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PLANNING APPLICATION REPORT 
 

DESCRIPTION 
ADDRESS 

 Residential development of 61 no. dwellings, with associated public open 
space, landscaping and amenity areas with access off Satchell Lane. 
LAND AT SATCHELL LANE, HAMBLE-LE-RICE, 

 

Site Visit: Yes X No ☐ 

Details: Site visit carried out 14th May 2021 
 

 
The Site and Its Surroundings 

Description of 
Application: 

The proposal is a full planning application for 61 two storey dwellings, the majority of 
which are large detached dwellings, with a smaller number of semi detached, 
terraced and maisonettes. Each dwelling has access to a rear garden and most 
have on-site parking and garages. The smaller dwellings (plots 6-10) have access to 
a communal parking area near the northern boundary.   
 
The single access to serve the development is proposed from Satchell Lane in the 
form of a standard priority junction along the north-eastern perimeter of the site. The 
dwellings are positioned on a looping ring road leading to a number of cul-dec-sacs. 
The development contains two pockets of open space one in the centre and one to 
the far southern corner with further green infrastructure around the perimeter of the 
development. There is a SuDS feature on the far eastern boundary next to 161 
Satchell Lane. 
 
The application is accompanied by the following reports and technical assessments: 

• Planning application form (and completed certificate B) 

• Location, site, elevation and floor plans 

• Additional Layout Plans (character areas, house types & parking schedules) 

• Covering letter; & planning, design and access statement 

• Supplementary design document; & Illustrative landscape plan 

• Sustainability report 

• Transport assessment; & framework travel plan 

• Biodiversity checklist; preliminary ecological appraisal, & bat surveys & 
landscape and ecological mitigation plan 

• Tree constraints plan; & arboricultural impact assessment 

• Affordable housing statement 

• Topographical survey 

• Geo-environmental site assessment; & noise and air quality assessment 

• Flood risk assessment and drainage strategy 

• Nitrogen budget 

• Agricultural land considerations 

• Archaeological desk based assessment 

• Mineral assessment report 

• Public art statement 

• Statement of community involvement 

• Draft S106 heads of terms 
 

Site Area: 3.53ha 

Density: 17.28 dwellings per hectare 
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The Site and Its Surroundings 

Characteristics 
of the site and 
locality: 

The application site comprises a roughly triangular grass field which is presently 
utilised for the grazing of horses. The site extends to an area of approximately 3.55 
hectares and is bound by Satchell Lane to its northern perimeter, with the existing 
ribbon residential development along the western side of the Lane bordering the site 
to the south-east. The site’s western boundary runs parallel with a Public Footpath 
(Hamble-le-Rice Footpath 1) which links Satchell Lane with the centre of Hamble 
village around 900m to the south, beyond which lies the former Hamble Airfield. 
 
The site is situated outside of the urban edge and within an area designated as 
countryside within the Council’s adopted Local Plan (the Eastleigh Borough Local 
Plan Review 2001-2011). The adjoining section of Satchell Lane is semirural in 
character with it being tree-lined and devoid of footways moving in a northerly 
direction. There are recreational uses to the north-east of the site in the form of 
Riverside Caravan Park as well as Mercury Marina, with the former DIO (Defence 
Infrastructure Organisation) Hamble Petroleum Storage Depot to the north. 
 
In respect of its topography, the site as a whole falls fairly markedly to the 
east/south-east, with the high point of the land located towards the mid-to upper 
extent of the western boundary (18m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD), with this then 
sloping down to a low point of just under 11m AOD to the east where the site 
borders the residential dwelling at No. 161 Satchell Lane. There is a more gentle 
slope moving from north to south, with the southern-most point of the site being just 
over 14m AOD. 
 
The land continues to drop moving eastwards beyond the site’s perimeter, with the 
adjacent section of the Satchell Lane carriageway set at a lower level and there 
being a steep bank marking the intervening boundary. This bank contains a large 
number of mature trees which continue around the length of the 
northern perimeter of the development site. The western boundary with the adjacent 
Public Right of Way is marked by a mixture of trees, hedging and fencing, whilst to 
the east the adjoining boundaries of the neighbouring residential properties consist 
of a range of hedging and fencing. 
 

Screening: EIA Screening 
The application does not need to be supported by an Environmental Statement as it 
does not exceed the thresholds in section 10b) of Schedule 2 of the Town & Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 as the application is 
for less than 150 dwellings and the site area is less than 5ha in size. 
 
HRA Screening 
The site is within the 5.6 km buffer zone of the Solent and Southampton Special 
Protection Area and other designated areas. Had the application been 
recommended for permission, it would have been necessary to carry out an 
appropriate assessment (as set out under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Act 2017) to ensure that mitigation would be put in place to protect the nearby 
Special Policy Area from the effects of the development.  
 

 
Relevant Planning History 

Reference Description Decision 

O/17/80319 Outline application: development of up to 70 
dwellings with associated access, public open 

Refused (Sep 2017) 
Allowed on Appeal (Dec 
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Relevant Planning History 

Reference Description Decision 

space, landscaping and amenity areas (all matters 
reserved except for access) 

2018), but permission has not 
lapsed 

Z/26999 The erection of two detached houses Refused (Sep 1983) 

Z/18953 Residential development Refused (Nov 1978) 

 

Publicity: Letters   X Site Notice   X Newspaper   X 

Representations: A total of 726 letters of objection, 5 letters of support and 1 letter of observation 
have been received in relation to the application. 
 
The representations raised the following areas of concern (summarised): 
 
The principle of development/ need and housing supply  

• The development is contrary to policy, as the site is outside of the urban 
area and would encroach into open countryside.  

• The Hamble peninsular cannot sustain any more housing development, as 
indicated in the dismissed GE Aviation appeal and hearing on the Mercury 
Marina site allocation. 

• Further housing development in the area is not needed and other 
constructed housing sites have not yet been fully occupied. 

• The mix and number of dwellings is wrong and would result in an 
overdevelopment of site. 

• Housing would not be affordable for local people who need it.  

• The proposal would set a precedent for housing development at Mercury 
Marina, which would have a cumulative impact on Satchell Lane.  
 

Traffic Congestion 

• Increase in traffic/congestion on the highway network, especially Hamble 
Lane, which is already one of the country’s busiest ‘B’ roads.  

• Additional pressure on the junction of Satchell Lane with Hamble Lane, 
which is already overloaded and dangerous especially at peak times. 

• Insufficient capacity on the highway network, which was a reason the 
planning inspector dismissed the housing development at GE Aviation.  
Hamble Lane should be improved and widened before any further 
development is considered. 

• Transport assessment uses traffic volumes for Hamble Lane junction from 
2017/ 2018 and no allowance has been made for increase in last couple of 
years.  

• Cumulative impacts of additional traffic with other developments.  

• Impact of traffic congestion on the emergency services ability to access the 
area. 

• Congestion may result in local businesses relocating to other areas. A park 
and ride scheme should be considered.   
 

Sustainability & Access 

• Unsustainable location, no footpath links to school and health facilities at 
northern end of Satchell Lane and no options for providing this. Site not 
adequately served by public transport. As such residents would be reliant 
on cars.  

• The site would pose a highway safety risk for children walking to school as 
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there is no pavements, street lighting or cycle routes along Satchel Lane. 
Satchell Lane is heavily trafficked with a number of blind bends and vehicles 
often exceed 30mph speed limit. 

• Highway safety concerns and the potential for accidents associated with the 
position of the access, which is on a blind bend of a narrow road and close 
to the access for Mercury Marina, the Halyards and the Riverside Caravan 
Park. 

• The access would require long visibility splays and it is questionable 
whether these could be delivered as there are ownership issues and 
extensive engineering work required to manage steep ground levels. 
Without regular maintenance visibility splays would become overgrown and 
unsafe.  

• Satchell Lane is in a poor state of repair and impact of construction vehicles 
and new residents using existing road.  

• Satchell Lane is used as a rat run to avoid congestion along Hamble Lane 
and was not built to take this many vehicles. 30pm limit is often exceeded 
and representations highlight near misses between different road users. 

• Missed opportunity to create pedestrian access points between housing 
development and adjacent footpath, which leads to Hamble village centre to 
the South. 

• Inadequate on-site car parking and availability for parking along Satchell 
Lane 

• Development doesn’t provide sufficient turning space for refuse lorries. 
 
Impact on character of the area 

• The site is on a high point in the landscape and the housing development 
would be represent a visual intrusion into the surrounding countryside. 

• The housing development would damage the visual appeal of the approach 
to  Hamble and harm its Village character. 

• The development would further increase the urbanisation of the Hamble 
Peninsular. The council should develop brownfield sites first. 

• Loss of green space and erosion of the visual buffer between Hamble and 
Bursledon, which would undermine the physical and visual qualities of 
locality and affect the setting of the adjacent footpath (which is part of the 
strawberry trail).  

• Result in the loss of mature trees and hedgerows, which would affect the 
character of Satchell Lane. 

• The proposed housing design is poor and lacks architectural merit. The 
design, layout and density of the dwellings are not in keeping with the 
surrounding pattern of development and wide variety of houses on Satchell 
Lane.  

 
Flooding and drainage 

• The development would cause local flooding from increased water run-off, 
affecting the use of Satchell Lane.  

• The water table is particularly high making flooding a real possibility, 
concern expressed for some of the existing Satchel Lane dwellings which 
would be sited next to the attenuation pond and at a low point in the land.  

• Drainage and sewerage is already a constant challenge in the area and the 

• additional housing would exacerbate these problems. 

• Existing houses backing on to the site have suffered from the effects of poor 

• surface water drainage resulting in underpinning works; alterations to flow 

• patterns could cause further damage. 
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• Concerns raised about the quality of surface water run off and the impact 
this would have on the Hamble River, which now supports an oyster 
population.  
 

Amenity (including air quality, noise, pollution and impact on local residents) 

• The site slopes down to the east and so the proposed houses would appear 
overbearing and visually intrusive when viewed from the rear aspect of the 
existing Satchell Lane dwellings.  Resulting in a loss of outlook and an 
increased sense of enclosure from these dwellings. 

• Overshadowing, loss of light and privacy from the surrounding housing. 

• Light pollution from the development in a dark rural landscape. 

• Additional noise and air pollution associate with traffic from the housing 
development. 

• Noise, dust and general disturbance and dust during construction work 

• Low-frequency high-energy vibration from trucks as they leave and enter 
the construction site would cause structural resonances in neighbouring 
homes  

• Anti-social behaviour with rising population 

• Loss of visual amenity for people using the footpath and subsequent impact 
on mental health 
 

Infrastructure and facilities 

• Additional pressure on local doctors and dentists, which already have 
significant waiting times for appointments. 

• Additional burden on local schools, which are already at capacity. 

• Effects on existing gas, electricity supplies and sewage system in the 
locality.  

• Lack of contributions towards local infrastructure. Infrastructure 
improvements should be put in place before any more housing is 
considered. 

• Proximity of the development to the oil pipeline.  
 
Biodiversity and other environmental impacts  

• Loss of habitat for local wildlife including birds, badgers, bats, deer, field 
mice and reptiles. 

• The site is used as a release point for hedgehogs, who would be adversely 
affected by the proposed housing development. 

• There is a WW2 pillbox adjacent to the proposed site which is used by bats 
and which should be left undisturbed for their conservation. 

• Impacts on the SSSI, SPA, SAC and the local RAMSAR site. 
 
Other  

• The development is being pursued solely for financial / profit reasons. 

• The proposals would only increase the difficulty of existing economic 
enterprises in ensuring that their staff can reach work. 

• Impact on property prices for owners of neighbouring dwellings. 

• Housing being built in the area is out of reach of local young families. 

• Development would open floodgates to even larger detrimental 
developments including on the airfield. 

• Proposal does not provide public open space or play facilities. 

• Development would concreate over current green space so increasing 
carbon footprint. 

• The proposal would result in a poor quality homes for people to live in. 
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• The letters of support expressed the need for the housing development, 
which would allow local people to live close to family.  

 
 

 
Eastleigh Borough Council  
 

Urban Design 
Officer: 

Objection 

• General site layout lacks any consideration of the site context, or the 
character of the surrounding area.  

• That proposed is a poor response to the site and would result in a 
development lacking in interest, imagination or any sense of place.  

• The development has been pushed hard up against the site boundaries in 
an insensitive and unsympathetic manner, with insufficient room left over to 
provide worthwhile green infrastructure, tree planting, sustainable drainage, 
ecological enhancement or useable public open space.  

• Streetscapes have been poorly composed, lacking interest or any form of 
hierarchy, and the ‘character areas’ proposed are not clearly defined or 
understandable.  

• Streets have not been designed with all potential users in mind and are 
dominated by the need for vehicle movement and servicing of the site.  

• The architectural design of the dwellings is confused and of a generally poor 
quality, with no rational for why certain designs have been proposed.  

• Substantial and fundamental changes are required at the master planning 
stage to adequately address concerns before more detailed design matters 
can be suitably addressed.  

 

Landscape Officer: • The proposed site layout restricts opportunities for the creation of significant 
new Green Infrastructure (GI) which is regarded as essential to creating a 
high quality landscape setting for this site. 

•  The continuous landscape buffer around all sides of the development 
indicated on the Appeal concept plan has been disrupted by positioning 
Plots 58-61 hard against the eastern boundary. This interruption of 
connected GI that would provide an important wildlife corridor around the 
site is unacceptable. The present layout of Plots 58-61 also reduces SUDS 
provision and prevents the recreational footways that would provide an 
attractive circulatory route around the site for pedestrians. 

• Overall, the opportunities for deliverable street tree planting are limited with 
the present layout. In many locations there is insufficient space for new 
trees, and in some places trees are shown very close to buildings or they 
are located within narrow planting beds where they are likely to fail. 

• A key landscape feature of the site are the existing hedgerows and tree 
lines along the site boundaries. The importance of retaining and 
strengthening these is noted in the DAS. The proposed road layout 
generally passes nearer to boundary vegetation than envisaged at the 
concept stage. As a result there is an unacceptable reduction in width of the 
landscape buffer, which in turn limits available space for new screen 
planting and for the recreational footways. Space for new planting along the 
western boundary, is particularly important, as this would protect the setting 
of the PROW that passes the site. 

• A majority of front gardens are too small, with insufficient space for even 
hedge planting to soften the public realm. 
 

Ecology Officer Holding Objection – the DEFRA biodiversity metric should be used, and 
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calculations submitted to demonstrate that the development would provide a 
net gain for biodiversity. 
 
General 

• The site is located off Satchell Lane and is around 0.5km west of the 
Hamble Estuary. The estuary comprises a network of statutorily designated 
sites.  

• The former Hamble Airfield Site is located immediately west of the site 
boundary and Opportunities for the application site to contribute to this 
habitat linking and enhancement should be considered. 

 
SPA 

• The site is located within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA 
and in the absence of mitigation the development would have a significant 
impact in terms of recreational disturbance. The development would 
therefore need to make monetary contributions to relevant mitigation 
scheme secured through a S106 agreement. 

• Given that the development would result in an increase in housing the 
scheme and so increase nitrates levels, the developer would need to enter 
into an agreement with the council to purchase Nitrate credits as part of the 
nitrate strategy to ensure the development can achieve nutrient neutrality 
and that the obligations of the council are met in terms of the Habitats 
Regulations. 

 
Drainage 

• A detailed drainage strategy has been submitted with the application and 
indicates that surface water runoff from the application site would be 
managed through permeable paving, two cellular storage tanks and a 
storage basin. Surface water would be discharged at a rate of 3.5l/s into the 
public sewer network at the Halyards housing development off Satchell 
Lane. This is acceptable in principle since the ground investigation showed 
that infiltration is not feasible at the application site, and in the absence of 
any nearby watercourse.  

• The approach detailed here was established as acceptable in the previous 
application (O/17/80319) process although comments should be sought 
from and the HCC Flood & Water Team. 

 
Site Ecology 

• Dormouse survey work was provided as part of the previous application and 
is still applicable. 

• A combination of previous survey work and data held by HBIC also 
indicates that the site is not currently supporting notable wintering birds 
including assemblages that may be associated with the Solent and 
Southampton Water SPA. 

• The site can be considered to have a level of on-site ecology that does not 
necessarily constrain development on the site. The site is predominantly 
comprised of horse-grazed semi-improved grassland albeit with moderate 
floral diversity comprising mainly common and widespread species. The 
boundary features (hedgerows and trees) are also an important feature and 
are generally retained apart from access. 

 
Biodiversity Net Gain 

• NPPF (2019) paragraph 174b sets out a requirement to identify and pursue 
opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.   
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• The Environment Bill (which is likely to pass into law later this year) sets a 
target of a minimum of 10% net gain to be achieved. With the recent 
development of the DEFRA Biodiversity Metric we now have a tool which 
can quantify the level of enhancement a development would provide. The 
preliminary ecological assessment and Landscape and Environmental 
Management Plan (LEMP) set out a number of potential enhancements all 
of which I am supportive of, but they are not quantified. 

• I support the comments from the Hampshire Swift Group and the provision 
of these nest boxes within the dwellings should be 

 

Tree Officer: No objection, subject to conditions requiring the installation of tree fencing, 
compliance with the arboricultural report & submission of an arboricultural 
method statement.  
 
The site is an eastward sloping paddock in a semi-rural setting. The site 
contains significant trees and hedges, which border the site. The trees provide 
screening, habitat and visual amenity. There are no significant trees within the 
interior of the site.  
 
Several trees are due to be removed as part of the access arrangements. 
These trees contribute to the overall landscape, but are generally damaged, 
stunted or have no future potential. In addition, they are located at a point of 
Satchell Lane with limited residential properties and thus have limited use in 
screening. The long term impact, with suitable replacement planting, is 
relatively low. 
 
There are some areas of potential minor impact, including use of cellular 
confinement. It would be necessary, therefore, for an Arboricultural Method 
Statement to be submitted prior to commencement. It should cover items such 
as service run location and methods, installation of cellular confinement and 
arboricultural work. In addition, it should clarify the level of supervision 
proposed and the timings of activities. 
 

Housing Enabling 
Officer: 

 

• This site would be a qualifying site for affordable housing provision and in 
line with our adopted Affordable Housing SPD would need to provide 35%, 
which based on 61 units overall would equate to 21 affordable homes.  

• The affordable provision being proposed accords with our tenure 
requirements of 65% rent (14No homes) and 35% Shared Ownership (7No 
homes).  

• We would generally expect the affordable housing mix to be broadly 
reflective of the total housing being provided on the site. Given the 
proposed market provision, I would expect the affordable proposals to 
include at least 1No 4 bedroom house (able to accommodate a minimum of 
6 people) for rent. I would therefore suggest that this be achieved by 
reducing the number of 3 bed houses by one to five. 

•  We would expect that the affordable provision particularly for rent would 
meet a range of needs for those awaiting housing from the register. I would 
therefore request confirmation as to the numbers of people that the 
proposed affordable homes can accommodate. 

• The affordable housing dwellings must be built to Lifetime Homes 
Standards in line with our Affordable Housing SPD (equivalent to Building 
Regulations Part M category 2). 

• We would recommend that as the detail of the scheme evolves, the 
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developer has a dialogue with a Registered Provider to ensure that the 
affordable units meet the required standards. 
 

Environmental 
Health (amenity) 

I have reviewed the submitted MEC Acoustic Air Noise and Air Quality 
Assessment 26148-04-NAQ-01 dated December 2020, and general principles 
remain unchanged from previous application O/17/80319.   

• Reasonable, if not good, internal acoustic conditions would likely be 
achieved with open windows during the nighttime but marginally failed 
during the daytime for rooms relying on fenestration facing the road and 
at a distance of 15 meters from the carriageway. It would be best to 
avoid habitable rooms on this façade as much as possible.   

• Conventional windows should be sufficient to achieve acceptable 
internal noise conditions when closed. Alternative ventilation should also 
be provided to habitable rooms in plots 1 to 11; 31 and 32.  
Conventional passive window slot vents would be sufficient.  

• The garden areas to plots 6 to 11 and 32 should be provided with a 
close boarded garden fence to 1.8 meters without gaps on elevations 
facing towards the road. 

• In terms of room layouts plot 1: shows good arrangements in this regard 
considering the house type proposed.  Plot 8,9,10 are less good as 
living rooms face towards the road.  This is a function of the reverse 
housing grain for plots 6 to 11 where gardens face towards the road 
rather than being protected behind the building mass.  I expect noise 
levels in these garden areas may also just exceed desirable noise levels 
for such areas. 

 
Considering the relative importance of this issue to other planning objectives; 
be advised that this consideration should be approached in the context that site 
noise levels are only marginally elevated here, posing a relatively low risk to 
amenity.  You may want to condition the provision of alternative ventilation and 
garden fences.  However, no acoustic details need to be supplied for this low-
risk site and could be signed off by the planning officer on discharge.   
 
I would advise that conditions to control the impact of the development phase 
(Condition 13 applied in the appeal decision to O/17/80319) is relevant.   
 
The comments made regarding O/17/80319 relating to air quality contributions 
were reflective of my understanding of the policy and practice of the LPA at the 
time and would still be relevant if this practice has not changed.  
 
Previous Air Quality comments on O/17/80319 
The report concludes that air quality objectives are unlikely to be exceeded on 
the site or be significantly deleteriously impacted at existing residential 
properties. However, it is expected that additional traffic flow through an Air 
Quality Management Area would result. As such, in accordance with usual 
practice, you should seek a contribution of £100 per dwelling. 
 

Environmental 
Health 
(contamination) 

No response provided, comments from O/17/80319 are considered applicable 
to the current application.  
 
I have reviewed the Geo-environmental site assessment report. The report has 
concluded that no significant contamination is present on site, however it has 
sampled the site at relatively low sampling density and assumes that dwellings 
would be low level dwellings with ventilated under floors. No information is 
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provided on the need for imported soils or changes to site levels. 
 
On this basis we would not object to the proposal however we would 
recommend that the development is conditioned to require that the applicant 
provide, prior to the commencement of development, an updated assessment 
when final site design and layout details are known, details of a site 
contamination discovery strategy, and agreed specifications for imported sub 
and top-soils to be utilised on site. 
 

Direct Services: No objection 
 

 
Hampshire County Council  
 

Highways Officer: Objection on the grounds of: 
1. Highway safety (due to the lack of appropriate footway to the north and west 
of the site) 
2. Cumulative impact of traffic flows on Hamble Lane, which this development 
would contribute to. 
 
1. Highway Safety - Pedestrian Links: 
As outlined in the applicants Transport Assessment, the site has previously 
been granted permission at appeal by the Planning Inspector. One of the 
reasons for objection from HCC as Local Highway Authority was in regard to 
the inadequate pedestrian provision, relating to the lack of footway / safe 
walking route north and west from the site on Satchell Lane.  
 
HCC / EBC provided evidence on this matter to the Inquiry and this was one of 
the Inspectors main considerations. The Inspector was however satisfied that 
there were suitable and safe walking routes available to users of the site and 
allowed the Appeal, finding: “42. Overall, there is no policy requirement that a 
specific walking route should be acceptable, especially when other routes and 
transport modes exist. Although I disagree with the appellant concerning the 
safety of the northern route for pedestrians, the appeal site is sustainable in 
locational terms having regard to the proximity of and accessibility to local 
services and facilities. It complies with policy LPR 100.T.” 
 
Whilst the Inspectors opinion is respectfully taken into consideration, it does 
however remain the opinion of HCC as Local Highway Authority that the 
provision of footway links to the north and west of the site remain imperative for 
the realistic safe and sustainable (in line with the aims of the NPPF) travel of 
pedestrians from the site. 
 
Whilst foot and (to an extent) cycle links are available on an elongated route to 
the south, then heading west and finally north, this route would be 
approximately 3.2km if utilised to access (for example) the local secondary 
school. Whilst this distance 'may' be deemed an acceptable distance by some, 
simple common sense would suggest that teenagers accessing the school 
would most likely choose the shortest option (north and west) along Satchell 
Lane at approximately 1.3km distance. Even in full knowledge of the associated 
safety issues, it may be unrealistic to believe the majority of children (and in 
reality adults) would choose a route over 2.5 times the distance of the shortest 
option.  
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Satchell Lane along this section of the route is essential a country road in terms 
of facilities, with narrow lanes; no street lighting; winding in nature with limited 
visibility; and has a lack for refuge spaces for pedestrians to step into, 
compounded by steep side banks with a high level of vegetation that prevents 
utilisation if needing to get out of the way of a vehicle. The route is simply not 
promotable as a Safer Route to School (or other local facilities such as the 
Doctors Surgery) due to the identified road safety implications for pedestrians. 
 
In terms of mitigation that could be forthcoming, it is unlikely that any footway 
could be provided along the route. Widening of the highway to accommodate 
such a facility would involve removal of vast stretches of habitat to the side of 
the road which is unlikely to be agreeable, and a route behind the landscaping 
would potentially be unsafe for other reasons such as the lack of visual security 
with users hidden behind trees and bushes. 
 
As such, HCC as Local Highway Authority would be unable to support the 
application for these reasons. Undoubtedly once residents arrive, there would 
be calls to improve the route, and as mentioned, this is very unlikely to be 
achievable and highway safety issues would likely result. 
 
2. Traffic Flows & Trip Generation: 
As part of the planning submission, the applicants have submitted a Transport 
Assessment which outlines the anticipated level of vehicle trips to be generated 
by the site, and also reviews two highway junctions, being the site access onto 
Satchell Lane via modelling software, and the uplift in vehicle flows associated 
with the area surrounding the junction of Satchell Lane / Hamble Lane and the 
adjacent Hamble Lane / Hound Road roundabout. 
 
This work demonstrated that: 
 
A: Anticipated vehicle trips are shown to be: 
- 31 two-way vehicle movements in the am peak (7 in / 25 out with rounding); 
and 
- 33 two-way vehicle movements in the pm peak (24 in / 9 out). 
 
B: Site access / Satchel Lane junction: 
Junction modelling has been undertaken for the proposed site access, and this 
demonstrates that given the flow of vehicles in and out of site, queues are very 
unlikely, and any delay would be minimal. The junction would work well within 
capacity. 
 
C: Satchell Lane / Hamble Lane and Hamble Lane / Hound Road impact: 
The applicants have also reviewed the potential impact on existing traffic flows 
within the local vicinity of the site, in terms of a percentage uplift anticipated to 
existing vehicle flows, This demonstrates how as a stand-alone development, 
impact would be anticipated to be low. 
 
Details provided show: 
 
Satchell Lane: 
- AM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 9.67% over existing 
- PM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 1.45% over existing 
 
Hamble Lane South: 
- AM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 0.18% over existing 
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- PM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 0.13% over existing 
 
Hamble Lane North: 
- AM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 0.72% over existing 
- PM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 1.27% over existing 
 
Hound Road: 
- AM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 0.50% over existing 
- PM peak vehicle flows are anticipated to increase by 0.98% over existing 
 
However, at a recent appeal dismissed by the Governments Planning Inspector 
- (Appeal Ref: APP/W1715/W/20/3255559 - O/18/84191 GE Aviation, Kings 
Avenue, Hamble-Le-Rice, SO31 4NF) the current issues of traffic were 
discussed and at point 52 of the decision notice. 
 
Here, it outlined the 'March 2019 HCC report to the Executive Member for 
Environment and Transport, which states that until improvements to the 
northern section of Hamble Lane have been implemented it is considered 
inappropriate from a traffic perspective for further development to be allocated 
or permitted along Hamble Lane'. 
 
At point 45, the inspector further outlines that 'There is no definition of ‘severe’ 
in the NPPF or elsewhere in policy. I consider that individual impacts at the 
Tesco Roundabout and Portsmouth Road junctions would be severe, 
particularly when compared to the current baseline and considering the 
cumulative impact of background growth elsewhere. Hamble Lane is already 
congested and the development would result in increased queuing. The 
appellant and HCC concur in their agreed statement on transport matters that 
the impact would not be severe subject to the agreed package of measures'. 
 
Whilst the proposed development at Satchell Lane is smaller in scale than the 
GE Aviation site, and so impacts would be lower, in consideration of cumulative 
impacts, it is clear that congestion issues are already experienced on Hamble 
Lane. 
 
As the inspector intimates, and the HCC report suggests, no further 
development should take place on Hamble Lane, until such times as the 
Hamble Lane Corridor Study is complete; the package of measures are fully 
identified, tested and found to be feasible; and funding sources for the 
implementation of such works have been identified. 
 
Until such time, any additional development that directly feeds onto Hamble 
Lane (as is the case with this application) should not proceed or there is a high 
risk of a significant impact resulting due to cumulative affects. 
 
In addition, if developers wish to continue with the application despite the 
issues as outlined above, due to the issues on Hamble Lane, it would be 
requested that formal transport modelling be provided in addition to that already 
received for: 
- Hamble lane / Satchell Lane junction at three peak periods being 0800-0900 / 
1430-1530 / 1700-1800; and 
- Hamble Lane / Hound Road roundabout at three peak periods being 0800-
0900 / 1430-1530 / 1700-1800. 
 
3. Site access: 
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The principal of direct access into site has previously been deemed acceptable 
in principle as part of planning permission O/17/80319, which was granted at 
appeal App/W1715/W/18/3194846 by the governments planning inspector on 
20 December 2018. This access provided both vehicle and pedestrian access 
into the site and is replicated in both location and design principles for this 
application (see Drawing 17-004-035 Rev D -Appendix C of the submitted 
Transport Assessment). 
 
However, the developer should be aware that engineering drawings showing 
the detailed design of the access needs to be agreed through the formal S278 
process, before any access works being undertaken. Due to the relatively 
significant embankment works required to achieve adequate visibility, and 
potential ownership issues, it is strongly suggested that early engagement with 
the S278 team is undertaken, as this process may require updates to the 
design which could affect the proposed layout. 
 
4. Internal Layout 
In terms of the internal layout, these would be a mix of S38 adopted areas and 
un-adopted areas for the roads and footways within the site. Engineering 
drawings would need to be provided for the S38 adoption process, which is 
addition to any planning approval that may be granted by the Local Planning 
Authority. Early engagement is advised as this can affect the developments 
layout.  Any unadopted roads should be designed to minimum industry 
standards and / or Hampshire County Council’s best practice as set out in. For 
both S38 adopted areas as well as areas not proposed to be adopted, 
developers should also be made aware of the Advanced Payment Code (APC) 
 
Detailed comments are: 

• Dedicated turning head should be provided for the rear parking area 
associated with plots 6 to 10, as there are inadequate aisle width for 
manoeuvres to be made. Whilst this is acceptable for private use vehicles, it 
does mean that a relatively long refuse vehicle reverse would be required to 
collect the associated bins with rear access.  

• A narrow step out footway is provided for 3 of the 4 area of parallel parking 
bays, and this would need to be widened to conform to S38 requirements. 

• Additional elements such as street lighting and tactile crossing point 
provision would need to be provided as part of the S278 process; 

• Forward visibility requirements for adoptable areas (S38) are set against a 
minimum design speed of 20mph, requiring a minimum of 25.0m of 
unobstructed forward visibility. The applicants have reduced this standard in 
places, and as such they should engage with the S38 team as early as 
possible to discuss potential Departures from Standard, or preferably 
conform to the requirements through design updates. This should also 
include height requirements for any frontal landscaping, which should be out 
of visibility splays due to issues with ensuring maximum heights are 
retained when they may be within private areas. If revised plans can be 
submitted, they can be assessed accordingly. 

• Whilst the majority of the development is fully served with footway provision, 
there are areas that have minimal footways requiring a step out into the 
road almost immediately from the dwelling. Whilst speeds and visibility may 
accommodate this, it is likely that the S38 process would require specific 
comment of this within the Road safety.  

• Vehicle tracking diagrams have been provided for refuse, fire and private 
car vehicles, and are in the main acceptable. There are certain areas of the 
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site that are tighter than others, and could become blocked with obstructive 
parking, however as outlined below, TRO funding is requested to deal with 
this. It should however be noted by the developer that the refuse vehicle 
movement in and out of the site access would need to form part of the S278 
requirements. 

• In terms of parking, the quantum of vehicle spaces proposed has not been 
assessed, given this is a function of EBC as Local Parking Authority. It is 
however requested that the Case Officer ensures the parking standards are 
adhered to, as any shortfall is likely to result in obstructive parking both on 
the highway and on footways. 

• Parking layout has however been assessed, and is generally accepted bar 
the comment above concerning the step out area of 3 of the 4 parallel 
parking bay areas, and the requirements for visibility not being obstructed 
by landscaping. Bays associated with plot 58 do appear to be visually 
obstructed by formal parallel parking bays opposite however, and this 
should be reviewed. 

 
5. Developer Contributions 
As outlined above, any development feeding onto Hamble Lane would 
undoubtedly have an impact on an already congested road. This would require 
mitigation measures to the local highway junctions, as well as a requirement to 
update local highway infrastructure such as bus stops. For this reason, highway 
developer contributions are requested, which when utilising the HCC Highways 
Contribution Policy in the first instance (a replication of the methodology behind 
the approved application, equates to £293,395 for the specific development 
quantum by bed type. 
 
This would in the first instance be allocated to the following highway schemes, 
though this may be change in the interim period of the S106 being signed - 
should permission be granted. 
▪ Hamble Lane corridor improvements; 
▪ Bus subsidisation for existing services in the vicinity of the site; 
▪ Bus infrastructure improvements; and 
▪ To improve pedestrian and cycle links in the local area. 
. 
An additional contribution of £6,000 should also be secured towards necessary 
site junction and on-site Traffic Regulation Orders. 
 
Conditions 
Whilst an objection is made to the proposals at this point, should the Case 
Officer be minded to approve the application, it would be requested that 
conditions regarding installation and maintenance of site access, agreement of 
a construction method statement, installation of parking provision be applied. 
  

Flood and Water: Holding objection subject to: 

• written evidence required to demonstrate that Southern Water is willing to 
use their requisition powers over the private sewer or agreement provided 
from the third-party land owner.  

• confirmation of the actual invert levels of the proposed surface water sewer, 
as they are currently unknown, and they would have implications on the 
hydraulic calculations. 

 
Drainage Proposal 
The supporting information indicates that surface water runoff from the 
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application site would be managed through permeable paving, two cellular 
storage tanks and a storage basin.  Additionally, surface water would be 
discharged at a rate of 3.5l/s into the public sewer network at the Halyards 
housing development off Satchell Lane. This is acceptable in principle since the 
ground investigation showed that infiltration is not feasible at the application 
site, and in the absence of any nearby watercourse. 
 
Land Ownership 
The proposed surface water outfall pipe goes through land which appears to 
be owned by a third party, however, there is no information on the planning 
website which confirms that the landowners have agreed with the proposals. 
 
The agent’s suggested requisition powers (under Section 98 of the Water and 
Industry Act) would only work if Southern Water are willing to requisition the 
sewer, as otherwise the proposals could have a negative impact on the public 
sewerage network.  
 
Failure to secure this agreement(s) is likely to necessitate in the need to 
review the drainage proposals for the application, which may have implications 
for the proposed quantum and layout of the proposed development. 
 
Conclusion 
Although the information submitted by the applicant has addressed most of 
our concerns regarding surface water management and flood risk, we request 
that the aforementioned information is submitted at this stage and not through 
planning conditions to demonstrate that the application site has a secure 
outfall to discharge surface water runoff. 
 

Children’s 
Services: 
 

No objection  
 
subject to the applicant entering into a section 106 agreement to secure a 
contribution of £319,482 towards a 0.5fe expansion of Hamble primary school 
and £139,995 towards remodelling Hamble Secondary School in order to 
mitigate the impact of the development on educational infrastructure and 
ensure that sufficient school places are provided to accommodate the additional 
children expected to be generated by the development. 
 
Without the provision of a contribution towards the provision of additional school 
places the County Council, as Local Education Authority, would object to the 
proposal on the grounds that the impact on the existing infrastructure cannot be 
sufficiently mitigated and therefore the development is unacceptable in planning 
terms. 
 

Minerals and 
Waste: 

No objection – subject to conditions requiring a mineral recovery plan and 
mineral infrastructure safeguarding.  
 

Archaeology: No objection - A programme of archaeological works would be required via 
condition, as per the 2017 appeal decision.  
 

Access 
Development 
Officer: 
 

No comments have been received, but when commenting on the previous 
application they responded as follows: 
 
The proposal to connect the development to Hamble-le-Rice Footpath 1 is 
welcomed as this would provide a valuable off road sustainable transport link 
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from the development to the Primary School and the village. The increased use 
of the path would have an adverse impact on the amenity value of the public 
right of way. It is noted that the proposals detail a new recreational path running 
north/south parallel to the right of way, it is advised that only one path is 
necessary and that the recreational path should lead straight onto the right of 
way, this would also free up valuable space for screening or habitat creation. 
 
The proposal to link Hamble-le-Rice Footpath 1 to Hound Bridleway 9 is 
welcomed, this would create a valuable sustainable link to The Hamble School 
to the north. However, it is not clear if the proposals include the provision of the 
foot/cycleway, if this is not the case then the increased access onto and 
pedestrian/cycle use of Satchell Lane is likely to have an adverse impact on 
highway safety. 
 
Developer contributions are requested towards improvements to Hamble-le- 
Rice Footpath 1; the creation of a new off-road link to Hound Bridleway 9; the 
creation of an off-road link to Royal Victoria Country Park; and, the provision of 
recreational infrastructure at Royal Victoria Country Park. 
 

 
Other Public Sector Organisations 
 

Hamble Parish 
Council: 

Objection 
 
Policy Position 

• The Submitted Local Plan has increasing weight as it is further along the 
path to adoption. The development is contrary to the local plan strategy for 
development, which states “There should be no significant additional 
development in the Hamble peninsula because of transport constraints, 
minerals safeguarding and the vulnerability of the open and undeveloped 
countryside gaps between settlements in this area and Southampton, the 
outer borders of which are clearly visible from many parts of the peninsula.” 

• The LPA has demonstrated a robust five year housing land supply and no 
compelling reason why the application should be considered under 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 

 
Countryside 

• The development is not in conformity with the NPPF paragraph 20(d) seeks 
local plan policies that conserve and enhance the natural environment 
including landscapes and green infrastructure, Countryside Policy ELP 
(Policy S7, Policy S1 ix and Policy DM1i) or the Local Plan Review 2001-11 
(saved policies) (Policies 1.CO and 18.CO) neither of which allocate this 
site for development and have safeguarded it as for its countryside value as 
well as preserving spaces between urban settlements.  

• The site is positioned at the edge of settlement and is at risk of urbanisation. 
Maintaining a sense of Hamble as a unique settlement with its own 
character is important to residents (and was evidenced in a village survey in 
2016). 

 
Transport and Highways 

• Development would result in a further increase in car movements in and 
around Hamble Lane without a clear and deliverable strategy to deal with 
congestion and associated impacts on air quality. The application is 
supported by a transport assessment that focuses very much on the local 
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road network without modelling the impact of additional vehicle movements 
at each junction and at Windhover. As such the applicant cannot 
demonstrate that there is no harm from the additional vehicle movements 
and that there is adequate mitigation. 

• At the most recent planning inquiry in Hamble (GE Aviation), one of the 
main reasons for the Inspector dismissed the appeal was that the major 
housing development would have an unacceptable effect on traffic 
movements on the already congested Hamble Lane and the inability to 
adequately mitigate the effect of the development. This would apply to this 
site. 

• As part of the local plan hearing for the Mercury Marina site allocation 
Hampshire County Council updated their position stating: “The County 
Council would not support the provision of increased vehicle facilities that 
are likely to impact upon the rural nature of Satchell Lane, or compound the 
congestion along Hamble Lane. It is considered that increased level of 
vehicle use would not be acceptable unless improvement schemes were 
incorporated of the form being considered by HCC in the preferred scheme 
for Hamble Lane.” 

• The impact of this development on the local road network is likely to be 
significant. Pedestrian and cycleways to the site are poor and inadequate; 
although the area is served by footpath 1 this is not an all-weather surface 
and has no lighting. The footway along Satchell Lane is not direct and is not 
complete. Formal routes up to the Health Centre, Hamble School and 
Hamble Lane are non-existent and the road has no footway, is narrow and 
has a series of blind corners. In short the road is dangerous to pedestrians 
and cyclists and again would generate high trip rates within the village. This 
makes the site unsustainable and against policy. 

• The planning submission should include detailed design work for the 
entrance junctions (as previous agreed within the statement of common 
ground). The modelling shows vehicles having to occupy the roadway when 
turning up Satchell Lane which would create an unsafe junction. Its 
proximity to the corner means there are concerns about the potential for 
collisions and pedestrian accidents as a result of having to cross the road to 
exit the site and reach a footway. The current proposals are only achievable 
by the removal of undergrowth and vegetation which in normal instances 
would form part of a landscaping scheme to screen the site, especially to 
residents in the Halyards. A full safety audit is needed on the junction to 
ensure that it is safe and to reduce the need for vegetational removal.  

• Should the scheme be approved then the current footway should be 
extended up to the entrance of the Mercury Marina. 

 
Other 

• Concerns expressed with drainage measures and limited SuDS feature 
which would not accommodate all of the surface water run off in high 
rainfall. The site levels drop down to the River Hamble and Satchell Lane 
properties have issues with existing drainage in their gardens. 

• On site biodiversity has not been fully assessed, with some surveys taking 
place on the outer margins rather than within the development. Residents 
report a range of birds both native and overwintering species, a range of 
small mammals and amphibious reptiles in and around the pond margins. 
Every effort should be taken to provide adequate mitigation of the loss of 
habitats as a result of the application. 

• Would like development to retain the World War 2 pillar box located just 
outside of the site.  
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Natural England: Holding objection 
 
Without appropriate mitigation, we consider that this proposal would have a 
significant effect on: Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area 
(SPA) and Ramsar, Solent Maritime SAC, Solent and Dorset Coast SPA, New 
Forest SPA & Ramsar 
  
Further Information Required 

• An HRA Appropriate Assessment needs to be completed (including waste 
water impacts & recreational disturbance). 

• Surface Water Drainage - Details of efficacy and long-term maintenance of 
SuDS. 

• Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 
 

NHS West Hants 
CCG: 

No response provided 

Health and Safety 
Executive: 

No objection 
 
The proposed development site which you have identified does not currently lie 
within the consultation distance (CD) of a major hazard site or major accident 
hazard pipeline; therefore at present HSE does not need to be consulted on 
any developments on this site. 

 
Other Organisations 
 

Southampton 
Airport: 

No objection 
Given the nature of the proposed development it is possible that a crane may 
be required during its construction. We would, therefore, draw the applicant’s 
attention to the requirement within CAP 1096 the Guidance to crane users on 
the crane notification process and obstacle lighting and marking. 
 

Southern Water: Southern Water has undertaken a desktop study of the impact that the 
additional foul and surface water flows from the proposed development would 
have on the existing public sewer network. This indicates that additional flows 
from the development may lead to an increased risk of flooding from the sewer 
network.  
 
 It may be possible for some initial dwellings to connect, pending network 
reinforcement. Southern Water would review and advise on this following 
consideration of the development programme and the extent of network 
reinforcement required. 
 
Southern Water would carry out detailed network modelling as part of this 
review which may require existing flows to be monitored. This would enable us 
to establish the extent of any works required. Any network reinforcement that is 
deemed necessary to mitigate this would be provided by Southern Water. 
Southern Water endeavour to provide reinforcement within 24 months of 
planning consent being granted (Full or Outline). 
 
In the event that planning permission is granted, then a phased occupancy 
condition should be imposed to align with the delivery by Southern Water of any 
sewerage network reinforcement required to ensure that adequate wastewater 
network capacity is available to adequately drain the development. 
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The consultation response provides advice on the management and 
maintenance of the SuDS system and the need for this to be secured via 
condition. Request further condition requiring details foul sewerage and surface 
wate disposal to be agreed.  
 
Our investigations indicate that Southern Water can facilitate water supply to 
service the proposed development. Southern Water requires a formal 
application for a connection to the water supply to be made by the applicant or 
developer. 

German Fisher 
(pipeline) 

Comments following site visit (17/3/21) 
Foreman homes are looking at developing land in adjacent field to pipeline, 
based on the drawing provided the pipeline won't be affected  
 

Southern Gas: On the mains record you may see the low/medium/intermediate pressure gas 
main near your site. There should be no mechanical excavations taking place 
above or within 0.5m of a low/medium pressure system or above or within 3.0m 
of an intermediate pressure system. You should, where required confirm the 
position using hand dug trial holes. 
 

Hampshire Swifts: We strongly recommend that any biodiversity and mitigation plan to be 
submitted includes a requirement to install at least 61 (1 per house) integral 
Swift bricks. 
 

Eastleigh 
Ramblers: 

Objection  
 
There are as far as we are aware no public rights of access within the 
application area. Footpath No 1 on the Definitive Map for the Parish of Hamble-
le-Rice lies to the west of the application area. Housing development should 
connect to footpath 1, which provides a link through to Hamble Village Centre.  
 
Concern raised that there is no direct footpath link from the site to the college 
on Hamble Lane. Satchell Lane is unsafe for the public to walk along and the 
proposal would increase the number of children using this route to walk to 
school. As a matter of urgency a new footpath link need to be created 
connecting to the northern end of Satchell Lane.  
 
In considering the detail of the landscaping with the development site and 
adjacent to Footpath No 1 please ensure that the problem of overgrowing 
vegetation is not exasperated by further planting too close to the path.  
 

Bursledon Rights 
of Way and 
Amenities Group: 

Agree with Eastleigh Ramblers Objection and support their campaign for a new 
footpath.  Many Bursledon people walk to and from Hamble using the 
Strawberry Trail and deplore the lack of a safe route from traffic along Satchell 
Lane. 
 
 

 
Policy Context 

Designation Applicable to Site 

• Outside Built-up Area Boundary  

• Within Designated Countryside 

• Within Solent Mitigation and Disturbance Zone 
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Policy Context 

Designation Applicable to Site 

• Adjacent to a Public Right of Way 

• Within Minerals Safeguarding Area 

• Adjacent to Safeguarded Site for Minerals 
 

 
Development Plan Saved Policies, Emerging Local Plan Policies and SPD’s 

Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), saved policies: 
 

• 1.CO (Countryside protection); 

• 18.CO (Landscape character); 

• 20.CO (Landscape Improvements); 

• 25.NC (Promotion of biodiversity); 

• 26.NC (Protection of wildlife network); 

• 28.ES (Waste collection and storage); 

• 30.ES (Noise-sensitive development); 

• 32.ES (Pollution control); 

• 33.ES (Air quality); 

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

• 35.ES (Contaminated land) 

• 36.ES (Lighting design); 

• 37.ES (Energy efficiency); 

• 45.ES (Sustainable drainage); 

• 59.BE (Design criteria); 

• 62.BE (Access for people with disabilities); 

• 66.BE (Information and communications technology); 

• 72.H (Density); 

• 73.H (Housing mix) 

• 74.H (Affordable housing): 

• 100.T (Transport criteria); 

• 102.T (New accesses); 

• 104.T (Off-highway parking); 

• 147.OS (Public open space); 

• 152.OS (New footpaths); 

• 165.TA (Public art contributions); 

• 167.LB (Protection of non-scheduled archaeological sites); 

• 168.LB (Archaeological evaluation) 

• 190.IN (Infrastructure); 

• 191.IN (Developers contributions). 
 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014 
 
The Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 was submitted for examination in July 2014 but the 
Inspector concluded that insufficient housing was being provided for in the Plan and that it was 
unsound.  While this has not been withdrawn and remains a material consideration, it can therefore be 
considered to have extremely limited weight in the determination of this application. 
 
Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 
 
The 2016-2036 Local Plan was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31st October 2018 and the 
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Development Plan Saved Policies, Emerging Local Plan Policies and SPD’s 

examination hearings concluded in January 2020. The Council received the Inspector’s post-Hearing 
advice on 1 April 2020.  The Council has completed its consultation on its main modifications 
(consultation ended 21.7.21) and adoption of the plan is anticipated late 2020/early 2021.  Given the 
status of the submitted plan, it is considered that overall considerable weight can be attributed to it. 
The most relevant policies are: 
 

Strategic policies: 

• S1 (Sustainable Development); 

• S2 (Promotion of New Development); 

• S3 (Housing Locations); 

• S12 (Transport Infrastructure). 
 

Development Management policies: 

• DM1 (General Development Criteria); 

• DM2 (Environmentally Sustainable Development); 

• DM3 (Adapting to Climate Change); 

• DM5 (Managing Flood Risk); 

• DM5 (Managing flood risk); 

• DM6 (Sustainable Surface Water Management and Watercourse 

• Management); 

• DM8 (Pollution); 

• DM10 (Water and Waste Water); 

• DM11 (Nature Conservation);  

• DM13 (Transport); 

• DM14 (Car Parking); 

• DM23 (Residential Development in Urban Areas); 

• DM26 (Creating a Mix of Housing); 

• DM31 (Access Standards); 

• DM32 (Space Standards): 

• DM40 (Funding Infrastructure). 
 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 
 
Policy 15 – safeguarding of mineral resources. This policy seeks to protect potentially economically 
viable mineral resource deposits from needless and unnecessary sterilisation. 
 
Policy 16 - The site lies adjacent to the Hamble Airfield site which is safeguarded for mineral 
extraction and to which Policy 16: ‘Safeguarding – mineral infrastructure’ applies. This policy seeks to 
protect current and potential mineral sites from pressures to be replaced by other forms of 
development, including through ‘encroachment’ where nearby land-uses impact their ability to 
continue operating. 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents 
 
- Quality Places (November 2011); 
- Residential Parking Standards (January 2009); 
- Environmentally Sustainable Development (March 2009); 
- Biodiversity (December 2009); 
- Affordable Housing (July 2009); 
- Planning Obligations (July 2008, updated 2010). 
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National Planning Policy Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework: 
 
At national level, the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’ or the ‘Framework’) is a 
material consideration of significant weight in the determination of planning applications. The National 
Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’ or the ‘Framework’) states that (as required by statute) 
applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise and sets out a general presumption in favour of 
sustainable development unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
Three dimensions of sustainability are to be sought jointly: economic (supporting economy and 
ensuring land availability); social (providing housing, creating high quality environment with accessible 
local services); and environmental (contributing to, protecting and enhancing natural, built and historic 
environment) whilst local circumstances should also be taken into account, so that development 
responds to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different areas. 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance:  
 
Where material, the Planning Practice Guidance which supports the provisions and policies of the 
NPPF should be afforded weight in the consideration and determination of planning applications. 

 
PLANNING OBLIGATION/CONSIDERATIONS 

In accordance with the guidance contained within the NPPF, Saved Policies 25.NC, 74.H, 101.T, 
147.OS, 165.TA and 191.IN of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011), 
Policies DM1, DM13, DM30, DM35 & DM40 of the Submission Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016 -
2036, the Council’s ‘Planning Obligations’ SPD, and the requirements of Regulation 122 of the 
Community Infrastructure Regulations, there is a requirement for planning obligations to ensure on 
and off-site provision for facilities and infrastructure made necessary by the development, and to 
mitigate against any increased need/pressure on existing facilities. This is in addition to the requisite 
on-site provision of affordable housing. 
 
Contributions / Obligations towards the provision of the following infrastructure have been identified 
as being required in respect of the development proposed. 

a. Provision of 35% affordable housing on site 
b. Financial contributions towards: 
i. Air quality monitoring 
ii. Primary and secondary education 
iii. The Solent Disturbance Mitigation Project 
iv. Sustainable transport measures and improvements 
v. Improvements / enhancements to Public Right of Way and local footpath 
network 
vi. A Traffic Regulation Order 
vii. Community infrastructure 
viii. On-site public open space and play area provision, including maintenance and supervision 
fees 
ix. Off-site public open space provision (country parks, district parks/ playing fields, standard 
charge) 
x. Public art 
xi. Eastleigh Borough Council’s Mitigation for Nutrient Neutrality  

 
The projects and measures identified for contribution expenditure would comply with the 3 tests set 
out in Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 2010, in that the monies would go 
towards the projects which are directly related to the development, and are fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to the proposed development. The contributions would be index-linked to 
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ensure the contributions rise in line with the costs of providing the identified projects/measures. The 
obligations sought are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms and to meet 
the needs generated by the new residents and the potential impact on existing services and facilities. 
 
These contributions and planning obligations have not been secured as part of the proposals and as 
the application is to be refuse, the matter of the necessary legal agreement (S106) has not been 
further pursued at this stage. This matter will therefore form an additional reason for the refusal of 
planning permission. 
 

 
ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL – PRINCIPLE  

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND/OR LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 

 

Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require a Local Planning Authority determining an application to do so 
in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The 
Development Plan comprises the Saved Policies of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review 2001-
2011 and the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013.  The NPPF and the Planning Practice 
Guidance constitute material considerations of significant weight. 

 
The relevant policies and guidance combine to form the criteria against which this application will be 
assessed with particular regard to the principle of development; other material considerations; NPPF 
and sustainable development; impact on the countryside; site accessibility by sustainable transport 
modes; traffic movements and highway safety; amount of development, form, layout and design; 
residential amenity; ecology - protected species; surface water drainage and impact on special policy 
area; trees; noise, air quality and contamination; archaeology & minerals  
 
PRINCIPLE  

The application site lies outside of the urban edge and within an area designated as countryside. 
As such, saved policy 1.CO of the adopted Local Plan is of relevance. This policy contains a 
presumption against new development within the countryside that does not comprise an 
appropriate extension to an existing building or use, unless it is for specified agricultural, 
recreational or public utility purposes. The objective of this policy is to not only protect the 
countryside for its own sake but also to prevent the visual and physical sprawl of towns and 
villages, whilst at the same time supporting the provision of development that is genuinely 
appropriate for such a location. 

 
The application seeks approval for the development of the site for residential purposes in the form of 
61 dwellings.  Large-scale developments of this nature are not supported by saved policy 1.CO and 
as such the proposals are contrary to the development plan and therefore not acceptable in principle.  
Planning permission should therefore be refused unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
The material considerations and the impacts of the development are considered in the below 
assessment of the proposals.  
 
 
MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Appeal Decision  
 
One key material consideration is the previous refused outline planning application, which considered 
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ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL – PRINCIPLE  

 

access for up to 70 dwellings on the site (O/17/80319). The application subsequently went to appeal 
at which time there were two remaining reasons for refusal. Firstly, the location of the housing 
development in the countryside and the impact the development would have on the character and 
appearance of the locality. Secondly, whether the site is sustainably located in terms of the proximity 
and accessibility to local services and facilities. The Inspector allowed this appeal and the report will 
go onto look at each of these issues in turn and examine the changes that have occurred since the 
appeal was determined in December 2018.  
 
However, it pertinent to note that the outline planning permission for up to 70 dwellings has now 
lapsed as work on site failed to commence within the tighter timescales agreed during the appeal 
inquiry and set out within condition 1 of the appeal decision.  Therefore, the LPA can reconsider 
the principle of development in the light of current policy developments and recent appeal 
decisions, including the dismissed appeal at GE Aviation (O/18/84191, appeal ref 3255559) that is 
covered in the section on traffic movements and impact on the highway network).   

 
For the first reason for refusal, the Inspector considered that the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2001-
2011) was not out of date simply because of its age, or the fact that it predates the NPPF, and 
recognised the Council has a five-year housing land supply. However, in the Inspector’s view Saved 
Policy 1.CO held little weight as he considered the policy lacked the flexibility and balanced approach 
set out by the NPPF. He also noted that in order for the Council to have achieved a five year housing 
land supply it had allowed other housing developments within the countryside. However, it should be 
noted that many of these decisions were taken when the Council did not have a five-year housing land 
supply and thus the Council was in a different policy position.  
 
Furthermore, the consistency of Policy 1.CO with the NPPF is a matter of differing opinion between 
Inspectors. Indeed, the limited weight given to Policy 1.CO by the Satchell Lane Inspector is at the 
lowest end with the majority of Inspector’s on other major housing appeal decisions finding Saved 
Policy 1.CO had greater consistency with the NPPF and therefore placing moderate, significant, 
considerable or full weight to the Council’s countryside polices (e.g. appeal references 3156702 - 
Mallards Road), 3153928 - Bubb Lane, 3173253-3178540 - The Mazels, 3194697 - Roll Call and 
325559 – GE Aviation).  
 
It is the LPA’s view that Policy 1.CO is broadly consistent with the provisions of the NPPF, including 
the overarching objectives set out in paragraph 8c, which requires the protection and enhancement of 
the natural environment and is further expanded upon within Section 15 Conserving and Enhancing 
the Natural Environment.  Policy 1.CO does not create a blanket presumption against development in 
the countryside in that its wording allows consideration alongside other adopted plan policies). While it 
is noted that the Policy does not contain the full degree of flexibility now sought by the NPPF, it does 
allow a degree of ‘balancing’ to be undertaken. As a result, it remains the LPA view, backed up by a 
range of appeal decisions, that Policy 1.CO should be afforded significant/ considerable to full weight.  
 
Turning to the impact the housing development would have on the locality, the Appeal Inspector 
considered that this is a medium quality landscape area with a low sensitivity to residential 
development as set out within the Council’s 2018 study. However, this study was a high level 
assessment of potential housing sites across the borough, rather than the detailed site assessment 
which was carried out at the planning application stage.  

 

The Inspector recognised that development would cause harm to the character and appearance of 
the area but concluded that the effects of the proposal would only be appreciated from close views, 
most notably clear views from the footpath running along the western side of the site and limited 
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views from the road itself due to the high bands and vegetation. The LPA disagrees with this 
assessment and full consideration of the development impact on the countryside, along with the 
differences between the outline and current scheme, is set out within the next section of this report.  

 

The second reason was based on accessibility by walking along the northerly route on Satchell 
Lane to Hamble Secondary School, the health centre and other facilities and it was considered that 
the route was unsafe and not acceptable. The Inspector recognised that the northern route was 
unsafe but noted that there was no policy requirement to provide a safe walking route along this 
stretch and that alternative modes of transport, including a longer southern walking route, exist for 
residents to use.  The LPA, and Hampshire County Council as Local Highway Authority, remain of 
the opinion that the appeal site is not sustainably located in relation to its proximity and accessibly 
to local services and facilities and this argument is expanded upon with a later section of the report. 
Indeed, the position of the submitted Eastleigh Borough Plan adds weight to the Council’s case.  

 

Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 

The whole of the application site retains its countryside designation under the submitted local plan. 
The proposal would therefore remain contrary to policy, with Draft Policy S7 setting out a 
presumption against new housing development within the countryside.  

 

In January 2020, the Council had its Local Plan Hearing into the allocation for Mercury Marina and 
Riverside Camping and Caravanning Park (directly opposite the proposal). The Hearing considered 
the land owners request to have 75 dwellings allocated on their site. Through evidence provided by 
the LPA, and Hampshire County Council as Local Highway Authority, the Local Plan Inspector was 
persuaded that it would be inappropriate to allocate the site for housing. One of the key reasons 
being the unsuitable access to the school and health facility at the northern end of Satchell Lane. 
Other reasons were the additional traffic along Hamble Lane and capacity of local schools to 
accommodate the influx of children.  The reasoning of the Local Plan Inspector can equally be 
applied to the current proposal adding weight to the LPA’s opinion that the site is not suitable for 
housing development on sustainability and transport grounds.  

 

At the time of the outline appeal decision, the Council was at an early stage in the preparation of 
the emerging local plan and therefore the draft policies held limited weight. The Council is now a 
long way down the path to adopting the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036. The 
Planning Inspector’s post hearing advice (dated 1.4.20, reference ED71) indicates that the plan 
can proceed to adoption, and the modifications have been consulted on. It is clear from the Local 
Plan Inspector’s initial post hearing advice in relation to the submitted local plan that the Council 
has not been required to identify additional housing allocations in the Plan following the 
recommended deletion of the Strategic Growth Option (SGO). The adoption of the local plan is 
anticipated early 2022. 

 
The Submitted Local Plan Policies can now be afforded considerable weight, due to the advanced 
stage of the submitted local plan, lack of unresolved objections and consistency with the NPPF (In line 
with paragraph 48 of the NPPF). The weight that can now be attributed to these policies is much 
greater than the limited weight afforded to them in 2017/18 during the outline planning application and 
therefore the LPA is in a much stronger policy position than under the previous scheme.  
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NPPF AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT  
 
The NPPF is a significant material consideration when assessing planning applications and section 2 
of the NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development, which can be summarised as meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

 
Achieving sustainable development means that the planning system has three over-arching objectives 
– economic, social and environmental (which are interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually 
supportive ways) that should be delivered through the preparation and implementation of plans and 
the application of policies in the Framework. 

 
Planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable 
solutions, but in doing so, should take local circumstances into account to reflect the character, needs 
and opportunities of each area.  Each of the three dimensions of sustainable development is 
considered below. 

 
The NPPF also states that development proposals which accord with the development plan should be 
approved without delay.  Where the development plan is absent, silent, or relevant policies are out-of-
date planning permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of the development would 
outweigh the benefits; or specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.  
Local plan policies that do not accord with the NPPF are now deemed to be “out-of-date”.  The NPPF 
requires that due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their 
degree of consistency with the NPPF.  In other words the closer the policies in the plan accord to the 
policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given.  A deliverable 5 year supply of 
housing within each local authority area is required, and if this is not demonstrated a tilted balance in 
favour of the development applies. 

 
It is the Council’s position that although the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2001-2011 was adopted 
before the NPPF it is not out of date simply because of its age nor because it is time expired.  
Similarly the saved policies of the local plan are not out of date by virtue of a lack of a 5 year housing 
land supply as the Council has a 5.9 year housing land supply (as of Jan 2021) and also passes the 
Housing Delivery Test.  Furthermore it is considered that the relevant saved policies of the adopted 
Local Plan are generally consistent with the NPPF and therefore due weight can be given to them.  As 
such it is the Council’s view that the relevant saved policies are not out-of-date and considerable 
weight can be attached to them. 
 
Economic Sustainability  

Section 2 of the NPPF, when discussing economic sustainability, seeks to ‘help build a strong,  
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in 
the right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by 
identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure. 

 
The proposals would provide some economic benefits.  These include employment opportunities that 
would be created during the construction phase of the development, which would in turn result in 
increased spending within the local economy, for example on materials, goods and other services.  In 
addition, the future occupiers of the residential properties would be likely to support local services and 
facilities, and a New Homes Bonus would also be paid.  Further, the proposals would result in 
financial contributions being secured to offset certain impacts of the development, and result in the 
enhancement of local infrastructure, facilities and public art. 
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Provided that they are appropriately secured, these elements are benefits of the development that 
would be considered in the planning balance and overall it is considered that the development would 
be economically sustainable. However, it should be noted that these benefits are not unique to this 
scheme and could be accrued from a development of this size in a different location. 
 
Agricultural Land Considerations 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to take into account the 
economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land. BMV agricultural 
land is defined within the NPPF as being that which falls within grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural 
Land Classification (ALC). Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 
necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to 
that of higher quality. 
 
The application is supported by an Agricultural Land Statement which considers the potential effects 
of the proposed development on agriculture. This sets out that the site is of Grade 2 quality, with 
indications that some areas may be of Subgrade 3a due to drought limitations. The site therefore 
comprises BMV agricultural land. 
 
The Statement puts forward that, on the basis of the relatively limited size of the site (just under 3.6 
hectares), the proposals are not considered to constitute significant development of agricultural land in 
planning terms and for the purposes of the NPPF. It is also contended that the site is not owned in 
conjunction with neighbouring land and does not form part of a wider 
farm unit, that there is limited tenure for the existing grazing activities carried out, that there are no 
significant effects on agricultural businesses as a result of the proposals, and that the site is located 
close to a larger area of high quality land (Grade 1) in an area of predominantly BMV agricultural land. 
 
Whilst it is not deemed that the size of a site alone is necessarily a definitive indicator of ‘significance’ 
in its own right or indeed that its current use serves to determine ALC grading, taking account of all of 
the highlighted factors and considerations in this regard, it is deemed that the loss of BMV land in this 
case would be both modest and localised and it is, therefore, not deemed that this in itself would 

constitute a reason for the refusal of planning permission. 
 
Social Sustainability  
 
Chapter 5 of the 2021 NPPF ‘Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes’ states that, ‘it is important that 
a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups 
with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land with permission is developed without 
unnecessary delay’. 

 
The proposed development would provide for 61 dwellings although these dwelling types are heavily 
skewed towards large four bedroom properties contrary to requirements of Saved Policy 73.H of the 
adopted Local Plan which requires an appropriate mix of dwelling types. While the proposal includes 
the delivery of affordable housing at a policy compliant level (35%),  the affordable housing mix should 
be adjusted to include a four bedroomed dwelling. These dwellings would support social wellbeing 
through the provision of a mixed and balanced community.  The delivery of both open market and 
affordable housing would therefore be a social benefit of the scheme and this is a material 
consideration in the determination of the application.   
 
The proposals also include the provision of on-site public open space and if permission were to be 
granted financial contributions would be sought towards local educational, health and community 
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facilities, together with public open space) that would benefit the residents.   
 

Provided that they are appropriately secured, these elements are benefits of the development that 
would be considered in the planning balance and overall it is considered that the development would 
be socially sustainable. However, it should be noted that these benefits are not unique to this scheme 
and could be accrued from a development of this size in a different location. 
 

Environmental Sustainability  

The size and location of the application site is such that it has potential to impact on a number of 
environmental factors and these are discussed in the details matters section below. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL – DETAILED MATTERS 

 

IMPACT ON COUNTRYSIDE 

The application site comprises a roughly triangular parcel of open agricultural land which is currently 
utilised for the grazing of horses. It is not-previously developed land and is a green-field site situated 
within an area of designated countryside within the adopted local plan and submitted local plans. 
 
The proposals would develop the site for residential purposes in the form of 61no. dwellings. Such 
development would have a considerable impact upon the prevailing character of the site, with it 
changing from green space to one where built form and associated infrastructure are dominant, as 
well as being apparent from its surroundings. The effect of this would be the significant and 
irreversible urbanisation of both the site itself as well as that of the surrounding area, to the detriment 
of the intrinsic character of the landscape and that of the countryside locality. 
 

The application site adjoins a section of Satchell Lane to its northern / north eastern side which is very 
much semi-rural in character, with the lane being narrow, bound by trees and green verges and being 
devoid of footways and street-lighting, a characteristic which continues northwards along the 
significant proportion of the road towards its junction with Hamble Lane. The site to this extent 
contributes notably to the transition from the built-up area of the settlement of Hamble to the more 
rural character of this section of countryside, with this being considered to occur when moving beyond 
the existing housing on the eastern side of the lane (The Halyards). This is similarly the case when 
travelling northwards along the public right of way (Hamble-Le-Rice Footpath No. 1) where, when 
moving alongside the site, there is a clear sense of leaving the built-up area and having entered an 
area of countryside, with open fields bounding the footpath to each side in the form of the Hamble 
Airfield to the west and the application site itself to the east. 
 
Conversely, when travelling in the opposing direction along Satchell Lane towards Hamble, the sense 
of entering the more built-up area of the village and having left the countryside does not truly occur 
until the aforementioned housing becomes apparent. Whilst the tree line along the northern boundary 
of the application site would filter views to a degree, the urban nature of the development would still 
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be significantly and eminently apparent. The same would be true from both the Airfield Land and 
notably the public right of way to the west. Furthermore, the proposal would require significant 
vegetation clearance and regrading at the site entrance to provide the necessary visibility around the 
bend in the road, thus further eroding the pleasant and verdant character on the approach to Hamble. 
In this regard, therefore, it is considered that the proposals would significantly extend and undermine 
the built-up edge of Hamble, and would represent a visually intrusive encroachment into this area of 
countryside, to the detriment of its prevailing character. 
 
Furthermore, the current proposal has watered down the design principles set out within the 
development concept plan from the earlier outline application. The previous application proposed a 
reasonable landscaped buffer around the perimeter of the application site, reinforcing and enhancing 
the existing trees and vegetation and creating a new landscape buffer on the south eastern side. In 
contrast the housing mix under the current proposal is heavily weighted towards large detached 
houses and this has enlarged the development area. As a result the housing and supporting 
infrastructure has been pushed closer to the edges of the site, limiting the space left for additional 
planting and completely removing the proposed planting on the south eastern side. Therefore the 
development would be more apparent on its immediate surroundings, and more harmful to the open 
countryside, than the outline application. Furthermore, the lack of landscaping under the current 
proposal would create a much harder urban edge, particularly along its sensitive western boundary 
with the existing footpath and countryside.  

 
For these reasons the proposals are deemed to represent an inappropriate and unjustified form of 
development which would have an unacceptably urbanising and visually intrusive impact upon the 
designated countryside, to the detriment of the character, visual amenity, and the quality of the 
landscape, of the locality. 
 
 
SITE ACCESSIBILITY BY SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT MODES  

The housing development would be served by a single access off Satchell Lane in the site’s north 
east corner. The access would include the provision of a pedestrian crossing point, comprising 
dropped kerb and tactile paving, and this would link the site to the existing pedestrian network to the 
opposing side of the road. From this point the network incorporates off-road footways along the length 
of Satchell Lane moving in a southerly direction, with this connecting the site with Hamble Village 
Centre which lies an approximate 13 minute walk away.  
 
The site is also situated adjacent to a Public Right of Way (Hamble-Le-Rice Footpath Number 1) 
which runs parallel to its western side. However, the layout plan has no direct links between the site 
and the footpath requiring a substantial detour across the site and along Satchell Lane to the north to 
access the public footpath. The footpath provides an attractive link to Hamble Square, albeit in limited 
to daytime hours due to the lack of lighting.  Hamble Square contains a number of facilities including, 
retail, cafes, public houses and limited employment offerings, as well as a bus-stop, although the 
application site itself does not lie on a bus route. 
 
Hamble Square does not alone, however, provide for sufficient facilities to serve the development, 
with the nearest train station and primary and secondary schools both being situated along Hamble 
Lane to the west of the application site and the nearest health centre sited at the northern end of 
Satchell Lane. The submitted Transport Assessment and associated information set out that the 
secondary school is located 1.4km to the north of the site (a 17 minute walk or 5 minute cycle), the 
health centre 1.5km away (a 19 minute walk or 5 minute cycle), and the train station approximately 
2km away (a 23 minute walk / 6 minute cycle), when heading north along Satchell Lane.  
 
The relevant section of this road is rural in nature, being narrow, winding and having limited visibility in 
places. For the majority of its length, it is devoid of dedicated footways, cycle ways and lighting. It is 
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not considered therefore to provide a safe and suitable route for pedestrian access to these facilities, 
especially during hours of darkness or occurrences of poor weather. This point was accepted by the 
Appeal Inspector and is echoed within the many objection letters received on the current application.  
While it is understood that the applicant is willing to contribute towards enhancements to footpath 
network, it is not feasible to provide a footpath link from the site to the northern end of Satchell Lane.  
 
The alternative pedestrian route would be to travel southwards from the site, which is estimated to 
include a 3.2km journey to the railway station (39 minute walk) and 3.8km (46 minute walk) to the 
secondary school, with the distance to the local health centre being similar to the latter. In addition, 
whilst the route to the south is the comparative quickest to the local primary school and does 
incorporate footway provision, the school still lies approximately 2.5km or a 30 minute walk away (or 8 
minute cycle ride) from the site. Another option would be for residents to walk to Hamble Square, 
where a bus can be picked up but again this would add considerable time to the journey.  
 
In the view of the LPA (and Hampshire County Council as the Local Highway Authority) it is unrealistic 
to expect residents, especially children and teenagers, to regularly walk these distances to access the 
schools and health facilities. As such it is likely that many residents would choose to walk or cycle the 
shortest route heading North along Satchell Lane, even with the identified safety issues 
 
While the LPA acknowledges that there is no specific policy requirement to provide a walking route 
along this section of Satchell Lane, Saved Policy 100.T does require development to be well served 
by public transport, cycling and walking, which is not the case for this site. The shortest route along 
Satchell Lane does not provide a safe route for pedestrians and the long distances of the southern 
route would discourage many residents from using sustainable modes of travel. As such the use of 
the private car is likely to predominate as the primary mode of travel for residents of the development 
and would therefore be contrary to policy. 
 
 
TRAFFIC MOVEMENTS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY 
 
It is proposed that the development would be served via a single access from Satchell Lane, sited 
towards the north eastern end of the site. The principle of direct access into site was accepted under 
the earlier outline application and the proposal replicates the access’ location and design principles 
that were previously agreed. HCC Highways as the Local Highway Authority have been consulted on 
the application and have raised no objection in principle to the proposed access but have highlighted 
that engineering plans would need to be approved through the S278 process.  
 
The proposal is accompanied by a Transport Assessment, which covers the additional traffic likely to 
be generated by the development and its projected impact on the highway network. It is noted that the 
number of vehicular trips is slightly lower than the previous outline application, as there has been a 
reduction of 9 dwellings. The proposed development of 61no. dwellings is expected to generate 31 
vehicle trips (arrivals and departures) during the AM peak period (0800-0900) and 33 during the PM 
peak period (1700-1800) based upon average trip rates derived from the national TRICS database. 
These figures have been further broken down to provide an estimation of the direction of travel of 
these trips, with the significant proportion of the departures in the AM period travelling north along 
Satchell Lane (to its junction with Hamble Lane) and subsequent increase in the proportion of arrivals 
in the PM peak period arriving from the corresponding direction.  
 
Paragraph 111 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on 
highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. While the impact on the local traffic network 
did not form a reason for refusal on the outline application, there have been other material 
considerations since the decision that warren the issue to be reconsidered.  
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Most notably the recent dismissed appeal for 148 residential dwellings at GE Aviation in Hamble 
(Application O/18/84191, Appeal Ref APP/W1715/W/20/3255559) for which, like the current 
application, Hamble Lane provides the principal route into and out of the Hamble peninsular 
connecting it to the M27, Southampton and wider road network. Within paragraph 44 the & 45 the 
Inspector considered the development’s impact on the local road network ...“For the Hamble Lane 
north arm of the Tesco Roundabout junction in the evening peak, the queue length would increase 
substantially in the preferred development scenario. This equates to an increased time delay of over a 
minute to give an overall delay of three and a half minutes. In the morning peak, the worst affected 
junction would be the A3025 Portsmouth Road right turn with nearly half a minute time delay and an 
overall delay of three and a half minutes. As noted above, the Windhover Roundabout junction has 
not been modelled but it lies next to the Tesco junction. Therefore, there could be noticeable impacts 
at Windhover too.” In summing up The Inspector concluded … “There is no definition of ‘severe’ in the 
NPPF or elsewhere in policy. I consider that individual impacts at the Tesco Roundabout and 
Portsmouth Road junctions would be severe, particularly when compared to the current baseline and 
considering the cumulative impact of background growth elsewhere. Hamble Lane is already 
congested, and the development would result in increased queuing”. 
 
Whilst the current proposal is smaller in scale than the GE Aviation site, and so would have lower 
traffic generation, it would nevertheless add to the cumulative impact on the congestion already 
experienced on Hamble Lane. This point has been raised in hundreds of letters from local residents 
who use Hamble Lane.  
 
This appeal decision is consistent with the Local Plan hearing into the allocation for Mercury 
Marina and Riverside Camping and Caravanning Park (opposite the application site). The Local 
Plan Inspector in deciding not to allocate residential accommodation on the site, gave one of the 
reasons being the impact such a development would have on the already over stretched road 
network 

 
While Hampshire County Council did not previously object to the outline application on the grounds of 
traffic generation, they have re-evaluated their stance and are now opposed to further development 
taking place on the Hamble peninsular, until such times as the Hamble Lane Corridor Study is 
complete; the package of measures are fully identified, tested and found to be feasible; and funding 
sources for the implementation of such works have been identified. Their consultation response 
recognises that without work to Hamble Land and associated junctions the culminative impact of the 
proposal and other development would have a severe impact on the highway network.  
 
 
AMOUNT OF DEVELOPMENT, FORM, LAYOUT AND DESIGN  
 
The outline planning permission included an indicative master plan and site layout. This layout 
proposed a series of perimeter blocks, accessed by a single main spine road with secondary cul-de-
sacs and shared driveways off these. The outline application took account of the view the river from 
the site’s high spot in the north-western corner and this provided an interesting layout and gave 
opportunities for views and vistas within the site.  
 
The indicative outline layout was surrounded by a reasonable landscape buffer which incorporated 
SuDs, new tree planting, a children’s play area, and a perimeter path linking to the existing public right 
of way and Satchell Lane in the north-west corner of the site. The layout had a looser western edge, 
which would provide a softer transition between the built development and the open airfield site, 
reflecting the existing character of the urban edge at the northern end of Hamble. 
 
Despite the reasonable starting point of the outline indicative layout, this has not been used as the 
basis for the current application. While the current application has reduced the number of dwellings, 
the mix is heavily weighted towards land hungry large detached houses and this has left insufficient 
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space to provide proper street trees, worthwhile landscaping to soften the impact of the development, 
or to provide an adequate buffer to protect and enhance the existing site boundaries. A detailed 
objection has been provided by both the Urban Design Officer and Landscape Officer.  
 
Furthermore, the overall layout appears to be based on meeting technical standards and providing an 
appropriate easement for the pipeline, rather than clear design principles such topography, 
surrounding natural features of interest, site access points or natural desire lines. The result is a fairly 
uninspiring and urban development which fails to take account of the existing character of 
development along Satchell Lane or the semi-rural location close to the river. 
 
The proposal fails to make the most of the SuDS feature, which has been pushed into a small space 
along the boundary with no.161 Satchell Lane. The location and limited land available would likely 
result in a steep sided deep pool, which would need to be fenced off for safety reasons and thus 
become a dead, unattractive, space. Likewise, the children’s play area has also been pushed to the 
far southern end of the site where it is less accessible for some residents and lacks natural 
surveillance. Instead, the SuDS basin and children’s playground should be better integrated (the 
children’s play area could be part of a larger area of open space towards the centre of the site). 
Consideration should be given to enhancing the recreational values and visual appeal of these areas 
and the layout could be designed around them.  
 
Another criticism of the development is that it fails to create a strong street hierarchy, with all 
vehicular routes essentially being treated the same in terms of width and geometry. The 
development is car dominated with vehicle-orientated streets and over engineered junctions, so 
encouraging higher vehicle speeds and make it less welcoming for pedestrians. Furthermore, the 
footpath links have been scaled back and in some areas pedestrians would step straight out of 
their properties onto the road. The scheme gives limited consideration of how pedestrians would 
move around the site and wider locality, for example no pedestrian link has been provided to the 
existing public right of way next to the western boundary.  

 

Overall, it is considered that either the number or size of the dwellings should be reduced to create 
more space for landscaping. There are also a number of fundamental issues with the layout and 
car orientated nature of the development which need to be reconsidered, without which the 
development would create a poor-quality living environment for its residents.   

 

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
For residential amenity there are two primary considerations, these being ensuring of an acceptable 
level of amenity for the future occupiers of the development, and the impact of the proposals upon the 
amenity of the occupiers of existing neighbouring properties. 
 
In terms of future occupiers, the layout and orientation of the development generally meets technical 
standards. There are suitable separation distances between new dwellings and reasonable levels of 
light and outlook are achieved. In the main the dwellings meet the nationally described internal space 
standards and have access to an appropriate level of private amenity space and car parking, as set 
out within Quality Places SPD & Residential Parking Standard SPD.  
 
In respect of the relationship of the proposals with existing neighbouring properties, objections have 
been raised from adjoining residents to the east of the site in regard to overbearing impact, loss of 
light and outlook, as well as overlooking and loss of privacy. Specific reference has also been made to 
the sloping nature of the land with much of the development site being situated on higher ground than 
the adjoining residential dwellings. The Council’s adopted Quality Places Supplementary Planning 
Document (November 2011) provides further detailed guidance on these matters and sets out specific 
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amenity standards which residential development should meet. 
 
These standards include minimum separation distances between first floor habitable windows in order 
to ensure an acceptable level of privacy is achieved for residents. This minimum distance is 22m for 
two-storey development such as that proposed, however the guidance acknowledges that overlooking 
can be a particular problem on sloping sites and distances should be adjusted accordingly, 
notwithstanding which reasonable privacy is deemed to be achieved by remoteness beyond a 
distance of about 35m (page 32). 
 

In this case, the closest dwelling shown to a neighbouring residential boundary (plot 33 to 161 
Satchell Lane) is at a distance of 19m, with the two dwellings themselves being approximately 25m 
apart at their closest point. While it is disappointing that the proposed housing development has been 
moved closer to no.161and that additional planting has been removed from the outline permission, the 
proposal nevertheless accords with the guidance outlined in the Council’s Quality Places SPD. The 
separation distances, two-storey nature of the development and the relative orientation of the site to 
the neighbouring residential properties, would also mitigate against an undue loss of light. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that what is currently a particularly pleasant view of the field forming the 
application site from the adjoining dwellings on Satchell Lane would be lost, this would not in planning 
terms be deemed to constitute an unacceptable loss of outlook or amenity for the occupiers of these 
properties. 
 

For the reasons given, therefore, the proposals are not deemed to be in conflict with the requirements 
of Saved Policy 59.BE (vii.) of the adopted Local Plan, or Draft Policy DM1 of the Submitted Local 
Plan, in respect of the matter of the residential amenity for either existing or future occupiers. 
 
ECOLOGY – PROTECTED SPECIES 

The site is predominantly comprised of horse-grazed semi-improved grassland albeit with moderate 
floral diversity comprising mainly common and widespread species. The boundary features 
(hedgerows and trees) are also an important feature and are generally retained apart from access. 
Generally speaking, the site can be considered to have a level of on-site ecology that does not 
necessarily constrain development on the site. 

 
The application is accompanied by an updated Preliminary Ecology Appraisal (PEA) by Eco support 
(December 2020) and an updated Bat Activity Survey report (ecosupport December 2020). Targeted 
dormouse survey work was also undertaken for the previous application but given the nature of the 
species and the lack of significant change in the general landscape scale ecology it was not felt 
necessary to update this work.  A combination of previous survey work and data held by HBIC also 
indicates that the site is not currently supporting notable wintering birds including assemblages that 
may be associated with the Solent and Southampton Water SPA. 
 
The reports have been reviewed by the Council’s Ecology Officer and has raised no objection on 
these grounds. The Ecology Officer has asked for the development to secure measurable biodiversity 
net gains with a minimum target of 10%. However, while this is good practice, the requirement is not 
yet enshrined in law, and so at this stage, the lack of quantifiable net gains is not sufficient to form an 
additional reason for refusal. The proposal includes a Landscape and Environmental Management 
Plan, which if recommending permission could have been further enhanced and secured through 
planning conditions to provide details of ecological enhancements including bat/ bird boxes. In 
addition conditions would have been imposed requiring approval of a construction environmental 
management plan, external lighting and controlling timing of vegetation clearance  
 

SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE & IMPACT ON SPECIAL POLICY AREA 
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The site is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA). The 
develop the development has the potential to impact upon the Solent and Southampton SPA, Solent 
and Southampton Water Ramsar site, and Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
without appropriate mitigation to ensure good surface water quality and appropriate flow rates from 
the development. The protected site lies 300m to the east of the application site and it is therefore 
important to ensure the provision of appropriate operational and construction drainage which includes 
the requisite levels of filtration and subsequent management and maintenance arrangements to 
guarantee water quality in perpetuity. Whilst it is considered that the matter of the construction 
drainage measures could be covered by a condition requiring the submission of a Construction 
Environment Management Plan for approval by the LPA prior to the commencement of development, 
it is necessary to have sufficient information in regard to operational drainage at this stage to ensure 
that it can be both accommodated on site and is suitable in nature. 
 

The submitted flood risk assessment and drainage strategy indicates that surface run off from the 
application site would be managed and treated through permeable paving, two cellular storage tanks 
and a SUD’s basin. Additionally, surface water would be discharged at a rate of 3.5l/s into the public 
sewer network at the Halyards housing development off Satchell Lane. This is acceptable in principle 
since the ground investigation showed that infiltration is not feasible at the application site, and in the 
absence of any nearby watercourse. 
 

However, the proposed surface water outfall pipe goes through land which appears to be owned by a 
third party. No supporting evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the landowner’s 
permission would be given to connect to this outfall pipe and no indication has been provided by 
Southern Water that they are prepared to use their requisition powers over this pipe. Without 
reasonable certainty that the development can connect to the existing outfall pipe, it would not be 
possible to ensure that surface water from the development could be drained in a satisfactory manner 
without impacting on water quality or causing localised surface water flooding (an issue raised within 
many of the objection letters).  Furthermore, The Flood and Water Team have also requested that the 
invert level of the proposed surface water system be provided as these have implications for the 
hydraulic calculations, but this information has not been forthcoming from the developer.  
 
 
Nutrient Neutrality  
 
There is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen input into the Solent complex and that these 
nutrients are causing eutrophication at these designated sites. Natural England, through their 
published document ‘Advice on achieving nutrient neutrality for new development in the Solent region 
for local planning authorities’, have advised that the resulting effects arising from this eutrophication 
cause dense green mats of algae which are impacting on the Solent’s protected habitats and bird 
species and that wastewater from housing development has been identified as contributing to these 
nutrient inputs.  
 
There is the potential for future housing developments (which involve a net increase in dwellings) 
across the Solent region to further exacerbate these impacts and thereby create a risk to the potential 
future conservation status of the Solent Complex and the features for which it is designated, therefore 
acting against the stated conservation objectives of the European sites.   
 
The impacts of this increase in nitrogen load are such that the development would have a likely 
significant effect on the Solent designated sites due to the increase in waste nitrogen. While a nitrate 
budget has been provided for the development, a package of avoidance/ mitigation measures have 
not been secured via a S106 agreement and therefore this issue forms an additional reason for 
refusal.  
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Recreational Disturbance on the Solent and Southampton Water SPA 

 
The site is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and the 
proposal would result in an increase in residential accommodation. It is considered that the adverse 
effects from recreational disturbance on the Solent SPA could be suitably mitigated by financial 
contributions secured in accordance with the details agreed by the Solent Recreation Mitigation 
Partnership and the Borough Council’s own policy. These contributions have, however, not been 
secured and as such will form an additional reason for refusal. 
 

 

Recreational Disturbance on the New Forest National Park 

 

The proposed development is within the 13.8km catchment zone for the New Forest National Park as 
measured across Southampton Water.  An Interim New Forest Recreation Mitigation strategy is being 
prepared in association with the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 examination (June 2019) 
which recognises that the delivery of approximately 14,580 dwellings within c.20km of the New Forest 
is likely to have an adverse effect on the New Forest, through the increase in the number of visitors to 
the New Forest SPA/SAC/Ramsar in the presence of ground nesting birds which can easily be 
disturbed by people and dogs. 
 
There is therefore the cumulative potential for future housing developments (which involve a net 
increase in dwellings) across the borough of Eastleigh to impact the status and distribution of key bird 
species and therefore act against the stated conservation objectives of these European sites.   
 
The proposal would result in an increase of 61 dwellings, while the site is within the New Forest 
catchment area, due to the presence of Southampton water the site would be approximately 31km 
(19.7 miles) drive of the edge of the New Forest National Park.  Recent evidence in the form of the 
recent survey report carried out by Footprint Ecology (dated April 2020) identifies that the dog walking 
is the main activity in terms of the number of visits (55%).  These visitors were typically very local or 
local and visited regularly.  Walking without a dog was identified as the next common activity (26%) 
with less frequent visits.  The survey identified that 62% of all interviewees lived within 5km of the 
SPA/SAC boundary, and that 14km provides a ‘good rule of thumb’ for how far the majority of local 
visits originate from.  
 
At 31km from the edge of the SPA/SAC boundary, this site is located well outside the distance that the 
majority of local visits originate from and the Footprint Ecology evidence is that it would generate an 
estimated one or two visits per household per month at most (average 18 per year).  The application 
site is within 4km of the new Windhover Meadows Country Park currently under construction and 
being created as New Forest mitigation SANGS, as well as a short distance from the coast, Royal 
Victoria Country Park, Manor Farm Country Park and Itchen Valley Country Park.  These destinations 
will be more convenient for dog walkers and walkers and provide a good range of experiences, 
thereby providing an attractive alternative to driving to the New Forest.  On this basis, it is considered 
that the proposed development would not result in a significant impact on the New Forest designated 
sites and would not act against the stated conservation objectives of the European sites.  
 
TREES 
 
The site is not subject to any Tree Preservation Orders, nor does it lie within a designated 
Conservation Area. Notwithstanding this, it contains significant trees and hedges which border the 
site, including along its boundary with Satchell Lane and the adjacent Public Right of Way to the west. 
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These trees collectively provide screening and habitat and contribute positively to both the amenity 
and character of the area, as well as that of the overall landscape. 
 
The proposal would require the removal of several trees in order to facilitate the development and 
specifically to enable the proposed access arrangements from Satchell Lane. The Council’s Tree 
Officer has considered the submitted arboricultural report and concurs with the survey provided. The 
trees to be removed, whilst contributing positively to the landscape, are generally damaged, stunted or 
are considered to have no future potential. The long term impact from an arboricultural perspective, 
with suitable replacement planting, is therefore deemed to be relatively low. No arboricultural objection 
is raised by the Council’s Tree Officer, subject to an arboricultural impact assessment condition. 
 
 
NOISE, AIR QUALITY & CONTAMINATION 
 
The planning submission includes an acoustic air noise and air quality assessment. The assessment 
identifies that the application site is impacted by traffic noise, predominantly from Satchell Lane which 
it situated to its northern and eastern sides. However, noise levels on the site are only marginally 
elevated and therefore the development poses a low risk to amenity. No objection has been raised by 
the Council’s Environmental Health Officer who considers that mitigation could be dealt with via 
conditions (such as alternative ventilation and garden fences). 
 
Whilst the site itself does not lie within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), a proportion of the 
traffic generated by the development will utilise Hamble Lane and as such pass through a designated 
AQMA. The Environmental Health Officer has considered the air quality impacts of the development 
and has raised no objection on these grounds subject to a contribution being made towards air quality 
monitoring within the Hamble Lane AQMA. This has not been secured as part of the application and 
as such this will form a reason for refusal of planning permission. 
 
In terms of land contamination, the application is supported by a Geo-environmental site assessment 
report. Whilst this report concludes that there is no significant contamination present on site, the 
Council’s Environmental Health Officer has highlighted that the sampling undertaken has been done 
so at a relatively low sampling density and no information has been provided on the need for imported 
soils or possible changes to site levels. Whilst no objection is raised on these grounds, it is considered 
that an updated assessment, which includes a site contamination discovery strategy and agreed 
specifications for imported sub and top-soils to be utilised on site, would be required to be provided 
once the final site design and layout are known. This matter could be suitably covered by an 
appropriate pre-commencement condition if the proposal was found to be otherwise acceptable. 
 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

The application is supported by an Archaeological Desk Based Assessment, which considers that a 
programme of archaeological works to record below grounds remains will be required. This 
information has been reviewed by Hampshire County Council’s Archaeologist who concurs with the 
conclusion of the report. It is considered, therefore, that the archaeological matters arising from the 
proposals could be addressed by way of suitably worded conditions and would not justify a reason for 
refusal.  
 

MINERALS 

The site lies within a minerals and waste consultation area to which Policy 15 of the Hampshire 
Minerals and Waste Plan 2013 (HMWP) applies. This policy seeks to protect potentially economically 
viable mineral resource deposits from needless and unnecessary sterilisation and encourage the 
recovery, where possible, of potential mineral resources prior to development. 
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The application is supported by a Minerals Assessment which identifies narrow strip of sand and 
gravel along the western boundary. The quality of this deposit is stated as being of no economic 
interest to the mineral industry. The Assessment, however, suggests that mineral deposits, if suitable, 
could be reused on site during construction, which has the potential to reduce the need to import 
construction aggregates. This information has been reviewed by Hampshire County Council as the 
Minerals and Waste Authority (HCC MWA). They have raised no objection on these grounds subject 
to a condition requiring the submission of a statement in regards to mineral recovery and the 
recording and reporting of this to the Minerals Authority. 
 

The site also lies adjacent to Hamble Airfield which is a safeguarded site for mineral extraction (sharp 
sand and gravel). Policy 16 of the HMWP seeks to protect current and potential minerals sites which 
includes from ‘encroachment’ where nearby land-uses impact their ability to continue operating. HCC 
MWA have advised that it is often the case that appropriate buffers and mitigation, which can include 
measures such as landscape design, tree planting, barriers, building design and orientation etc., can 
make potential nearby development compatible. Such mitigation measures would need to be 
undertaken by the non-minerals development, in this case the residential development the subject of 
this application, and ensure that the safeguarded site could continue its intended use. 
 

HCC MWA consider that it is not evident from the application and its supporting documents how the 
nearby safeguarded site has been considered and whether there are any likely impacts between the 
two sites. As such, they have identified that further information should be provided in this regard and if 
such details are to follow in a subsequent application, a condition should be imposed to this effect. 
Taking account of these comments and following further discussion with the MWA, it is not considered 
that the proximity of the site to the adjacent safeguarded Hamble Airfield in itself would prohibit 
development on the application site. Mitigation could have been dealt with via a suitable condition and 

as such does not form an additional reason for refusal.  
 

 
OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 
Equalities Implications: 
 
Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 created the public sector equality duty. Section149 states:- 

- A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need to: 
a. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is 

prohibited by or under this Act; 
b. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 
c. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it. 
 
When making policy decisions, the Council must take account of the equality duty and in particular any 
potential impact on protected groups. It is considered that this application does not raise any equality 
implications. 
 
Climate Change: 
 
National legislation and guidance, together with local policy ensure that all planning applications are 
tested for their resilience to and impact on the environment. The environmental implications of this 
application are detailed throughout this report and proposed mitigations could be secured through 
conditions to include requirements for low energy and water use infrastructure, additional tree planting 
and landscaping, provisions for sustainable transport, sustainable drainage, and ecological protection 
and habitat enhancements, should permission have been granted. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there would arise some benefits from the development in both social and 
economic terms, these do not represent sufficient material considerations as to outweigh the identified 
harm or to justify a decision otherwise than in accordance with the development plan. It is also of 
note that such benefits could be achieved from a similar development in a more appropriate location 
within the Borough.  
 
As such the planning application is recommended for refusal. 
  

 
 
  


