLANNING BALANCE 

Introduction 
 
918. The application is for a 164m runway extension and associated blast 

screen, the removal of an existing bund and the reconfiguration and 
extension of existing parking to provide additional long stay spaces. It 
is inevitably controversial, with high numbers of comments received, 
both in favour and against the proposals, all of which have been 
carefully considered by officers. The application raises complex 
considerations, including on environmental impacts. It has required an 
Environmental Impact Assessment; and the submitted Environmental 
Statement and subsequent further information (including two addenda) 
have been thoroughly considered, alongside all other aspects of the 
scheme. There have also been significant changes since the 
application was submitted, including the collapse of Flybe in March 
2020, which are addressed in this report. The impact of Covid on 
aviation and in particular Southampton Airport is considered to be a 
short term impact and is not included within any baseline 
assessments.  

919.  This report has set out the nature of the development and has 
provided a detailed review of the complex policy and technical issues 
relating to the proposals. These cut across overlapping economic, 
environmental and social issues at a local, regional and wider national/ 
international level. Other material considerations have included 
Government policy on aviation and the current position on climate 
change.  

Local and National Policy 

920. The starting point under the section 38(6) test is the adopted Local 
Plan, which set development principles and policies for the period from 
2001 until 2011. Although some ten years beyond its plan period, 
many of the adopted policies are saved and form the basis of the 
Development Plan against which planning decisions must be made. 
Policy 115.E (Southampton Airport) was saved and is an important 
policy in the context of this application. However, criterion (v) of this 
policy imposes a restriction (“they do not involve any effective 
extension of the runway”) which officers consider to be inconsistent 
with the NPPF because of its lack of flexibility and its failure to take 
account of the need for general aviation airfields to adapt and change 
over time (para. 104(f)).  Policy 115.E is therefore considered in 
regards to (v) to be out of date. As set out above, a range of other 

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
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adopted policies are also relevant to this application, a number of 
which (despite their age) align with the NPPF and can be given weight, 
while others that strategically planned for development or needs within 
the 2001-2011 plan period may be considered out of date.  

921. The submitted Local Plan (2016-2036) is at an advanced stage of 
preparation and its objectives and draft policies can therefore in 
general be given considerable weight. This includes draft policy E9, 
which makes specific provision for Southampton Airport and adopts a 
more flexible approach than saved policy 115.E.   

922. The NPPF is an important material consideration. However, it contains 
limited specific policy on aviation. The NPPF provides policy support 
for planning policies to provide for large scale transport facilities that 
need to be located in the area, and the infrastructure and wider 
development required to support their operation, expansion and 
contribution to the wider economy (para 104(e)). The NPPF also 
recognises the importance of policies for maintaining a national 
network of general aviation airfields, and their need to adapt and 
change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving 
business, leisure, training and emergency services needs, and the 
Government’s General Aviation Strategy (para 104(f)). However, 
underpinning all development proposals (including aviation proposals) 
is the requirement to achieve sustainable development which has 
three overarching objectives, economic, social and environmental 
(para 8), and the NPPF contains a range of relevant policies which are 
considered in this report. 

923. There are a wide range of material considerations to consider in this 
application, many of which are addressed in the “other material 
considerations” section of this report. A common theme in the policy in 
this area (both national and local policy, including the APF, ‘Making 
Best Use of existing runways’ (MBU) policy, and the submitted Local 
Plan) is the requirement that economic, social and environmental 
impacts, both positive and negative, should be weighed against each 
other. The range of environmental and social impacts arising from the 
proposed development is broad and complex. The key issues are: 
socio-economics; greenhouse gas emissions and their impacts on 
climate change; noise; air quality; public health; biodiversity; transport 
and highway impacts; landscape and visual impacts; countryside, gap 
and settlement identity issues; and flood risk. 

Principle and Countryside, Landscape and Gap Issues 

924. The development is located entirely within the boundary of the airport 
which is designated as a Special Policy Area (115.E). It is located 
within designated countryside, to which policy 1.CO is applicable, and 
for the most part within the Southampton-Eastleigh Strategic Gap, to 
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which policy 2.CO is applicable.  The proposal does not fall within the 
four exceptions under policy 1.CO and will physically diminish the gap 
in conflict with policy 2.CO. However, landscape, visual, gap and 
countryside harms associated with the proposal (particularly in view of 
the mitigation secured) are limited. The car park is relatively well 
screened by existing vegetation and whilst a bund is to be removed to 
facilitate the car park extension, through condition additional 
landscaping is to be secured limiting the visual impact of this area. The 
runway and blast screen would have limited visual impacts and no 
significant gap impacts. The proposal broadly aligns with the 
landscape character identified in the Council’s Landscape 
Assessment.  While the development is not fully compliant with saved 
policies 1.CO, 2.CO and 18.CO and their emerging replacement 
policies, the level of non-compliance and the level of harm is limited 
and the principle is acceptable.  

Climate Change 

925. As set out above, the Airport have quantified the carbon emissions of 
the proposed development and assessed them against the third, fourth 
and fifth UK carbon budgets and aviation forecasts. Securing 
mitigation, including a Carbon Strategy as part of the section 106 
agreement will allow some mitigation of impact, but the proposal will 
nonetheless give rise to considerable CO2 and other greenhouse gas 
emissions.   

926. The proposal is within the modelling assumptions on aviation and 
climate change used in the MBU policy. However, this policy (as with 
the APF and ANPS), although current policy, was formulated before 
the 2050 target under the CCA 2008 was strengthened from an 80% to 
a 100% reduction from 1990 levels. Moreover, in the light of the more 
ambitious recommendations of the CCC under the sixth carbon 
budget, it is likely that the Government will increase its ambition when 
it sets the sixth carbon budget and formulates policies to give effect to 
it. However, the Government is not bound by the CCC’s views and its 
future approach to the sixth carbon budget and to emissions from 
aviation cannot be known at this stage.  

927. The Airports National Policy Statement is very clear when deciding on 
aviation proposal that “Any increase in carbon emissions alone is 
not a reason to refuse development consent, unless the increase 
in carbon emissions resulting from the project is so significant 
that it would have a material impact on the ability of Government to 
meet its carbon reduction targets, including carbon budgets”(para 
5.82).It continues are para (5.23) advising it “requires evidence of 
appropriate mitigation measures in order to ensure that, in relation to 
design and construction, the carbon footprint is not unnecessarily 
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high….The  adequacy of the mitigation measures relating to design, 
construction and operational phases will be a material factor in the 
decision making process.  

928. Officers agree with the applicant that the development would result in 
a Negligible Impact in relation to construction, but a Moderate Adverse 
and Significant Impact in relation to operation. The impacts of the 
operation of the development on global warming (both CO2 and non-
CO2 effects) are undoubtedly significant in the context of the UK’s 
2050 target, albeit a relatively small proportion of the total budget 
under the fifth carbon budget (though likely to be a somewhat larger 
proportion under the sixth carbon budget). However, the emissions 
from the development would make up an initial 1.01% of UK aviation 
emissions before falling to approximately 0.93% by 2050. At such 
levels, the development itself if not deemed to prejudice the ability of 
meeting the Government’s carbon reduction targets. The 
Government’s approach to tackling climate change is globally and not 
at local level, favouring a national commitment to the CORSIA carbon 
credit scheme to address emissions. 

929. The Airport have committed to addressing the emissions they generate 
from their own land-based activities (Scope 1) and via the S106 
Agreement are committed to minimising Scope 2 and 3 emissions as 
well. Furthermore, the ambitious target of 30% of all passengers using 
non-car modes of transport to access the airport is welcomed and 
would minimise the emissions.  

930. A significant number of objections have been received on the basis of 
the inconsistency of the expansion of operations at Southampton 
Airport and the Council’s declaration of a Climate and Environmental 
Emergency (set out earlier in this report). This is a material 
consideration, but is not part of the development plan or emerging 
policy and must be considered alongside other material 
considerations, including national policy on aviation and climate 
change.  
 

931. Overall, officers give significant weight to the climate change impacts 
of the development. However, the extent of emissions generated is not 
considered to undermine the Government objective of reducing GHG 
and the Airport’s commitment to minimising emissions accords with 
national policy.  

 

Noise 
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932. Noise impacts arising from the proposed development are a significant 
concern. This is particularly the case in light of the increased evidence 
of the impact that noise exposure can have on people’s health.  

933. In terms of noise during the construction phase (approximately 34 
weeks), the principal concern is in respect of the impact of night-time 
noise. To enable the airport to continue operating during this period 
the work has to be conducted at night for the runway whilst work to the 
car park can continue during more traditional hours of construction. 
Officers consider that adequate controls can be put in place via the 
recommended conditions to ensure operations can be adequately 
controlled to prevent a significant adverse impact of the amenity of 
those within close proximity of the construction site.   

934. As regards noise impacts from operations, the noise assessment, 
based on the revised 2020 baseline, shows that there will be a 
significant increase in the number of properties and residents impacted 
by noise from the airport because of the growth in air traffic 
movements, albeit many of these properties already experience a 
degree of noise impact. However, as forecast the impact is considered 
Major Adverse effect from noise prior to mitigation.  

935. The Airport has put forward a number of measures by way of 
mitigating the noise impact of the development. The cap on vehicles to 
restrict passengers (and thereby flights) to 3mppa affords a strong 
degree of certainty and control over the likely noise to be generated 
and modelled accurately. Noise specific mitigation can be secured 
through a Noise Insulation Policy (N.I.P) that goes beyond the AFP 
recommendations in terms of the noise threshold at which insulation is 
offered, resulting in a total of 1,000 properties being eligible for 
insulation at no cost to the homeowner. The N.I.P. would also set a 
maximum noise contour at 51dB ensuring that the noise envelope is 
not greater than 16.1km2, whilst establishing a Community Fund that 
will enable some offsetting of the impact on amenity caused as a result 
of the increased noise impact on open space. Together with a health 
strategy, which will identify measures to offset the health impacts of 
the changes to the noise environment, these are additional mitigation 
and not inherent (or something already undertaken by the airport) and 
therefore would make a positive difference. Officers have concluded 
that the operational noise impact has been reduced through the 
aforementioned measures thus reducing the impact to one of 
Moderate Adverse effect.  

936. The S106 Agreement presents to the LPA an opportunity to minimise 
impacts and impose stricter controls on the ATMs far in excess of that 
currently in place in terms of the shoulder hour (06:00 – 0700), the size 
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of the 51dB contours and by default other higher contours and 
formalise the insulation policy at no cost to the homeowner. 

937. Significant progress has been made throughout the course of this 
application to reduce the impact of noise and protect the health and 
wellbeing of the community. With the mitigation to be secured via the 
S106, officers consider that the Airport has mitigated the adverse 
impact to an acceptable level such that the proposal complies with the 
NPPF and the APF, and Emerging policy E9(iv).  

Air Quality 

938. Air quality impacts of the development have also been raised in a 
number of representations, in particular in terms of impacts on 
AQMAs, human health and on sensitive ecological receptors. Both 
Eastleigh Borough Council and Southampton City Council have 
declared AQMAs for non-compliance with relevant limit values and 
national objectives for pollutants and have Action Plans to tackle the 
issue of exceedance of these targets.   

939. For air quality, there are no predicted exceedances of the annual 
mean air quality limit values or objectives for PM 10 and PM 2.5. For 
nitrogen dioxide (NO 2) all but two receptors locations are expected to 
incur increased concentrations, but the projected levels remain below 
the air quality limit values and national objectives. In terms of AQMAs, 
achieving their long-term objective is not considered to be threatened. 
Conditions are recommended to reduce the potential for emissions 
whilst a Section 106 Agreement will secure additional measures to 
benefit air quality including an Air Quality Strategy and contributions to 
the Eastleigh’s AQMA monitoring.  

940. With the mitigation regime secured through a legal agreement, it is the 
view of officers that the proposed measures will mitigate air quality 
impacts in line with Saved Policy 32.ES, submitted policy DM8 (SLP 
2016) and paras 170(e) and 181 of the NPPF.  The proposed 
development is not considered to result in an adverse impact on air 
quality, amenity, health, or meeting the obligations set out in the 
relevant Air Quality Action Plans. It is therefore in accordance 
with paras 170 and 180 of the NPPF, saved policies 32.ES and 
33.ES of the Adopted Local Plan and policy DM8 of the Submitted 
Local Plan.   

Human Health 

941.  An increase in usage of the airport would affect the local community 
through air and noise impacts. The Study Area within the ESA/ESA2 is 
considered to be an acceptable geographical area to assess this 
impact with suitable key health indicators and receptors included. The 
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Study Area has a greater level of unemployment compared to 
Eastleigh and generally a higher level of vulnerable or isolated 
members of community.  

942. The adopted Local Plan is silent on matters of public health but the 
NPPF quite rightly seeks to achieve healthy inclusion (and by default 
avoid exclusion); and decisions should enable and support healthy 
lifestyles especially where this would address identified local health 
and wellbeing needs (para 91 NPPF).  

943. Officers recognise that even with mitigation, the impact of the 
development cannot entirely be avoided but it has been reduced to a 
level that strikes a balance between protecting the local community 
and not placing unrealistic restrictions or undeliverable expectations on 
the Airport and its economic growth. Through the S106, a Health 
Strategy would be developed which would include ensuring a public 
health representative sits on the Airport Consultative Committee (ACC) 
ensuing that all decisions made at the airport are taken with public 
health at the forefront. Working with the Council, SCC and the ACC, 
the Strategy would support the local community through a range of 
measures to promote social inclusion, health and wellbeing. It would 
be envisaged that the Strategy would include opportunities to engage 
with partner agencies and local Voluntary, Community and Social 
Enterprise (VCSE) organisations, such as Citizens Advice, to engage 
and support local communities 

944. The runway extension would enable increased direct and indirect 
employment opportunities both in the short term and long term, which 
would be of considerable benefit to those within the Study Area and 
the Borough. 

945. The package of measures secured would go some way to offsetting 
the impact of the development, but officers are aware that an increase 
in noise levels will be experienced and this will, to some members of 
the community, have a moderate adverse effect on health and 
wellbeing. 

Equalities Implications 

946. The Council have fulfilled their public sector duty under Section 149 of 
the Equalities Act 2010. Through undertaking an Equality Impact 
Assessment (EqIA), the Council have considered the need to eliminate 
discrimination, harassment, and victimisation; advance equality of 
opportunity; and foster good relations. This strengthens the 
considerations taken as a matter of course through the planning 
process, particular with regards to noise, air quality and human health. 
A copy of the EqIA can be viewed on the planning file available online 
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https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f19
86707 

947. It is recognised that there will be some adverse impact on the 
community, included protected groups, but the application does not 
itself promote discrimination or undermine fostering good relations. 
The mitigation proposed is proportionate to the scale of impact people 
with protected characteristics, and members of the overall community, 
will experience. The measures set out with the EqIA Action Plan are all 
captured within the recommended conditions or S106 Agreement and 
would reduce impacts during the construction and operational stages.  
These include a CEMP, Noise Insulation Policy, Health Strategy and a 
cap on vehicles to maintain circa 3mppa ensuring no additional 
impacts beyond that assessed as within the ES are experienced.  

Access, Parking and Transport 

948. The transport impacts have been assessed in terms of surface access, 
traffic levels and impacts, highway works and parking. Full 
engagement with Hampshire County Council, Southampton City 
Council and Highways England has enabled detailed discussions 
around the impact on the highway network.  

949. Construction impacts can be adequately managed through a CEMP 
secured by condition.  

950. As for operational impacts, the modelling of traffic growth is within the 
SRTM used for the Local Plan (2016-2036) and Airport-related vehicle 
movements would be within that modelled. Indeed, the proportion of 
passengers using non-car modes to access this highly sustainable site 
is 25%, compared to the SRTM modelled 8%. To ensure the impacts 
of the forecast traffic growth on junctions is as assessed, a vehicle cap 
of 2.45m vehicle movements to the Airport per year is proposed, which 
equates to circa 3mppa. This can be adequately controlled and 
enforced via the S106 Agreement and through working with the Airport 
Consultative Committee. 

951. The Airport Surface Access Strategy seeks to optimise the number of 
passengers and staff who travel to and from the airport by public 
transport, including a 30% target by 2037. This too is to be secured 
through a planning obligation in the S106.  

952. Overall, the projected impacts of the proposed development in terms 
of optimising use of public transport; impacts on roads and junctions; 
and the parking measures, are considered acceptable, subject to 
planning obligations and planning conditions as set out in this report. 
The proposed development is therefore considered to accord with 
local and national planning policies.  

https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000000d3qI/f1986707
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Ecology and Biodiversity 

953. The development has been assessed having regard to the Council’s 
duty under the Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulation (2017) 
and an Appropriate Assessment has been completed. As competent 
authority, the Council have concluded the proposed development 
would not have a significant effect on the integrity of the following 
European sites: River Itchen SAC, Solent and Southampton Water 
SPA and Ramsar Site, Solent and Dorset Coast SPA, Solent Maritime 
SAC, New Forest SAC/ SPA/ Ramsar Site. Natural England have 
confirmed that, subject to conditions, they concur with the Council’s 
position.  Officers are satisfied that ecological matters not considered 
in the HRA (impact on grassland, bats, reptiles and hazel dormice) can 
be satisfactorily addressed through conditions. Natural England do not 
disagree with this conclusion.   

954. Air Quality impacts have been considered in detail in the Biodiversity 
‘Operational Impacts - Air Quality/Nitrogen Deposition’ section of this 
report. The Council concludes, as set out in the HRA Appropriate 
Assessment, that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the 
River Itchen SAC as a result of changes in NOx and Ndep levels either 
alone or in combination with other plans and projects. 

955. In terms of biodiversity, extensive site surveys have been submitted.  
These identified that the site has value within its grassland, as habitat 
for reptiles, and close to areas of woodland used by bats. The 
biodiversity value of the site and area is forecast to be improved with a 
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) of 0.5% being achieved, albeit the 
applicant believes this to be closer to 3%. Whilst the Government is 
proposing to set a binding target for BNG of 10% to be introduced 
through the Environment Bill, this is yet to be enacted. Subject to a 
biodiversity enhancement plan to mitigate the loss of grassland and 
scrub in the location of the proposed extended runway and car park, 
which commits to provision of enhancement planting on land to the 
north east of the runway, the small net gain in biodiversity is policy 
compliant and accords with paras 170 and 174 – 176 of the NPPF, 
although the Council, however, affords limited weight to this matter 
due to the size of the BNG achieved.  In addition to the BNG, 
additional bat boxes and bird nest boxes are to be provided. 

Trees 

956. Concerns have been raised by some third parties about potential loss 
of ancient woodland at Marlhill Copse, to the south of the site. 
However, the Airport has confirmed that no works to trees at Marlhill 
Copse are proposed to facilitate the use of the extended runway. A 
technical report has also been submitted to support this position and, 
while the technical report does not rule out works within Marlhill 
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Copse, it does conclude that overall, there would not be a significant 
impact on Marlhill Copse notwithstanding the change to the obstacle 
limitation surfaces. On this basis, officers are satisfied that there will be 
no loss or deterioration of ancient woodland as a result of the 
proposals.   

957. The proposals involve the removal of certain trees from the site (no 
category A or B trees) and encroachment on root protection areas of a 
small number of other trees, with some pruning for maintenance 
purposes. Officers consider that these impacts are acceptable and can 
be adequately controlled or mitigated by condition (including the 
CEMP condition, the landscaping conditions requiring replacement 
planting, and a condition requiring an Arboricultural Method Statement 
and Tree Protection Plan).  

Drainage and Flood Risk, Land Conditions and Hazards/ Accidents 

958. The impact on drainage, water quality and contaminated land 
associated with historic uses is considered to be acceptable, subject to 
conditions; and to comply with the NPPF and Local Plan policies. No 
condition is considered necessary in relation to minerals and waste 
safeguarding.  The proposal would also not lead to a significant 
change in the risk of accidents or natural disasters, which would 
remain very low.  

South Downs and New Forest National Parks 

959. The Council has a legal duty under Section 11A(2) of the National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 in relation to the South 
Downs and New Forest National Parks to have regard to the purposes 
of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 
heritage of National Parks and of promoting opportunities for the 
understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of those Parks by 
the public. While parts of the western edge of the South Downs would 
experience an increase in noise from the proposal this is balanced by 
a likely reduction in the number of overflights. On balance, it is not 
considered that there would be a material impact on the purposes or 
special qualities of the South Downs. It is not considered that there 
would be a perceptible change to the impact of the airport on the New 
Forest National Park as it lies some distance from the area identified to 
experience the Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Levels (LOAEL).  

Heritage and Archaeology 
 
960. The proposal is not considered to result in an adverse impact on the 

significance of nearby conservation areas, listed buildings, or locally 
listed buildings, thereby complying with local and national heritage 
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policy and the Council’s duties under the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

961. Archaeological impacts are also considered acceptable, subject to a 
condition securing the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological work.  

Socio-economics 

 
962. The economic background to the commercial activities on the airport 

site has changed fundamentally since the application was submitted. 
In March 2020 Flybe went into administration and with it more than 
90% of the flights ceased over-night from Southampton. Whilst there 
has been some recovery with other operators picking up some routes, 
the frequency of flights has reduced, and the range of destinations has 
significantly diminished. This, in turn, has seen employment 
significantly diminish from 950 jobs on site to 470, having regard to 
technological improvements. Whilst Covid-19 has impacted on aviation 
internationally including at Southampton Airport, this is considered to 
be a short-term setback and has not been included within the revised 
baseline figures for 2020.   

963. ESA2 has demonstrated that without the runway extension, passenger 
numbers would not grow to much more than baseline, at 1 million 
passengers per annum, less than the number of passengers for the 
Airport to “break even” without sourcing funding from elsewhere. The 
Airport is a principal piece of infrastructure within the Borough and in a 
highly sustainable site located close to the railway station (99 steps) 
and within easy access to Eastleigh, Southampton and the wider 
Solent region. Strategic planning of the Borough’s economic 
development is focused close to the airport and its existence is a key 
element of a healthy local and sub regional economy. 

964. With the development, passenger numbers are forecast to grow to 
circa 3mppa by 2033, attracting a range of operators providing routes 
to many European destinations used by the business and tourism 
sectors. The development would boost direct employment to circa 
1,400 jobs and indirect employment to 2,367 by 2037. This would be a 
very significant benefit especially within an area that experiences 
relatively high levels of unemployment. Whilst more challenging to 
quantify, the catalytic effect (i.e. the benefits to local businesses) of the 
runway extension is estimated to result into circa 2.8% growth in the 
Solent LEP’s GDP by 2027. This is a moderate to major benefit of the 
proposed development.  

965. The submitted Local Plan strategically supports the expansion and 
provision of employment within the locality of the airport, building on 
the attractive and sustainable transport links offered. The recent 
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announcement of the successful Solent Freeport bid, which includes 
the airport site and land to the north further highlights the importance 
of this part of the Borough to its economy.  

Conclusion 

966. As with any application for planning permission, it must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise (section 70(2) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 and section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004).  

967. Within the report there is recognition that whilst policy 115.E is an 
airport specific policy, criterion (v – no runway extension) is not in 
compliance with paragraph 104 (f) of the NPPF which recognises “the 
importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation 
airfields, and their need to adapt and change over time – taking into 
account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation 
Strategy”. With this divergence between local policy and more recent 
national policy, the more recent NPPF has to take precedent and the 
presumption in sustainable development needs to be applied 

968. There is acceptance that saved policies 1.CO (countryside) and 2.CO 
(Strategic Gap) are also breached in part, as the proposal comprises 
development not normally accepted in countryside, and development 
that would physically impact on the Strategic Gap. However, the 
development is not considered to have an unacceptable visual impact 
on the gap and, being aviation-related development does accord with 
the principle of 115.E, albeit that the site is within countryside location 

969. The assessment of the individual material considerations has been 
considered above, including policy documents such as the NPPF and 
national aviation guidance that were published more recently than the 
saved policies. In coming to a recommendation, officers have had 
regard to the high number of comments received, both in favour and 
against the proposals, together with the delivery of policy and technical 
requirements. Officers have also considered whether, given the 
potential for future changes in national policy on aviation and climate 
change, the application should be deferred, but they do not consider 
that this would be warranted since the national policy position is likely 
to continue to evolve for some time. For the same reasons, officers do 
not consider that refusal on prematurity grounds would be warranted, 
and in any event, that is a concept under the NPPF which applies in 
relation to emerging development plans, rather than emerging national 
policy.  
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970. Ultimately, for the reasons set out in this report and summarised in the 
Planning Balance above, officers consider that permission should be 
granted, subject to the conditions set out in this report and the 
completion of a section 106 agreement. 
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APPENDIX 1 – SITE PLAN  
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APPENDIX 2 – 2020 BASELINE NOISE CONTOURS  
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APPENDIX 3 – 2033 WITH DEVELOPMENT NOISE 
CONTOURS 

 


