
 

 

 

Appendix 1: 

Previous representation, on behalf of the  

Council by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 06/12/2012 

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. 

 

 


