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SCOPE OF REVIEW 

This review provides a high-level commentary on the changes which are proposed to be made in the 
updated Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan which have relevance to transport matters, particularly 
considering the potential impacts that could result on the local region of Eastleigh. 

For avoidance of doubt, where a policy or supporting information is unchanged from the current adopted 
plan, these have not been commented on. 

VISION AND PLAN OBJECTIVES 

It is noted that the vision and plan objectives have been brought into line with the latest version of the 
NPPF. From a forecasting perspective, it is noted that attempting to forecast needs beyond 2040 is 
extremely difficult as this exceeds the timeframe of most current or in-preparation Local Plans; 
notwithstanding this, the importance of the 2050 Commission recommendations with regard to climate 
change is acknowledged. The use of a 2040 threshold for assessments is also considered appropriate 
from a transport perspective; although national forecasts using the National Transport Model cover a 
longer period, the use of these is almost exclusively limited to “informative” work and is not relied upon 
for either policy making or the determination of planning applications. 

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES (1-14) 

Policy 1 (Sustainable Minerals and Waste Development) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy, as the proposed changes are minor and simply incorporate a requirement to consider 
past operator performance when new sites are being appraised. 

Policy 2 (Climate Change – Mitigation and Adaption) 

The text of policy 2 has been substantially updated to reflect current wider policy aspirations and 
guidance. From a transport perspective, climate “resilience” can be taken to include measures that 
reduce the overall carbon impacts of mineral and waste transport. The transport assessment and other 
associated documents prepared for planning purposes should therefore seek to demonstrate that these 
types of measure have been properly considered, and that the volumes of material being transported 
are efficiently planned so as to balance the number of trips with the impacts associated with larger 
vehicles (including emissions and wear on transport infrastructure). 

Policy 3 (Protection of Habitats and Species) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

Policy 4 (Protection of Designated Landscapes) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 



Policy 5 (Protection of the Countryside) 

Whilst there are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or 
the resulting policy, protection of the countryside is considered to include protection of peoples’ ability to 
safely move around rural transport networks. 

Policy 6 (South West Hampshire Green Belt) 

Policy 6 now reflects the wording of the NPPF with regard to development within Green Belt areas. 
Whilst this does not specifically refer to transport impacts, it is considered that any applications within a 
green belt area should demonstrate that they can be accessed in a manner which maximises 
sustainability, and actively seeks to minimise vehicle movements (particularly HGV movements) which 
would have negative effects on all parts of the green belt which form part of the site access routes (i.e. 
not simply the site itself). 

Policy 7 (Conserving the Historic Environment and Heritage Assets) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

Policy 8 (Water Resources) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

Policy 9 (Protection of Soils) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

Policy 10 (Restoration of Minerals and Waste Developments) 

Although not directly specified by the policy, the requirements for the reinstatement or restoration of 
waste and minerals sites should be fully understood at the time of planning permission being 
considered, as this will frequently require significant movements of materials and personnel during the 
restoration period. 

Policy 11 (Protecting Public Health, Safety, Amenity and Well-being) 

Policy 11 identifies that minerals and waste development should not have an “unacceptable” impact on 
strategic public infrastructure, or cause “unacceptable” cumulative impact with other existing 
development. The transport networks represent the main strategic public infrastructure which is likely to 
be directly impacted by development, and this has potential in turn to affect a large proportion of 
residents within the areas covered by the plan. As such, any failure to demonstrate compliance with this 
requirement (such as an incomplete or deficient Transport Assessment) should be given very significant 
weight in any planning decisions associated with waste and minerals sites, regardless of whether these 
are allocated in the plan or not. 

Policy 12 (Flood Risk and Prevention) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

Policy 13 (Managing Traffic) 

No changes are proposed to this policy; the wording of the existing policy is considered appropriate to 
the wider aims of the plan, but it is noted that the increased prominence of climate change and 
sustainability requirements within the plan should be reflected in the content of the TA reports submitted 
to comply with this policy. 



Policy 14 (High Quality Design of Minerals and Waste Development) 

There are no direct impacts to transport matters arising as a result of this proposed modification or the 
resulting policy. 

MINERALS POLICIES (15 – 24) 

Policy 15 (Safeguarding – mineral resources) & 16 (Safeguarding - minerals infrastructure) 

Both of these policies are unchanged; apart from a reference to the Minerals and Waste SPD in the 
supporting text. This leads to no change in the policies for Hampshire’s needs or waste/mineral usage. 

As such, this is expected to have minimal impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 17 (Aggregate Supply – Capacity and Source) 

It is stated that there is to be an update to the policy to reflect current data and forecasts for demand in 
Hampshire. This results in a significant reduction of the level of extraction, particularly of soft sand, from 
the 2013 adopted Plan. It is noted that there is a clause which should the stated need increase by more 
than 10% over three years, then the provision would be increased accordingly. The capacity of recycled 
and secondary aggregate has been increased to 1.8 mtpa from 1.0 mpta. 

It is noted that the extended Plan period means that additional sites will need to be allocated in the 
future, but only if they meet other policy requirements within the plan; it is considered that this is a 
reasonable approach from a transport perspective. 

It is noted from Appendix A of the Topic Paper that there are no new site allocations in regard to this 
Policy, and from a transport perspective, this would not be expected to have any impact on Eastleigh in 
current form. However, if there are to be additional sites allocated in the future, it should be ensured that 
extraction vehicles do not unnecessarily impact Eastleigh’s transport networks. 

Policy 18 (Recycled and secondary aggregates development) 

This Policy remains largely unchanged, with the only changes concerning the incorporation of text to 
support additional capacity for recycled aggregate, which was previously included as part of Policy 30.  

As such, there is no change from a transport perspective in Eastleigh. 

Policy 19 (Aggregate wharves and rail depots) 

This Policy has been updated to remove inactive wharves, and with the addition of a number of rail 
depots and proposed allocations. It is noted that no new wharves have been noted for allocation. 

A benefit of these allocations is that they are ultimately to act to reduce the number of Heavy Goods 
Vehicles (HGVs) use in the local areas. However, the movement by road of materials to and from these 
sites will need to be fully appraised as part of any associated transport assessments. 

The locations proposed for new rail depots in Appendix A are seen as Andover Sidings, Basingstoke 
Sidings, Holybourne, Micheldever Sidings, and Totton Sidings. None of these allocations fall in the 
perimeters of the Eastleigh area, with Totton Sidings being the nearest, approximately 13.1km to the 
southwest of the region. It is noted in the Draft Minerals and Waste Plan that Eastleigh Rail Depot is 
seen as currently operating at capacity. 

Policy 20 (Local land-won aggregates) 

A series of new local land-won aggregates have been included to meet predicted demands up to 2040, 
as a number of previously existing sites have now been exhausted and thus removed from the Plan. 
The plan seeks to maintain a landbank of 7 years of permitted reserves of sand and gravel through 
extraction, extensions and new allocations. The benefit of this policy is expected to arise from the 
steady provision of supplies and infrastructure in the local area. 



The new locations noted as being added in connection with this policy are Ashley Manor Farm, 
Bramshill Quarry Extension, Cobley Wood, Cutty Brow, Dunwood Farm Fruit, Hamble Airfield, Midgham 
Farm, Purple Haze, Stanbridge Ranvilles, The Triangle and Yeatton Farm. 

All of these locations are positioned sufficiently far away from the Eastleigh area that any related 
transport impact in or near the Eastleigh networks is expected to be minimal. 

Policy 21 (Silica sand development) 

The Silica sand development policy has been updated with the clarification of the extent of development 
proposed in National Parks. This policy update clarifies that mineral workings in National Parks will not 
be acceptable unless exceptional circumstances are demonstrated. It is recognised that there are some 
potential supplies of specialist silica material present in deposits within National Park areas, but is clear 
that these sites will not be explored unless other reasonable alternatives are ruled out. 

As such, this bears no direct implications for Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 22 (Brick-Making Clay) 

No change is expected to occur in regard to brick making clay production, other than the Michelmersch 
Brickworks allocation set out in 2013 being permitted and worked on. Other than this, Selborne 
Brickworks has fallen out of operation, and therefore has been removed. 

Michelmersch lies approximately 15.9km to the northwest from Eastleigh, and as such any operations 
taking place here in terms of extraction of brick-making clay is unlikely to result in any significant impact 
in Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 23 (Chalk Development) 

This policy has remained unchanged aside from supporting text being amended to clarify factual 
updates. 

As such this results in no impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 24 (Oil and Gas Development) 

The only change which has been made within this policy relates to the removal of potential ambiguity, 
and updating of the wording to accord with national caselaw. It is noted in the main Minerals and Waste 
Plan that oil is directly exported by road to Hamble Oil Terminal, however this has been established 
prior to the changes proposed in the draft Plan.  

As such, no changes in this policy result in a impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

WASTE POLICIES (25 -34) 

Policy 25 (Sustainable waste management) 

This policy remains unchanged other than updates to the non-hazardous waste arisings targets for 
recycling. Development applicants are also required to provide analysis of a waste hierarchy that will 
result from their application. 

As such, no changes in this policy are expected to impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 26 (Safeguarding – waste infrastructure) 

This policy remains unchanged other than clarification around definitions of waste infrastructure.  

As such, no changes in this policy are expected to impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 



Policy 27 (Capacity for Waste Management Development) 

This policy update records the current arisings and capacity required for waste management up to 2040. 
This includes: 5.5 mtpa of non-hazardous waste (increase from 2.62 mpta); 1.80 mtpa of inert waste 
(decrease from 2.49 mtpa) and 0.18 mtpa of hazardous waste (increase from 0.16 mtpa). 

These figures support an increase in recycling capacity, comments on Policy 29 address the expected 
location of these increased facilities. 

Policy 28 (Energy recovery development) 

This policy update seeks to require development proposals to only deal with residual waste and to 
ensure that combined heat and power is provided as a minimum. This has been altered to meet 
government requirements. 

These updates to Policy 28 do not result in an impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 29 (Locations and sites for waste management) 

It is noted that the changes to this policy have been designed to avoid ambiguity and address difficulties 
encountered previously by planning authorities in appraising the acceptability of impacts to transport 
networks (particularly local roads). Site allocations listed at Policy 29 (4) have been identified through a 
‘call for sites’ for waste management.  

It is stated in the Mineral and Waste Plan that transport is of key concern when considering waste 
management, and as such the sites proposed are intended to avoid any residential areas and wherever 
possible main roads. 

It is noted from the list of sites to be used for waste management, the nearest to the Eastleigh area is 
Lee Lane, Nursling, which is located approximately 11.7 km to the west of the region. Additionally, Lee 
Lane lies 2.9 km from the nearest point of the SRN, junction 3 of the M27.   

Further comments on the supporting Transport Assessment’s appraisal of the impacts of the sites listed 
in the draft plan will be provided in due course. 

Policy 30 (Construction, demolition and excavation waste development) 

This policy has been updated to outline the level in arisings of waste within the plan period (1.77 mtpa) 
and the levels of maintenance of inert recycling and recovery which are required. It is noted that the 
changes have come to form a closer alignment with Policy 27.  

Seeing as this policy update acts as an update to waste levels rather than change in use/method for 
their collection and disposal, this policy amendment is not expected to result in a direct impact on 
Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 31 (Liquid waste and waste-water management) 

This policy has been updated with the statement of the need to comply with the Environment Act treated 
waste-water phosphorous targets, and updated with information from water companies regarding future 
needs. 

This policy update will therefore not impact directly on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

Policy 32 (Non-hazardous waste landfill) 

This policy has been updated to reflect current sites and permissions. It is noted that Blue Haze is the 
only remaining non-hazardous landfill, with Purple Haze no longer being considered a viable option.  

Blue Haze is located near Ringwood, approximately 37.1km to the southwest of the Eastleigh region, 
and as such this is unlikely to result in a significant impact on the area from a transport perspective. 



Policy 33 (Hazardous and Low Level Radioactive Waste development) and Policy 34 
(Safeguarding potential minerals and waste wharf and rail depot infrastructure) 

It is noted that both of these policies are remaining unchanged, with only factual updates. As such, this 
bears no impact on Eastleigh from a transport perspective. 

 


