
 

 

 

CABINET  

Thursday, 24th March 2022 

CONSULTEE RESPONSE TO PLANNING APPLICATION FOR GRAVEL 
EXTRACTION AT HAMBLE AIRFIELD 

Report of the Strategic Planning Manager 

 

Recommendation(s) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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



 

 

 

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

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

 

Strategic Implications   

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

Introduction 

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

Background to the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 
 

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

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

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

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



 

 

 

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

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

Hamble Airfield Allocation 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Safeguarding of adjacent public rights of way.  

 Maintain and manage existing informal recreational use of the site. 

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

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

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

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

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

                                            
1
 Paragraph 2.34, HMWP: 

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

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


 

 

 

Previous Council representations 
 

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

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

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

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

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

Current Application 

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

 

 

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

Grounds for objections 

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

22. In summary these include:  

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

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

(c) Highway implications:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


 

 

 

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

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

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

 

Additional grounds for objection 

Traffic and Transport 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

 

 

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

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

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

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

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

HCC approach to congestion on Hamble Lane 

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

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

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

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



 

 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sensitivity of the affected area and populations 

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

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

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

                                            
6
 Paragraph 5.15, HWMP, https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 

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


 

 

 

the rail station. (It is noted that the other sensitive minerals site allocated in the HMWP 2013 
at Hythe is significantly smaller than Hamble Airfield and significantly more separated from 
local communities and distant from a school - around 1000m from the nearest school.)  

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

 

 

 

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan review 

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

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

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

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

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

Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) 

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

                                            
7
 Paragraph 2.10, HMWP Development Scheme, December 2020, 

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

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

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


 

 

 

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

Change in the demand for aggregates 

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

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

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

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

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

57. The 2021 LAA lists a number of infrastructure schemes predicted to be undertaken in future 
years, without quantifying the actual aggregate demand these entail or comparing these with 
previous years sales. Housing development is predicted although this is at a lower rate than 
the last 5 years; this implies that demand is unlikely to rise in future years. The LAA 2021 
does not present the detailed evidence that supports a conclusion that demand will increase. 
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 Policy 17, HMWP, 

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

 Paragraph 2.10, Table 2, Local Aggregate Assessment 2019, 
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58. The need for gravel extraction at Hamble Airfield is further reduced by the demonstration in 
the 2021 LAA of future possible supply from allocated sites. With less than half these sites 
taken into consideration (3.5mt) the landbank rises to 23.77years (based on 10yr average).  
(The figure based on the original 2013 Local Requirement looks even more inaccurate by 
comparison: 13.71 years.).  This generous future landbank should allow the more challenging 
and sensitive sites to be discounted and removed from the HMWP at its review. 

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

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

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

Community engagement 

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

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

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

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

Risk Assessment 
 

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

                                            
11

 https://cemex.hambleparishcouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2022/01/Vol-1-Appendix-5-Statement-of-Community-
Involvement.pdf 
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67. Health and safety risks to society will also arise from increased traffic, air pollution and dust, 
all of which are likely to impact local residents and school pupils, and also have a 
disproportionate impact on some groups. 

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

 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

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

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

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

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

Financial Implications 

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

Climate Change and Environmental Implications 

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

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

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

77. The applicant also considers that14 “the proposal has the potential to impact on climate 
change through the effects of flood risk, vehicle emissions, energy consumption, location 
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 Policy 2, Page 28, HMWP https://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 
13

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

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

Conclusion 

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

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

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

 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix 2: 

Previous representation, on behalf of the  

Council by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 

Draft Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (dHMWP) 

Post Examination in Public Proposed Modifications 

Eastleigh Borough Council – Draft Response to Modifications 

Overview 

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

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

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

 

3. This Advice Note identifies a proposed approach to responding to those  
modifications that affect the case previously stated by Eastleigh Borough Council 
(EBC) in respect of the dHMWP. It considers both changes that have been made, 
and those that have not. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

than opening wholly new areas of representation. 
 

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

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

 

 
 



 

 

 

 

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

and draft Change 38) 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

 
13. The first approach is recommended. 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Policy 17: Aggregate supply – capacity and sources 

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

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

 

i. 1.0 Mtpa of recycled and secondary aggregates; and 

 
ii. 2.0 Mtpa of marine dredged aggregates; and 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

 



 

 

 

 
 

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

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

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

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

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

implications of the LAA for the dHMWP, as follows: 
 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Policy 18: Recycled and secondary aggregate development 

Policy 19: Aggregate wharves and rail depots 

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

 

Policy 20: Local land-won aggregates 

 

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

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

 
 



 

 

 

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

 

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

 
24. It is suggested that: 

 

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

to be raised in respect of Policy 17 
 

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

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 
 

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

 

 

 



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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
32. The amendments suggested through this representation therefore 



 

  
 
  

cover the following ground: 
 

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

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

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

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

 

Representation Format 
 

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

 

No. Part of Plan Issue Appendices 

1 Policy 10 Objection to omission from 
Policy maintained 

Original representation to Policy 
9 

2 Paragraph 
5.15 

Support for change made to text None 

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

Original representation to Policy 
17 

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

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

Original representation to Policy 
20, ISA and Transport Study 

6 Policy 20 new 
text 

New representation objecting to 
lack of clarity and suggesting 
new text 

None 

7 Paragraphs 
6.64 – 6.74 

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

None 

 

34. These would utilise the formal response form and would be PDF’d 
together with the original representation, where it is required as an 
appendix. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
 
  

 
 
 

 

 
 

 


