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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 There is a major need for new development in Eastleigh Borough over the 

Local Plan period to 2036, as identified by the Partnership for Urban South 

Hampshire’s (PUSH) Spatial Position Statement (2016) and supporting 

reports of objectively assessed need. 

1.2 The Council’s Issues and Options paper (December 2015) set out 8 different 

Strategic Growth Options (SGOs) to help meet this need for development.  

Public consultation and a sustainability appraisal was undertaken on these 

options.  

1.3 The full Council approved its “Development Distribution Strategy and 
Principles” paper on 15th December 2016.  This set the principle of exploring 
the delivery of a substantial proportion of the new green field development 
needed in a Strategic Development Area (towards the upper end of the 4,000 
– 6,000 dwelling range), in order to achieve a degree of self-containment and 
to deliver significant new infrastructure (including roads). 

1.4 The full Council noted the emerging Local Plan on 20th July 2017, based on 2 
of the SGOs (SGO B/C north of Bishopstoke and Fair Oak).  The rationale for 
this emerging SGO selection was set out in the Council report.  Nevertheless 
this report clearly identified some gaps in the evidence and that further 
assessment was required.  Therefore the decision was simply to note the 
emerging plan. 

1.5 This background paper informs the decision by full Council on 11th December 
2017. 

1.6 This background paper explains in: 

 Part 1:  The comparative assessment of the different SGOs, leading to the 
reasons for the recommendation to select SGO B/C;  and in  

 Part 2:  The reasons why it is considered there is a reasonable prospect 
that SGOs B/C can be delivered. 

1.7 Parts 1 and 2 are both based on the evidence available for the 11th December 
2017 decision. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
3 

 

PART 1:  COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT OF 
STRATEGIC GROWTH OPTIONS (SGOs) 

 

2. POLICY CONTEXT 

2.1 This section briefly summarises the key approaches within policy which 

should guide the strategic location of development. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) 

General 

2.2 There should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development, creating 

synergies between economic, social and environmental aims, seeking positive 

improvements to the quality of the built, natural and historic environment and 

people’s quality of life, and planning positively for development needs unless 

the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly outweigh the benefits 

(paras. 6 - 15, 151 – 152). 

2.3 Councils should produce distinctive local plans which reflect the needs and 

priorities of their communities and empower local people to shape their 

surroundings;  local circumstances should be taken into account (paras. 1, 10 

and 17). 

Transport, Accessibility and Community 

2.4 Growth should be focussed in locations which are or can be made 

sustainable, making the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling 

(paras. 17, 30, 34, 35). 

2.5 There should be a mix of employment, retail and leisure uses, and access to 

local and community facilities.  Large scale residential development should 

provide a mix of day to day facilities, including jobs.  Primary schools and 

local shops should be within walking distance, and great importance is 

attached to the provision of a choice of school places (paras. 6, 7, 17, 37, 38, 

70, 72). 

2.6 Cost effective transport improvements should be made to limit significant 

impacts.  Development should only be prevented when the effects are severe 

(para. 32).   

2.7 The supply of homes to achieve sustainable development can sometimes 

best be achieved through large scale development (new or expanded 

settlements) which follow ‘garden city’ principles.  It is important to take 

account of the different roles and characters of different areas, establish a 
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strong sense of place, and address the connections between people and 

places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and 

historic environment (paras. 17, 52, 58, 61).   

2.8 The aim is to promote the vitality of main urban areas and town centres, re-

use previously developed land, and promote mixed use development (paras. 

17, 23 – 27, 111). 

Natural Environment 

2.9 The natural environment should be protected and enhanced, recognising the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and that open land can 

perform many functions.  Development should be located on land of lesser 

environmental value where this is consistent with other policies.  Valued 

landscapes, geology and soils should be protected and enhanced (paras. 6, 

7, 109, 110). 

2.10 Biodiversity should be enhanced and coherent ecological networks 

established, and impacts on biodiversity minimised.  Designations should be 

protected commensurate with their status (paras. 6, 7, 109, 110, 114, 117 – 

119). 

2.11 Great weight should be given to conserving the landscape and scenic beauty 

of national parks (paras. 115 – 116). 

2.12 Development should minimise and not be affected by pollution (e.g. noise, air 

quality, light pollution);  and take account of its effect on the amenity / general 

sensitivity of the area (paras. 110, 120 – 125). 

2.13 Account should be taken of protecting the most versatile agricultural land 

(para. 111). 

2.14 Minerals should not be needlessly sterilised and their prior extraction should 

be encouraged (para. 142). 

2.15 The built and historic environment should be protected and enhanced, and 

heritage assets conserved relative to their significance (paras. 6, 7, 17, 132 – 

133). 

2.16 The aim is to mitigate and adapt to climate change, plan for development in 

locations which reduce greenhouse gases, take account of flood risk, and 

locate inappropriate development away from the areas at highest flood risk 

(paras. 6, 7, 17  93 – 95  100 – 103). 

Evidence 

2.17 Plans should be justifiable and based on the most appropriate strategy 

against reasonable alternatives, assessed against proportionate evidence 
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(paras. 167, 182).  (Note – the Housing White Paper (2017) proposes to 

change this to “an appropriate strategy”). 

2.18 Plans should be viable and deliverable (paras. 173 – 177). 

2.19 Councils have a ‘duty to co-operate’ in preparing plans, and to plan 

strategically across local boundaries (paras. 178 – 181). 

PUSH Spatial Position Statement (2016) 

2.20 This statement was prepared by the 12 Councils of South Hampshire as part 

of their ‘duty to co-operate’.  It assessed the overall need for development and 

proposed a development distribution across the sub-region (with Borough 

wide development targets) taking account of the ‘cities and urban areas first’ 

approach, environmental designations and the availability of transport and 

other infrastructure. 

2.21 The Statement’s Spatial Principles support sustainable economic growth;  

bringing benefits to local communities;  protecting our natural environment;  

and good places to live and work (SP1).  Strategic development locations are 

identified for mixed use development, including a new strategic development 

location in the northern part of Eastleigh Borough (SDL1), the location of 

which will be determined through the Local Plan process (para. 5.38).  

Southampton is designated a regional city centre and Eastleigh a large town 

centre;  district and local centres will be defined by Local Plans (R1).  The 

provision of existing and new green infrastructure will be supported (G1).  

Strategic countryside gaps between settlements are important in maintaining 

the sense of place, settlement identity and countryside setting for the sub 

region and local communities;  and local plans should define strategic and 

local countryside gaps (S1).  The natural environment will be protected and 

flood risk managed (Env1).  The delivery of housing, employment and 

transport infrastructure should be integrated;  development should be located 

where it is or can be well served by public transport;  and bus, rail, walking 

and cycling provision enhanced (T1).  PUSH, Solent Transport and Councils 

will work together to deliver highway improvements to support new 

development (T2).  The provision of new and improved social infrastructure, 

including education, health and community facilities should be assessed in 

preparing local plans (I1). 
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3. CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING THE STRATEGIC GROWTH OPTIONS 
(SGOs) 

3.1 The policy context above sets out the issues which the Council should 

consider in selecting its preferred strategic growth option.  Council officers 

have distilled these issues into the following assessment criteria: 

(a) Transport and Accessibility.  The aim is to minimise pollution by 
encouraging walking, cycling and public transport, and to ensure 
access to facilities for people without cars.  The issues considered are 
the proximity to the nearest shopping centres (and the size of that 
centre), to other supermarkets, schools, doctor’s surgeries and public 
transport (including the frequency / destination of those services, and 
for the SGOs the potential to improve those services).   

(b) Countryside Gaps.  The aim is to maintain the separate identity of 
individual settlements.  The issue to consider is whether a site is in a 
gap and would erode the purpose of that gap. 

(c) Landscape Sensitivity.  The aim is to protect or manage change in 
landscapes with higher sensitivity to change.  The issue to consider is 
whether the characteristics of a landscape make it sensitive to change. 

(d) Biodiversity.  The aim is to protect and enhance biodiversity.  The issue 
to consider is whether an ecology designation affects or is close to a 
site, the importance of that designation, and the potential impact on it. 

(e) Other Environmental Considerations.  The aims are various.  The 
issues to consider are whether a site is of good agricultural land value 
or is affected by noise, air quality, contamination, mineral reserves, 
public open space, heritage / archaeology, pylon or pipeline issues. 

3.2 Council officers have undertaken their own assessment of these issues as set 
out below.  The Council also commissioned a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
undertaken by Land Use Consultants and published in December 2015.  This 
appraised each of the SGOs set out in the Issues and Options Paper.  The 
Council has included a summary of this SA (drawn from the descriptive 
assessments of the key issues in section 6 of the main SA report) for the 4 
SGOs it is considering further, and a commentary on the results at the end of 
each of the sections below.  The SA considered 13 topics below.  All are 
reported below, except SA1:  Housing Provision (as the SA scored each SGO 
equally);  and SAs 8 and 9:  Climate Change Mitigation and Waste (which the 
SA did not assess).  As a general point it is worth noting that LUC undertook 
their appraisal at a point in time, on a basis agreed with the Council, and in 
some cases further information has since become available.   

 

4. SCOPE OF ASSESSMENT 

4.1 The Issues and Options Paper identified 8 SGOs.  
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4.2 The following SGOs reflect a series of smaller sites which are now assessed 
in the Council’s ‘Small and Medium Greenfield Sites Assessment’ background 
paper: 

i) SGO A (Extensions to settlements);  and  

ii) SGO F (extending Hedge End and Botley).    

4.3 It is now considered that the following SGOs are not appropriate for housing 
led development for the following reasons and so are excluded from further 
assessment: 

(i) SGO G (Hamble Airfield).  This area is allocated by the County Council 
for sand and gravel extraction and then restoration to grazing, nature 
conservation, open space, public access and woodland.  Eastleigh 
Borough Council has already agreed1 there should be no significant 
development in the Hamble peninsula, given the transport and 
countryside gap issues. 

(ii) SGO H (Redevelopment of Eastleigh Riverside for employment uses).  
The Issues and Options paper did not envisage this would be for 
housing led development and this remains the case.   

4.4 This paper therefore assesses the relative merits of the remaining 4 SGOs 

against the assessment criteria set out above.  These SGOs are: 

Option 
Ref 

Name (Full Name set out in Issues and 
Options paper) 

Estimated 
dwelling capacity 

B/C North and 
east of 
Bishopstoke 
/ Fair Oak 

Expansion of Fair Oak and 
Bishopstoke to the north/north east 
with related development in 
Allbrook village;  Expansion of Fair 
Oak to the east and north. 

5,200   

D South of 
Bishopstoke 

Expansion of Bishopstoke to the 
south and Horton Heath 

1,7002 

E North of 
West End 

Extension of West End to the north 
of the M27 

2,500 

 

4.5 It is important to note that each of the SGOs would form part of a wider 

strategy to meet overall housing needs and that greenfield sites elsewhere 

are needed for at least 1,700 dwellings.  SGO B/C can accommodate the 

most dwellings.  On this basis the Local Plan would only need to identify the 

minimum of around 1,700 dwellings on additional green field housing sites.  

SGOs D and E would each accommodate fewer dwellings.  This means that, 

                                                           
1
 15 December 2016 Council:  Development Distribution Strategy and Principles.   

2
 2 adjacent parts of this development (west of Horton Heath and Fir Tree Farm) now have planning permission 

for approximately 950 dwellings and 450 dwellings respectively.  The 1,700 dwelling capacity figure reflects the 
remaining area. 
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compared to a Local Plan based on options B/C, extra green field sites to 

accommodate 850 – 1,650 dwellings would be needed for a Local Plan based 

on options D or E.  Given the importance of protecting countryside gaps, and 

that other suitable sites are already needed to meet the 1,700 dwellings, it is 

considered possible that under this scenario an appropriate location for these 

850 – 1,650 extra dwellings could be to the north or east of Fair Oak in a part 

of option C.  It is important to note that this scenario would represent a smaller 

urban extension, rather than a new strategic growth option;  and would 

therefore not be accompanied by a new link road and the same scale of 

community facilities.   

4.6 The SGOs should be assessed on the basis of their implications for the Local 

Plan and the Borough as a whole.  Where the need for extra green field sites 

alongside options D and E (possibly in part of C) are relevant to the 

assessment, this is identified below. 

4.7 It is considered that were either SGOs D or E to be selected, a significant 

countryside gap would need to be retained within this area to maintain the 

separation of the major urban area of Southampton from the Bishopstoke / 

Fair Oak area to the north.  For this reason, a combination of the whole SGO 

D and E areas, which would wholly join Southampton / West End to 

Bishopstoke / Fair Oak and Horton Heath, has not been assessed.  This is 

discussed further in the countryside gaps section below.     

 

5. TRANSPORT AND ACCESSIBILITY 

5.1 The aim is to reduce car use to minimise pollution, emissions and congestion;  
and to ensure that people who do not own a car can access jobs and facilities. 

Scale of local facilities available for new and existing communities 

5.2 The environmental capacity of each SGO area determines the scale of overall 
development (homes, employment, and other facilities) that can be 
accommodated in each option.  The number of homes determines the 
population / customer base and therefore the range of facilities that can be 
supported.  Table 1 sets out the assessment of how much development and 
how many facilities each SGO option may be able to provide.  This is based 
on the developers’ initial masterplans (December 2016) and / or the Council’s 
latest considerations. 
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Table 1:  SGO options:  Range of Development and Options   

 Options B/C Option D Option E 

Approximate 
total area 
(hectares) 

330 ha. 148 ha. 189 ha. 

Number of 
Homes 

5,200 

 

1,705 2,584 

Employment 
(Sq M) 

30,000 13,200 20,000 

Retail 1 District 
centre 
including 
medium sized 
superstore 

1 Local 
Centre 

1 local centre 1 local centre 

Schools 1 secondary 
school;  3 
primary 
schools 

1 primary 
school 

1 primary 
school 

Source Initial EBC 
estimate;  
emerging 
Masterplan 

EBC 
calculation.      

Developers 
masterplan – 
December 
2015 

Note:   Open spaces:  Option B/C based on emerging masterplan.  Option E 
based on developer’s masterplan (Dec 2016).  Option D based on same % of 
total area as option E.   

5.3 The Table indicates that option B/C can accommodate significantly more (at 
least double the number of) homes than options D and E.  It also covers a 
significantly wider area than options D and E.  This in turn means that it has 
the population base to support significantly more facilities, for example:  a 
secondary as well as primary schools, and a larger shopping centre including 
a medium sized supermarket.  It also means that it has the physical capacity 
to support at least 50% more employment space than the other options. 
Therefore it is likely that the people living in options B/C will find that a 
significantly higher proportion of their ‘day to day’ and ‘week to week’ needs 
can be met within the development.  This will encourage more walking and 
cycling trips (or at least local car trips which do not impact on the wider 
network). 
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5.4 It is proposed that for options B/C, the larger district shopping centre, 
including a medium sized supermarket, is located as close to the existing 
community of Fair Oak as possible, with good connections provided.  The 
location of option C and the existing physical geography of Fair Oak enables a 
centre to be located in a way in which it could effectively serve existing and 
new communities.  It is recognised that option B would be further from this 
centre, and would be provided with its own smaller local centre.  It should be 
noted that a similar situation may arise with a Local Plan based on options D 
or E, because it would create the need for additional development elsewhere 
more likely to be only served by a local centre.   

5.5 Fair Oak and Horton Heath have a combined population of 9,130 people at 
2017, forecast to rise to 10,888 people by 2023 as a result of permitted 
development3.  This is a substantial existing population.  However, Fair Oak 
currently only offers a limited range of facilities relative to the size of the 
population.  Table 2 illustrates that whilst the village centre includes 27 shops, 
with a further 7 shops at Sandy Lane, these offer only limited ‘day to day’ / 
‘week to week’ facilities for this size of population, for example:  2 small 
supermarkets and 2 convenience stores.  Critically there is no medium sized 
supermarket which would enable main food shopping to be undertaken.  
Horton Heath currently has no shops, and a small local centre is proposed 
with the West of Horton Heath development.   

5.6 In short, this area has a substantial population of around 10,000 people but 
limited shopping provision, at least beyond those meeting ‘day to day’ needs.  
As a result, in the Bishopstoke / Fair Oak area only 6.7% of convenience 
shopping spend is in Fair Oak village centre, with significant flows to 
destinations further afield (Eastleigh town centre, Asda at Chandler’s Ford and 
Sainsbury’s Hedge End) (see Table 3). 

5.7 The larger district centre that options B/C can sustain will therefore not only 
reduce the length of trips made by the residents of the new communities;  but 
by providing a greater range of facilities for the existing population, also 
reduce the number of longer trips they are currently being made to 
destinations further afield, such as Eastleigh or Hedge End. 

5.8 Option D would only sustain a smaller centre in itself, both in terms of its 
population base and its physical capacity.  It is possible that it could be made 
larger to also serve the existing community, although there would be less new 
development designed to specifically orientate to that centre than in SGO B/C.   

5.9 Option E would sustain a smaller centre in itself than options B/C, and slightly 
larger than option D, based on its population base. 

5.10 There is no major physical barrier between options B/C or D and Fair Oak.   

5.11 Option E is separated from West End by the M27 motorway, which to at least 
a reasonable extent, would form a physical and psychological barrier.  This 
and the physical geography of the existing and proposed urban areas, means 

                                                           
3
 Hampshire Council Small Area Population Forecast for Fair Oak and Horton Heath ward, 2017 and 2023 
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it is considered less likely that this option could include a centre located in a 
way to effectively serve both the existing and new communities.  In addition 
the existing West End centre is approximately 1.75 kilometres from the centre 
of option E which, together with the motorway barrier, would limit its ability to 
effectively serve the new community. 

5.12 Furthermore, Table 3 illustrates that the nearest existing community, West 
End, already has a centre which offers a reasonable range of facilities.  
Although the total number of shops is no greater than that found in Fair Oak, it 
does include a medium sized super market (which is approximately 9 times 
larger than either of the small supermarkets in Fair Oak village centre / Sandy 
Lane.  (West End is also closer to the major out of centre retail facilities at 
Hedge End, including a large superstore).  Consequently in the West End 
area 28% of convenience expenditure goes to West End village centre and a 
further 27.5% goes to Sainsbury’s at Hedge End (see Table 3).  Therefore the 
centre in West End and other nearby facilities are already serving a 
significantly higher proportion of local needs than the centre in Fair Oak.  
Whilst to some extent these facilities would benefit the residents of SGO E, 
they would be separated from and not integrated into the community of the 
SGO.  The presence of existing facilities means there is less of a commercial 
basis to expand the new centre to serve the existing community.  Together 
with the poorer physical relationship of a new centre to the existing 
community, as outlined above, it is considered it is less likely to provide a 
significant added benefit to the existing community or to ‘claw back’ shopping 
trips which are currently being undertaken further afield.   

5.13 For these reasons option E is considered less likely to be able to sustain a 
larger centre, so is less likely to meet as wide a range of ‘day to day’ and 
‘week to week’ needs locally, and so is less likely to reduce the trips of both 
the existing and new population.    

5.14 A Local Plan based on option E would require the provision of approximately 
850 additional dwellings elsewhere, for example in option C adjacent to Fair 
Oak.  However, relative to option C this equates to far fewer dwellings and is 
considered likely to only sustain a local centre.  

5.15 Therefore, regarding these issues, SGO B/C, and potentially to some extent 
SGO D, are considered to perform better than SGO E. 
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Table 2:  Range of Shopping Facilities in Existing Centres Close to SGOs 

 Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 

Fair Oak – 
Sandy Lane 

West End 
Village 
Centre 

Total 
Occupied 
Shops 

27 7 30 

Medium sized 
supermarket? 

No No Yes – Asda 

Small 
supermarket? 

Yes – Tesco 
Express 
(garage) 

Yes – Co-op No 

Convenience 
store? 

Yes – One 
Stop 

Yes - 
newsagents 

Yes – Londis 

Post Office? Yes No Yes 

Pharmacy? Yes No  Yes 

Doctors? No No No 

Dentist? Yes No Yes 

Library? Yes No No 

Note:  A local centre is also proposed for the permitted development west of 
Horton Heath which could serve SGO D. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
13 

 

Table 3:  Destinations for Convenience Shopping Trips 

Convenience 
shopping 
destinations: 

% people in 

B/C 

D4 

shopping 
there: 

Approximate 
distance to 
shopping 
centre from: 

B/C 

(D) 

% people in 

E5 

shopping 
there: 

Approximate 
distance to 
shopping 
centre from: 

E 

Eastleigh 
Town Centre6 

35.2% 5km 

(5km) 

  

Sainsbury’s, 
Hedge End 

20.6% 7km 

(5.5km) 

27.5% 3.5km 

Asda, 
Chandler’s 
Ford 

12.2% 9km 

(9km) 

  

West End 
Centre 

  28% 1.75km 

Hedge End 
Centre 

    

Fair Oak 
Centre 

6.7% 1km 

(1.5km) 

  

Bishopstoke 
Centre 

0.6% 3km 

(2.5km) 

  

Based on flows of 10% or more (and also relevant local centres) 

Location relative to wider range of facilities 

5.16 People living in the SGOs will also travel further afield to reach jobs, shops 
and other facilities.  The main single concentrations of such activities serving 
Eastleigh Borough are in Southampton, Eastleigh, Hedge End and 
Winchester.  However jobs in particular are dispersed over a wider range of 
destinations. 

                                                           
4
 Based on shopping survey zone 2 – Bishopstoke / Fair Oak 

5
 Based on shopping survey zones 4 – West End  

6
 including edge of centre Lidl 
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5.17 The importance of these destinations vary to some extent between different 
locations in the Borough, as people choose to some extent to work or shop 
relative to where they live (or vice versa).  Table 4 sets out current travel 
patterns from different locations, which helps to identify the importance of 
connections from each SGO to each key destination.  Options B/C and D will 
look to a mixture of Eastleigh, Southampton and Winchester for employment 
and shopping / leisure opportunities;  whereas option E will look more to 
Southampton (as well as to Hedge End for some retail trips).  However it is 
also important to note that from all SGOs commuting trips in particular are 
distributed over a wide range of destinations with only around 50% travelling 
to these key destinations. 

Table 4:  Destinations for Employment 

Work 
destinations 

% people 
in 

B/C  

or D: 

working 
there7: 

Approximate 
distance to 
work 
destination 
centre from: 

B/C 

(D) 

% people 
in  

E 

working 
there8: 

 

Approximate 
distance to 
work 
destination  
centre from: 

E 

Southampton 12% 13km 

(10.5km) 

22% 8.5km 

Eastleigh 18% 5km 

(5km) 

8% 7km 

Hedge End (3%) 7km 

(5.5km) 

9% 3.5km 

Winchester 17% 12.5km 

(14.5km) 

10% 16.5km 

Elsewhere 50%  51%  

(Commuting flows of 5% or more) 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Based on 2011 commuting patterns of super output areas – middle layers:  Bishopstoke North;  Bishopstoke;  

Fair Oak 
8
 Based on 2011 commuting patterns of super output areas – middle layers:  West End;  Hedge End North 
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Table 5:  Potential Average Distance Travelled to Work from each SGO 

Average distance (km) travelled 
from: 

Option B/C 

Option D 

Option E 

   

Bishopstoke East 12.6  

Bishopstoke West 12.2  

Fair Oak and Horton Heath 14  

   

Hedge End Grange Park  12.6 

Hedge End Wildern  11.6 

West End North  10.7 

   

Likely range of average 
distance travelled for each 
SGO: 

12.2km – 14km 10.7km – 12.6km 
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Table 6:  Distances for Comparison Shopping Trips 

Comparison 
shopping 
destinations 

% of people in 

B/C 

or D9  

shopping 
there: 

Approximate 
distance to 
shopping 
centre from: 

B/C 

(D) 

% of people 
in  

E10 

shopping 
there: 

Approximate 
distance to 
shopping 
centre from: 

E 

Southampton 
City Centre 

12.7% 13km 

(10.5km) 

27.5% - 
27.8% 

8.5km 

Eastleigh 
Town Centre 

24.3% 5km 

(5km) 

 7km 

Hedge End 
retail park 

21.1% 7km 

(5.5km) 

21.4%-
21.9% 

3.5km 

Internet / 
special forms 
of trading 

25.1%  16.7%-
17.4% 

 

Based on flows of 10% or more 

5.18 Option E is closest to Southampton, the largest single destination for 
employment, shopping and leisure facilities.  It is 8.5 kilometres from 
Southampton city centre, whereas option D is 9.5 kilometres away and B/C 
are 13 kilometres away.   

5.19 However, regarding employment trips, the average distance travelled to work 
from existing wards in a similar location to option E in that area are only 
somewhere in the region of 1.5km shorter than from the existing wards in the 
area of options B/C (Table 5).  In other words people living in option E are 
likely to travel slightly shorter distances to work than people living in options 
B/C.  This is a slight benefit for option E.  It is considered there are two 
reasons this difference is relatively small.  First, whilst Southampton is the 
largest single destination, overall employment is dispersed across a wide 
range of locations, which significantly reduces the benefits to option E of 
Southampton being closer.  Only 19% of employment in South Hampshire is 
in Southampton, and based on existing commuting patterns (table 4), only 
22% of residents in option E are likely to work in Southampton, with 78% of 
residents working elsewhere.  The second reason is that there tends to be at 
least to some extent a geographical relationship between where people live 
and work.  Therefore whilst 22% of residents of option E are likely to work in 

                                                           
9
 Based on shopping survey zone 2 – Bishopstoke / Fair Oak 

10
 Range based on shopping survey zones 4 – West End and zone 5 – Hedge End / Botley 
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Southampton which is only 8.5 kilometres away;  only a slightly lower 
proportion of option B/Cs residents, 18%, are likely to work in Eastleigh, which 
is only 5 kilometres away.  Conversely a significantly lower proportion of 
option B/C residents are likely to work in Southampton.  This enables option 
B/C to support more shorter trips and fewer longer trips than might be 
expected from just considering its relationship with Southampton.  The main 
message is that the relative difference between the wider travel patterns of 
different SGOs are relatively subtle and nuanced.   

5.20 Regarding weekly and monthly shopping / leisure trips, option E is closest to 
Southampton city centre, 8.5 kilometres away.  However options B / C and D 
are closer to Eastleigh town centre, 5 kilometres away.  Eastleigh town centre 
is significantly smaller than Southampton city centre.  However it still provides 
a range of ‘week to week’ and ‘month to month’ shopping and leisure facilities.  
Therefore whilst, based on existing shopping patterns, around 27% of 
residents of option E are likely to shop in Southampton;  almost as a high a 
proportion, around 24%, of residents of options B/C and D are likely to shop in 
Eastleigh town centre involving a shorter journey.  This will also support trade 
in the Borough’s main town centre.  Option E is also close to Hedge End retail 
park, 3.5 kilometres away which will also help shorten trips.  Hedge End retail 
park is an ‘out of centre’ location and to that extent option E would not support 
an existing town centre in the Borough for comparison trade to the same 
degree.  Overall for weekly and monthly shopping trips the position is mixed, 
and in general terms options B/C, D and E are considered to be similarly 
matched (for slightly different reasons). 

Public Transport 

5.21 Clearly in considering existing and future rail and bus provision, it is important 

to consider the likely level of service to the key destinations that people want 

to reach, and these destinations vary to some extent depending on the 

location of the SGO. 

5.22 Based on existing flows to employment and comparison shopping 

destinations, as set out in Tables 4 and 6, the key destinations to be able to 

reach from: 

 Option B/C and option D are considered to be (in broadly equal 

measure) Eastleigh, Southampton and Winchester; 

 

 Option E are primarily Southampton, followed to a lesser (and broadly 

equal) extent by Hedge End, Winchester and Eastleigh. 

5.23 In the case of each SGO, these destinations are likely to cumulatively account 

for around 50% of employment destinations. 
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Rail 

5.24 SGO B/C is not close to a rail line and could not be directly served by rail 

services.  The core of SGOs B/C and D are 5 kilometres by road from 

Eastleigh rail station, which offers 3 services an hour to Winchester and 

London, and 2 services an hour to Southampton.  They are 7.5 kilometres 

from Southampton Parkway, which offers additional fast services to London 

and Southampton, and direct services to the north of England.   

5.25 The core of SGO E is approximately 2.5 kilometres from Hedge End rail 

station, which generally offers 1 service an hour to Eastleigh, Winchester, 

London11 and Portsmouth.  It does not offer a direct service to Southampton.  

If a new rail station were to be provided at the SGO, it is anticipated it would 

be served by the same service.  The core of the SGO is 5 kilometres from 

Southampton Parkway Station (service levels as above). 

5.26 The southern limit of option D and the northern limit of option E is adjacent to 

the Eastleigh – Fareham railway line.  This creates at least the potential for 

the SGO to be served by rail.  The promoter of SGO E is safeguarding land 

for but is understood not to be proposing the provision of a new rail station, 

simply recognising it is a possibility in the future.  There are some key factors 

in determining whether a rail station is likely to be provided.  These are cited 

in Network Rail’s “Investment in Stations” document (June 2017), discussed 

further in the Council’s background paper on Public Transport and 

summarised here.  The key issues are demonstrating a positive business 

case for the investment (based on likely net additional patronage, capital and 

on-going operating costs based on an appropriate design of station, and the 

relationship with Train Operating Companies [TOC]);  demonstrating a station 

would fit within the wider operation of the network and rail route utilisation 

strategies.  A new station would ultimately require approval and agreements 

from Network Rail and other parties such as the TOC.  A new station could be 

funded by the developer and/or LEP or Network Rail (via an agreed revenue 

stream from a TOC, potentially supported by the Department for Transport). 

5.27 In terms of the potential for a new station in this location, the first issue is the 

prospect of a station being funded.  It should be noted that rail patronage in 

the area (for example at Hedge End station) has grown considerably in recent 

years.  For a new station to be considered by Network Rail it would need to be 

demonstrated that investment in an existing station would not meet objectives 

(and in this regard it is noted that Hedge End station is 2.5 kilometres away);  

and that a new station would offer better value for money based on a full cost-

benefit analysis.  It is understood that the promoter of option E is not 

progressing such an assessment.   
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 Slow stopping service or change at Eastleigh. 
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5.28 A new station would be required to have long platforms for 12-car trains and 

have access for those with mobility difficulties.  Such a station is likely to cost 

in the region of £8 - £9 million. 

5.29 It is considered unclear that SGOs D and E (totalling either 1,700 dwellings or 

2,500 dwellings) would on themselves fund such capital costs for a new 

station.  This is on the basis that the SGO E developer is not understood to be 

proposing a rail station, that new stations elsewhere generally relate to larger 

development, and that either SGO would need to fund other infrastructure as 

well.  A part of the west of Horton Heath development (i.e. a part of 950 

dwellings) would lie within a 800 metre convenient walking distance of such a 

station, although the development has not been designed to integrate with 

such a station.  Examples of recent station openings are associated with 

larger developments (e.g. 4,270 – 6,550 dwellings) and are on single track 

lines requiring only one platform (and so substantially reduced costs).  A rail 

station would be on one edge of either option D or option E if pursued 

individually, so would not benefit from a ‘360 degree’ customer base.  On this 

basis it is considered unlikely that SGOs D or E would be able to fund the 

delivery of a new station.  It is worth re-iterating at this point that the Council 

would have a fundamental objection to developing SGOs D and E together as 

this would not maintain a countryside gap between Southampton and Fair 

Oak, leading to almost continuous urban development over a distance of 

approximately 11 kilometres12.       

5.30 Furthermore a new station would clearly only be viable if trains were able to 

stop at the station.  An extra stop by trains (which run through to London 

Waterloo) would take in the region of 3 minutes.  Rail path headways on the 

approach to Waterloo at peak times are no more than 3 to 5 minutes and 

therefore such a delay could have significant timetabling implications for the 

wider mainline.  It may also have implications for junctions at Woking, 

Basingstoke and the single track section between Botley and Fareham.  It is 

understood that the site promoter is not progressing such discussions with 

Network Rail and the Train Operating Companies.   

5.31 The Solent Local Enterprise Partnership’s Strategic Transport Investment 

Plan (2016) identifies the concept for a Solent Metro.  The LEP is currently 

undertaking a feasibility study into this, focussing on a phase 1 within the 

Southampton to Eastleigh corridor.  This is likely to have major feasibility 

issues, for example the likely overall very substantial capital cost and the 

ability to physically expand rail capacity along the existing Eastleigh to 

Southampton rail line.  The potential for this project is at a very early stage:  it 

is un-costed, initial feasibility is to be completed, and therefore its deliverability 

                                                           
12

 For example, as the ‘crow flies’ from Southampton city centre waterfront to the north of the existing Fair 
Oak settlement. 
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is considered to be at best highly uncertain at this stage.  If it were to be 

delivered over the longer term, it may then allow the potential for an extension 

along the Eastleigh to Fareham rail line.  However this is not being actively 

considered at this stage.  If this were to occur, it is likely that a metro station 

would be able to serve either option D or E and provide a direct service into 

Southampton, which would be a benefit for either of these options.  However 

the long term prospects of this at this stage are considered at best highly 

uncertain. 

5.32 In summary options B/C do not have the potential to be directly served by rail.  

Option E is closer to an existing rail station (although it still lies beyond a short 

walking distance).   Option E also offers in theory the potential to be served by 

heavy or light rail services.  The likelihood of this potential being realised is 

considered to be low in the case of heavy rail, and would only offer a 

moderate service (e.g. hourly and not to Southampton);  or currently very 

uncertain at best (light rail).  On this basis option E is considered to have a 

slight advantage over options B and C with regard to rail provision. 

Bus 

5.33 Data shows, not surprisingly, that people are more likely to use buses when 

the routes run close to where they live and a frequent service is offered.  

Figure 1 below illustrates that the number of bus trips increases significantly 

as service frequencies increase.  The graph also shows that the number of 

bus trips falls away when people have further to walk to a bus stop.  However 

it is important to note that this drop in bus patronage is far less significant 

when a frequent service is offered.  In other words a frequent bus service will 

be more effective at encouraging bus patronage across a wider residential 

area around the route.  As a ‘bench mark’ for the SGOs it is considered that a 

bus service with 20 minute frequency within 400 metres of significant parts of 

the SGO would provide a good or very good service. 
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Figure 1:  Number of annual bus trips per person based on frequency of bus 

service. 

 

Source:  DTLR, 2001 
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Existing Provision 

Option B/C 

5.34 The following services serve the general area: 

Table 7:  Existing Bus Services, SGO B/C 

Service Via To Usual 
Frequency 

Serves 
development? 
Within 400 
metres of: 

Commercially 
viable? 

Blue star 2 Sandy Lane / 
Winchester 
Road / Fair 
Oak Village 
Centre 

Eastleigh, 
Portswood, 
Southampton 

Every 20 
minutes 

Small part of site Yes 

Stagecoach 
69 

Winchester 
Road / Fair 
Oak Village 
Centre / 
Mortimers 
Lane 

Winchester;  
Bishops 
Waltham / 
Fareham 

Every 60 
minutes 

Parts of site Yes 

Xelabus X9 Winchester 
Road / 
Sandy Lane / 
Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre  

Eastleigh via 
Colden 
Common;  
Hedge End / 
Bishops 
Waltham 

Every 60 
minutes 

Parts of site No (HCC 
support) 

  

5.35 It is possible that in the future some of these services could be diverted / 

extended to serve more of the SGO, particularly if routed via the new district 

centre and higher density dwelling areas, to increase the customer base.  The 

bus operators would need to balance this against the loss of established 

custom along existing sections no longer served, or the effects of a longer 

route.  The SGO masterplan can take into account the form, density and 

location of development which is likely to maximise the ability of bus operators 

to viably extend their service.   
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Option D 

5.36 The following services serve the general area: 

Table 8:  Existing Bus Services, SGO D 

Service Via To Usual 
Frequency 

Serves 
development? 
Within 400 
metres of: 

Commercially 
viable? 

Blue star 2 Sandy Lane / 
Winchester 
Road / Fair 
Oak Village 
Centre 

Eastleigh, 
Portswood, 
Southampton 

Every 20 
minutes 

Very small part 
of site 

Yes 

Stagecoach 
69 

Winchester 
Road / Fair 
Oak Village 
Centre / 
Mortimers 
Lane 

Winchester;  
Bishops 
Waltham / 
Fareham 

Every 60 
minutes 

Very small part 
of site 

Yes 

Xelabus X9 Winchester 
Road / 
Sandy Lane / 
Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre  

Eastleigh via 
Colden 
Common;  
Hedge End / 
Bishops 
Waltham 

Every 60 
minutes 

Very small part 
of site 

No (HCC 
support) 

  

5.37 It should be noted that only a very small part of the potential option D area lies 

within 400 metres of these services, and that about half of this area is 

protected open space.  Therefore these services will not effectively serve 

option D.  (The X10 service travels down Burnetts Lane and would not be 

within 400 metres of the new option D beyond permitted development).   
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Option E 

5.38 The following services serve the general area: 

Table 9:  Existing Bus Services, SGO E 

Service Via To Usual 
Frequency 

Serves 
development? 
Within 400 
metres of: 

Commercially 
viable? 

Xelabus 
X10 

Moorgreen 
Road / 
Burnetts 
Lane 

Bitterne / 
Southampton;  
Bishops 
Waltham 

Every 60 
minutes 

Part of site No (HCC 
supported) 

First 8 Townhill 
Way / West 
End High 
Street 

Bitterne / 
Southampton;  
Hedge End 
superstores and 
rail station 

Every 30 
minutes 

No Yes 

Xelabus 
X4 

West End 
High Street 

Southampton 
Airport;  West 
End / Hedge 
End 

Every 60 
minutes 

No Yes 

 

5.39 Diverting these routes to serve option E would mean the routes could no 

longer serve West End centre or would involve a circuitous route.  It is 

considered that bus operators are unlikely to implement either solution. 

5.40 Neither options B/C, D or E have very good bus services serving the whole 

development location.  This is not surprising as these locations are currently 

green fields.  However options B/C are considered to have the better existing 

service to key destinations.  There is one frequent service (to Eastleigh / 

Southampton) or one hourly service (to Winchester) which run immediately 

past the SGO location, all of which are commercially viable.  Option D 

essentially has no services within 400 metres.  Option E has only one hourly 

service to a key destination (Southampton) which runs immediately passed 

the SGO location, and this is not commercially viable.  The nearest 30 minute 

frequency service to Southampton lies about 1 kilometre from the nearest 

edge of the main SGO location.   

Future Provision 

5.41 The assessment of likely future bus provision is based on the following 

factors: 

 The ‘Peak Vehicle Requirement’ – the number of buses required to 

operate the route at the busiest time of day, which depends on the length 

of the route and frequency of service. 

 The estimated level of patronage for the service – based on the expected 

total number of trips generated from the development, destination of those 
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trips, and share of those trips taken by buses (mode share);  which 

depends on the frequency of the bus service and how close people live to 

that service.  These estimates are based on a mixture of national and local 

data and research.  Trip destinations are based on travel to work, 

shopping and leisure data.  Patronage is based on the return trips of SGO 

residents leaving to reach other destinations, and the return trips of people 

from elsewhere arriving at the SGO (e.g. to work). 

 Patronage is based on the relevant SGO and on any other new 

development in the area which may contribute to providing new 

passengers (e.g. the West of Horton Heath permissions). 

5.42 It should be noted that the assessment does not include the following factors:  

 Any patronage from existing residents living along the route from the SGO 

to the final destination.  However these residents are generally served by 

existing bus routes.  Therefore the potential to generate additional 

patronage is likely to be reduced, and a significant proportion of the 

patronage that the SGO service receives is likely to be switching from and 

so reducing the viability of existing services.  Therefore the analysis is 

based on new developments to demonstrate whether or not they are likely 

to be able to sustain their own bus route without affecting existing 

services.    

 Trips to schools and colleges (for which there is a lack of data).  However 

this sector provides an important element of demand for bus services.  

Therefore it is likely that bus patronage levels have been underestimated, 

and services will be more viable than indicated below.   

5.43 The background paper analyses a number of routes from each SGO.   
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Option B / C 

5.44 The scenarios below are based on assuming this option will accommodate 

5,000 dwellings.   

Table 10:  Potential New Bus Routes, SGO B/C 

From Via To Frequency PVR 
required 

PVR 
achieved 

PVR % 
from 
required 

       

Route 
1A 

      

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 

Whole 
SGO 

Eastleigh 30 min 3 2.2 -27% 

20 min 4 3.2 -20% 

       

Route 
1B 

      

West 
Horton 
Heath 

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 
and 
through 
whole 
SGO 

Eastleigh 30 min 3 2.8 -7% 

20 min 5 4 -20% 

       

Route 
1C 

      

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 

Whole 
SGO 

Eastleigh;  
Southampton 
(via shortest 
route) 

30 min 5 3.3 -34% 

20 min 7 4.7 -33% 
 

       

Route 
1D 

      

West 
Horton 
Heath 

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 
and 
through 
whole 
SGO 

Eastleigh 
and 
Southampton 
(via shortest 
route) 

30 min 5 4.2 -16% 

20 min 8 6 -25% 

       

Route 
2A 

      

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 

Whole 
SGO 

Colden 
Common;  
Winchester 

30 min 4 1.7 -58% 

20 min 5 2.4 -52% 



 
27 

 

       

Route 
2B 

      

West 
Horton 
Heath 

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 
and 
through 
whole 
SGO 

Colden 
Common 
and 
Winchester 

30 min 4 2 -50% 

20 min 6 2.9 -52% 

 

 Option D 

5.45 The Council is currently assessing the potential for new bus services to be 

provided under option D, using the same methodology as for options B/C and 

E. 
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Option E 

5.46 The scenarios below are based on assuming this option will accommodate 

2,500 dwellings. 

Table 11:  Potential New Bus Routes, SGO E 

From Via To Frequency PVR 
required 

PVR 
achieved 

PVR % 
from 
required 

       

Route 1A       

SGO whole 
SGO 

Bitterne;  
Southampton 

30 min 3 1.8 -40% 

20 min 5 2.5 -50% 

       

Route 1C       

Hedge End whole 
SGO 

Bitterne;  
Southampton 

30 min 5 2.2 -56% 

20 min 7 3.3 -53% 

       

Route 2A       

Fair Oak 
Village 
Centre 

whole 
SGO 

Bitterne;  
Southampton 

30 min 4 1.8 -55% 

20 min 6 2.5 -58% 

       

Route 2C       

Winchester 
/ Fair Oak / 
West of 
Horton 
Heath 

Whole 
SGO 

Bitterne;  
Southampton 

30 min 6 2.4 -60% 

20 min 8 3.4 -58% 

       

Route 3B       

Eastleigh / 
Fair Oak / 
West of 
Horton 
Heath 

Whole 
SGO 

Hedge End 30 min 4 1.2 -70% 

 

5.47 Whilst each SGO presents negative figures at this stage, it should be noted 

that the assessment is relatively cautious.  It does not include education trips, 

which are a key sector for buses.  In addition it does not make any allowance 

for operational efficiencies (particularly for higher PVR services) to minimise 

lay over times or create interworking arrangements. 

5.48 Comparing ‘like with like’, a service starting in each SGO (or SGO and 

adjacent Fair Oak village centre), to each relevant key destination performs as 

follows.  From option B/C services fall under the PVR threshold by 20 – 27% 

(Eastleigh);  33-34% (Southampton, noting also that this route has a 
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significant journey time of 65 minutes) and 52 – 58% (Winchester).  From 

option E services fall under the PVR threshold by 40 – 50% (Southampton, 

with a journey time of 40 minutes).     With respect to options B/C, once the 

West of Horton Heath developments are included the performance to two key 

destinations noticeably improves, so that PVR only falls below the threshold 

by 7 – 20% (Eastleigh) and 16-25% (Southampton).  For option E, extending 

the route to serve Fair Oak village centre / west of Horton Heath or Hedge 

End makes for little improvement.  Other destinations are individually less 

important to reach from option E, although cumulatively account for a 

significant proportion of trips.  From option E services fall under the PVR 

threshold by 53-70% (Eastleigh, Winchester, Hedge End).   

5.49 In general option B/C is considered to perform better across the range of key 

destinations it looks to, compared to option E’s performance relative to its 

single key destination.  Furthermore option E’s single key destination is likely 

to serve a smaller proportion of overall trips than the range of destinations 

served from option B/C.  To put it another way, the viability gap that option 

B/C needs to close to achieve a commercially sustainable bus service is 

generally less than for option E.  This is primarily a result of the larger scale of 

development / passenger numbers that can be created in SGO B/C. 

Traffic Congestion 

5.50 Traffic will inevitably increase from today through to 2036 as a result of future 

development and general traffic growth.   

5.51 The Council is commissioning various runs of the sub-regional transport 

model.  The ‘baseline’ scenario to 2036 includes all committed development / 

highway enhancements, and total development elsewhere in South 

Hampshire.  These are the changes which will happen anyway, without the 

new development proposed by the Local Plan.   

5.52 SGO B/C includes a proposal for a strategic transport infrastructure upgrade, 

namely the provision of the new link road from Mortimer’s Lane, through the 

new community to Allbrook and the M3 motorway at junction 12.  The ‘do 

minimum’ model scenario to 2036 adds in the new development proposed by 

the Local Plan, including the SGO, and the associated link road as originally 

proposed by the developers.  The ‘interim do something’ run for SGO B/C 

adds in further preliminary junction enhancements to the link road and M3 

junction 12 to improve the performance of the link road as a new route;  to the 

local road network around SGO B/C;  and further strategic enhancements 

proposed (e.g. Botley by-pass, M3 Smart motorways, M27 Southampton 

junctions).  The next stage will be to do a ‘full do something’ model run which 

will assess these further, and a parallel study for the M3 junction 12.    
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5.53 The interim results show that the total Borough wide delays at 2036, with the 

major new Local Plan development, the link road and other preliminary 

highway enhancements, is about the same as the baseline at 2036 without 

the new development or highway enhancements.  Total network delays in the 

AM peak are 4% lower and in the PM peak are 1% higher than in the 2036 

baseline.  This suggests that the major new Local Plan development with the 

link road and preliminary highway enhancements will not add to the extra 

delays which will have arisen by 2036 from current developments and 

background growth. 

5.54 In more localised terms, the interim results show there will be improvements 

in some locations.   

5.55 In other locations, such as Bishopstoke Road, traffic delays and queue 

lengths at 2036 with the Local Plan development are very similar to those in 

the 2036 ‘baseline’.  In other words the model is forecasting that the link road 

with preliminary enhancements can enable major development at the SGO 

(including 5,200 new homes) to be delivered whilst not adding more traffic 

delays to Bishopstoke Road than would otherwise occur by 2036.  To put it 

another way, traffic levels will grow to 2036, but the major new development 

will not add further to delays.  The interim results also show that preliminary 

enhancements on the link road change the location of some delays related to 

the new development.  This enables consideration of the potential for further 

improvements in the ‘final do something’ model.   

5.56 The results also indicate an increase in delays at some other junctions which 

may be more related to strategic enhancements (such as the M27 

Southampton Junctions Scheme) changing the location of some delays, and 

less related to the new Local Plan development. 

5.57 Whereas SGO B/C includes new strategic transport infrastructure in the 

shape of the new link road and upgrades to junctions on the existing and new 

highway network, the promoters of SGO E are understood to be focussed 

only on upgrades to junctions on the existing highway network. 

5.58 The Council has not received any studies on the feasibility of SGO E 

providing a new junction on the M27 (i.e. a junction 6);  and therefore has no 

indication that such a junction would be technically feasible, desirable (in 

terms of the ‘knock on effect’ on the local highway network, fundable or 

provide good value for money.  Highways England advice13 explains that 

generally the minimal permissible distance between motorway junctions is 2 

kilometres.  This relates to the distance between slip roads joining or leaving 

the motorway, not the junction’s mid-point.  This is to provide sufficient 

weaving distance, required to avoid conflicts between merging and diverging 

                                                           
13

 Interim Advice Note 149/11, Existing Motorway Minimum Requirements 
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traffic.  It is considered unlikely these distances can be achieved whilst 

inserting a new junction between junctions 5 and 7.  Furthermore the M27 is 

already used by a significant proportion of local traffic for which motorways 

are not designed14.  The transport modelling to date indicates that even with 

the smart motorways scheme and before adding in an SGO the M27 between 

junctions 5 and 7 is approaching or exceeding capacity at peaks, which 

suggests there could be insufficient capacity on the M27 for a new junction to 

serve local traffic.  The cost of a junction cannot be known in the absence of a 

feasibility study, although two recent local examples range from £28 million to 

£42 million15.   

 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – December 2015 

5.59 A number of sustainability appraisal indicators are relevant to this section. 

5.60 SA2:  Community Health – considered the proximity to local shopping, health 

and sports facilities, and to public rights of way.  In broad terms the SA 

considers that SGOs B and C have a mixture of positive and negative effects 

and that SGOs D and E have positive effects.  The positive effects tend to 

relate to the proximity to facilities;  the negative effects to the distance to (or 

lack of capacity at) health facilities. 

5.61 SA3:  Economy – considered the accessibility to employment and sustainable 

modes of travel, and the potential impacts on existing town and local centres.  

In broad terms the SA considers that SGO B has a mixture of positive and 

negative effects and that the other SGOs have generally minor negative 

effects.  SGO B is closest to Eastleigh town centre and the extra population it 

will provide is considered likely to have a positive benefit to that centre.  The 

minor negative effects tend to relate to distance to employment and 

sustainable transport. 

5.62 SA4:  Road traffic / congestion:  considered proximity and access to facilities 

and highway congestion.  The latter is not reported here as the transport 

modelling related to earlier development / infrastructure options which are not 

necessarily the same as those now being proposed.  The latest full transport 

modelling will be incorporated into this report.  In broad terms the SA 

considers that all the SGOs will have minor negative effects in relation to the 

proximity to existing sustainable transport, employment and shopping 

facilities.  However it notes significant positive benefits for SGOs B and C 

based on the proposed provision of a local centre and schools;  for the 

                                                           
14

 30% of M27 traffic only travels for 1 or 2 junctions 
15

 M275 Tipner = £28.1 million (new junction, park and ride, bus lanes);  M27 junction 10 upgrades = “in the 
order of £42 million” 
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northern part of D which is close to services in Bishopstoke (and potentially 

the new local centre and school proposed west of Horton Heath);  and SGO E 

based on the provision of new primary and secondary schools, and those 

parts closest to Hedge End rail station or an existing primary school.  The SA 

also notes significant negative effects for SGO C in relation to proximity to a 

doctor’s surgery, and that limited new facilities were proposed;  significant 

negative effects for SGO B and E in relation to barriers (B is separated from 

Bishopstoke, and by the link road itself;  E is separated from West End and 

west of Horton Heath by the motorway and railway, poor links to Hedge End 

and footpaths);  and minor negative effects for SGO C (poor footpaths). 

5.63 The above assessment was based on the information which was available at 

that time.  The Council’s  latest assessment is based on the emerging Council 

and developer masterplans and the latest analysis of the scale of facilities 

each SGO can support in terms of population / physical space.  On this basis 

it is considered that SGOs B/C will provide more facilities.  It should be noted 

that the SGO E developer is not indicating that there would be a new 

secondary school in that location.  It is assumed that any of the new SGOs 

could provide new local health facilities.   

 

6. COUNTRYSIDE GAPS 

6.1 Options B/C, D and E are not in the countryside gaps designated in the 
adopted Local Plan.  In this sense alone they all score equally. 

6.2 However the SGOs are of a scale that they could significantly alter the current 
pattern of town and countryside.  It is therefore important to assess the 
potential of each SGO to retain robust countryside gaps within this new 
pattern of development. 

6.3 The Countryside Gaps background paper considers the effect of the SGOs in 
more detail.  This is summarised as follows. 

6.4 It is considered that options B/C will retain appropriate gaps with surrounding 
settlements proportionate to the scale of these settlements.  The emerging 
masterplan will help to define the precise limits of built development for the 
SGO and is taking into account the need for gaps.  However as an 
approximate guide at this stage the gaps (which are geographically 
independent of each other) between the SGO and Colden Common, Lower 
Upham and Horton Heath are each in the region of 0.75 kilometres wide.    
The gaps with Colden Common and Lower Upham would fall within both the 
Borough and neighbouring planning authorities.  The Council understands 
that both Winchester and the South Downs National Park Authority would 
support this concept.  The gap with Horton Heath would be wholly within the 
Borough.  The background paper gives more details regarding the relationship 
between the urban areas and the rural landscape.   
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6.5 Options D and E lie between Southampton / West End and Bishopstoke / Fair 
Oak / Horton Heath.  It is considered that a countryside gap should be 
retained between these settlements.  The distance between the existing16 
urban areas is generally around 3 kilometres (narrowing to around 2 
kilometres between West End and Horton Heath).  It is considered that this 
whole area does not need to be designated a countryside gap, and that a gap 
would only be needed if significant development were allocated, so as to 
protect the remaining area of countryside.  Given that such a gap would 
separate a major urban area (i.e. the city of Southampton and also West End) 
from a significant set of suburban communities (Bishopstoke / Fair Oak / 
Horton Heath), it is considered that a countryside gap within this area should 
have a significant width.   

6.6 It is considered that the area of option E would form the better countryside 
gap as it would have clearly defined boundaries in the shape of the motorway 
and railway line.  This area would maintain a gap generally with a width of 
approximately 1.25 to 1.75 kilometres, creating a clear sense of separation 
between Bishopstoke / Fair Oak / Horton Heath and the major Southampton / 
West End area to the south.  The area of option D and surrounds would at 
present (without taking account of permitted development) create a slightly 
narrower gap of approximately 1 kilometre in places and wider gap of 2 
kilometres in other places.  However this area is already compromised as a 
potential gap by the proposed development west of Horton Heath and at 
Chalcroft Distribution Park.  This means that in general the remaining gap 
would be around 1 kilometre.  In addition it would have only one clearly 
defined boundary, the railway line.  Furthermore it would mean that, in places, 
if option E were developed, there could (depending on the exact layout) be no 
or at best a limited gap between option E development and the already 
permitted extensions to Horton Heath.  In strategic terms there would be a 
virtually continuous band of development from central Southampton to Horton 
Heath and, with a small gap, to Fair Oak, a distance of around 11 kilometres.   

6.7 For clarity, it is considered that if neither SGOs D nor E were selected there 
would not be a need to designate a countryside gap.  In addition this section 
only assesses the relative merits of SGOs D and E from a countryside gap 
perspective.  Other planning factors also affect the relative merits of each 
option.   

6.8 In conclusion, in terms of countryside gaps, option B/C is considered to be the 
better option, with greater impacts associated with option E in particular. 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – December 2015 

6.9 SA12:  Landscape and townscape (part covered in ‘Landscape Sensitivity’ 
section):  considers the impact on these features.  In broad terms the SA 
considers that SGO B would have a significant negative effect:  there would 
be a significant change to the character of Fair Oak, the development is not 
well related to existing settlements, there may be a coalescence of Boyatt 
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 i.e. before taking account of the permitted West of Horton Heath / Chalcroft Farm development which will 
narrow this gap in places. 
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Wood and Allbrook, and would be a marked erosion of the countryside 
between Bishopstoke / Fair Oak and Colden Common;  SGO C would have 
minor negative effects relating to the erosion of countryside separating Lower 
Upham, and a new settlement would effectively be created (given the 
topography);  SGO D would have significant negative effects on the remaining 
gap between Bishopstoke, Fair Oak and Horton Heath;  and SGO E would 
have minor negative effects (uncertain) in that development would reduce the 
gap between Hedge End and West End. 

6.10 The assessment of SA12 was undertaken by Council officers.  Since then the 
Council has undertaken a countryside gap assessment.  On this basis its 
assessment has changed considerably, as set out in the main part of this 
section.     

 

7. LANDSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

Landscape Sensitivity Appraisal 

7.1 The Council has prepared and published a landscape sensitivity appraisal of 
the SGOs17.  This is a relatively ‘high level’ assessment sufficient for 
comparing the relative merits of each location.  It assesses which areas of 
land within each SGO have high, moderate and low sensitivity to change. 

7.2 Appendix 1 in the appraisal sets out the assessment criteria.  These consider 
landscape according to physical, experiential, habitat, historic and visibility 
factors.  In summary land with higher sensitivity to change tends to have more 
of the following features:  physical variety (e.g. topography, land cover);  a 
lack of human features / modern development;  a strong / small scale 
landscape pattern;  remoteness and tranquillity;  habitat diversity and ancient 
woodlands;  a strong landscape history;  open expansive views;  high visibility 
(from important receptors);  and prominent distinctive skylines.  Land with 
lower sensitivity to change tends to have more of the opposite features.   

7.3 The study assesses each part of each SGO.  The following is a summary from 
the study of the general description of each SGO;  the areas with high 
sensitivity to change (the descriptions of areas with moderate and low 
sensitivity to change are not repeated below);  and the high level guidance for 
development from a landscape perspective (focussing primarily on where the 
report advises development not to take place).   

Option B – Allbrook 

(Section 4.1) 

General description:  

7.4 Topographical variety with varied land cover. 
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 Draft landscape sensitivity appraisal of sites being considered for strategic development – April 2017 
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Areas with high sensitivity to change: 

7.5 The ancient woodland at Lincoln’s Copse.  (Note this is adjacent to but 
outside the development allocation). 

High level guidance: 

7.6 Avoid development of Lincoln’s Copse. 

Option B – North of Bishopstoke 

(Section 4.2) 

General description: 

7.7 Relatively strong topographical variety, with some distinguished landscape 
elements (e.g. large areas of adjoining woodland).  Views towards the 
exposed skyline are particularly sensitive from Colden Common. 

Areas with high sensitivity to change: 

7.8 Part closest to Colden Common is relatively remote, visible from footpaths 
and has a distinctive skyline. 

7.9 South and west of Hall Lands Copse is remote, exposed and visible from long 
distances. 

7.10 High land at Tippers Copse has parkland trees and an exposed skyline. 

High level guidance: 

7.11 Development should avoid the high land nearest Colden Common and the 
most sensitive high ground at Hall Lands Copse and Tippers Copse, and 
avoid breaking the wooded skyline from Winchester Road. 

Option C – East of Fair Oak 

(Section 4.3) 

General description: 

7.12 Relatively strong topographical variety with some distinguished landscape 
elements (e.g. woodland). 

7.13 Most of the site is separated from Fair Oak by topography and small copses 
and has a predominately rural character, although power lines cross the site. 

Areas with high sensitivity to change: 

7.14 More open land in north and east with historic parliamentary enclosures, and 
close to the South Downs National Park and Lower Upham.   
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7.15 Narrow strip of land near Gore Copse on rising ground visible in medium long 
views. 

High level guidance: 

7.16 Development would need to avoid breaking the tree dominated skylines on 
higher ground, damage parkland character and protect the separation with 
Lower Upham.  Longer views from higher ground within the South Downs 
should be taken into account to avoid adverse impacts on the designated 
landscapes. 

Option D – South of Bishopstoke 

(Section 4.4) 

General description: 

7.17 The SGO divides into three areas. 

Areas with high sensitivity to change: 

7.18 Distinctive wet woodland at Quob Pond. 

7.19 Wooded stream courses and ponds have a local influence of the landscape 
character. 

7.20 Distinctive oak dominated woodland at Hearts Copse, connected to 
surrounding hedgerows and copses. 

High level guidance: 

7.21 Development should avoid breaking the skyline on ridges and high ground. 

7.22 The historic setting of Allington Manor may be suited to open space. 

Option E – West End North 

(Section 4.5) 

General description: 

7.23 Topographical variety and good diversity of landscape elements.  A limited 
range of rural uses and influenced to a limited extent by the urban edge.  
Some relatively remote elevated central areas with potential inter visibility in 
winter months.  

Areas with high sensitivity to change: 

7.24 High central relatively remote land with long views out and setting to Winslowe 
House. 
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7.25 Mears Copse woodland with stream and pond potentially overlooked by 
higher ground. 

High level guidance: 

7.26 Development should be avoided in more elevated sections around Winslowe 
House. 

Comparison of SGOs 

7.27 Table 12 sets out the area of each SGO (percentage and total hectares)  
which lie within each classification. 

7.28 The table is a straight comparison based on the total areas within each SGO, 
(the areas considered by the landscape appraisal), irrespective of whether all 
areas are to be developed as part of that SGO.  This creates a ‘level playing 
field’ for assessment.  An SGO could be delivered whilst ensuring that some 
of the areas with a high sensitivity to change are not directly developed, and 
that other areas could be developed sensitively (for example with large plots 
and significant tree planting).  The latter approach together with the landscape 
setting, could create an attractive living environment.  None of the landscapes 
in the SGOs are designated landscapes protected by the NPPF.  Therefore it 
is considered that the extent to which development occurs within areas of 
higher sensitivity is a matter of planning balance, considering landscape 
impact alongside other factors. 

Table 12:  Landscape Sensitivity of SGOs 

 B/C D E 

Total area:    

High 23% (75 ha) 4% (6 ha) 19% (35 ha) 

Moderate 43% (140 ha) 18% (27 ha) 54% (103 ha) 

Low 35% (115 ha) 77% (114 ha) 27% (51 ha) 

Total 100% (330 ha) 100% (147 ha) 100% (189 ha) 

 

7.29 The Table illustrates that the majority of all SGOs are considered to have 
moderate or low sensitivity to change.  SGO B/C has a slightly higher 
percentage of high sensitivity land than SGO E, and significantly higher than 
SGO D.  SGO E has a lower percentage of land classed as low sensitivity 
than SGO B/C, and significantly lower than SGO D.   

7.30 The Table illustrates that SGO B/C has a significantly higher total area of high 
sensitivity land, more than double SGO E and much more still than SGO D.  It 
should be noted that SGOs D and E would need more development 
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elsewhere in the countryside and this could be in part of SGO C.  This could 
slightly close the gap between total areas described above. 

7.31 Overall it is considered that SGOs B and C would have more impact on 
landscapes classed as having high sensitivity to change, and that SGO D 
would have the least impact, whilst noting that none of these landscapes are 
protected by policy. 

SGO B/C and the South Downs National Park 

7.32 The Council has a statutory duty to have regard to the purpose of national 
parks, including when considering development which might impact on the 
setting of a park.  This includes conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of parks (whilst also recognising the need to 
foster the social and economic wellbeing of their communities).   

7.33 Option C is the only area which is close to the South Downs National Park.  
There is a local view from a footpath on the boundary of the Park to the land 
in the north east of option C.  However this land is not included within the 
SGO policy area for development.  It is understood there are no other 
significant local views from within the National Park to the proposed 
development area.  In addition, consideration needs to be given to whether 
there could be long views into SGO B/C from high ground within the Park.  
The South Downs National Park Authority has identified ‘view sheds’ from key 
points, and the nearest is 7km away.  It is understood that any views of the 
development will appear very remote in this context and that development will 
have little or no impact on the Park.   

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – December 2015 

7.34 SA12:  Landscape and townscape (part covered in ‘Countryside Gaps’ 
section):  considers the impact on these features.  In broad terms the SA 
considers that SGO B would have a significant negative effect on the 
character of the landscape and local views;  that SGO C would generally have 
minor negative effects with possible views from the South Downs, although 
this is uncertain and more information is needed, and significant negative 
effects relative to historic or open golf course landscapes;  that SGO D would 
generally have minor negative effects, relating to the setting of woodland, 
open countryside and prominent ridges;  and that SGO E could have minor 
negative effects (uncertain), with the potential for transient views from roads, 
railways and footpaths.   

7.35 The assessment of SA12 was undertaken by Council officers.  Since this was 
undertaken the Council has undertaken a fuller landscape sensitivity appraisal 
of the SGOs, as identified above.  Council officers consider the SA broadly 
reflects its latest assessment.  However it is considered the impact of SGO E 
could be greater than SGO D (albeit less than B/C, which could have the 
greatest impact).  Furthermore based on the latest information and dialogue 
the Council considers it is unlikely SGO C would impact on views from the 
South Downs.  
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8. BIODIVERSITY 

Introduction 

8.1 This section provides a high level initial assessment of the relative potential of 
each SGO to affect biodiversity prior to implementing any mitigation 
measures.  This provides a ‘level playing field’ to inform a comparative 
assessment of the ‘pros and cons’ of each SGO.  This section is not intended 
to form part of the HRA, and will be superseded by the Local Plan HRA for the 
preferred option.  (A HRA Screening Assessment was completed in 2015, and 
is summarised from paragraph 8.34 below).  It is important to stress that any 
SGO would be required to implement the necessary mitigation measures to 
address any inappropriate effects in line with regulations and policy.  

8.2 The evidence required to inform the Council’s preferred Local Plan / SGO and 
the necessary associated mitigation measures, namely a full habitat 
regulations assessment of that preferred approach, is emerging and being 
discussed with statutory agencies.  This will enable the Council to fully 
consider whether the preferred Local Plan / SGO can be appropriately 
delivered before the Plan is finalised.  Where evidence regarding relevant 
mitigation measures is available, this is referred to below.  The Local Plan’s 
policies are intended to reflect these regulations and policies.  

Designations and Policy 

8.3 This section sets out the designations (which are all relevant to each SGO) 
and the associated regulations and policy related to these designations. 

Internationally important designations 

8.4 The River Itchen Special Area of Conservation (SAC):  of international 
importance for the following qualifying habitats:  chalk river habitats with 
floating vegetation often dominated by water-crowfoot;  and the following 
qualifying species:  southern damselfly;  otter;  and white clawed crayfish, 
brook lamprey, Atlantic salmon, bullhead. 

8.5 The Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Ramsar site;  and the Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC):  of 
international importance for their wetland habitats and the breeding, migratory 
and over wintering birds they support, as well as various rare plants and 
invertebrates such as Desmoulins whorl snail.    

8.6 The SACs, SPA and Ramsar are protected under a European or international 
Directive / treaty, which has been transposed into English Regulations.  These 
ensure there is no adverse effect to the integrity of such sites (in combination 
with other plans / developments), taking into account  how the development 
will be implemented and controlled (i.e. to include ‘mitigation’ measures to 
ensure no adverse impact).  Otherwise a plan can only proceed if there is an 



 
40 

 

imperative reason of overriding public interest (IROPI) and no suitable 
alternatives.   

8.7 The NPPF (para. 119) explains the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development does not apply to the application of the habitat regulations;  and 
(at para. 118) that sites required as compensatory measures for adverse 
effects on SACs/SPAs should be given the same level of protection.  An initial 
habitat regulations assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Issues and 
Options paper.  Further detailed assessment is currently underway to ensure 
that the nature of any adverse effects are fully understood, to ascertain 
whether such effects can be mitigated, and to ensure that the Plan is 
supported and informed by a HRA.   

Statutory nationally important designations    

8.8 The River Itchen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) of national 
importance for (in brief summary) classic chalk streams and river, fen 
meadow, flood pasture and swamp habitats.  Protected species in addition to 
those in the SAC designation include nationally protected water voles and an 
assemblage of breeding birds.  In the main this covers exactly the same area 
as the River Itchen SAC, although the SSSI does extend to a small number of 
additional areas. 

 Non-statutory locally designated sites;  ancient woodlands and priority 
habitats 

8.9 The SGOs include or are adjacent to locally designated Sites of Importance 
for Nature Conservation (SINCs).  There are various locally designated 
woodlands which in national terms are a ‘priority habitat’ and (in the case of 
ancient woodlands) an ‘irreplaceable’ habitat. 

8.10 In brief summary, the NPPF (109 – 110, 113 – 114, 117 – 118) explains the 
aim is to minimise impacts on such designations to ensure there is no net loss 
of biodiversity and where possible a net gain is achieved;  recognise the 
relative importance of different international, national and local designations 
and plan strategically and positively for networks of biodiversity and green 
infrastructure;  preserve, restore and re-create priority habitats;  allocate land 
with the least environmental value where consistent with other policies of the 
NPPF;  avoid significant harm (by locating development on less harmful sites) 
or else adequately mitigate that harm;  avoid (alone or in combination) an 
adverse effect on an SSSI unless the benefits of development clearly 
outweigh the impacts on the SSSI and broader network of SSSIs;  incorporate 
biodiversity in and around developments;  and refuse development resulting in 
the loss or deterioration of ancient woodlands and trees unless the need for 
and benefits of the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.   
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Potential for Impact on International Designations 

Introduction 

8.11 SGOs B/C, D and E are in the general vicinity of international designations, 
and could have the potential to generate the impacts described below, for 
example in terms of the river tributaries flowing into or the air quality around 
the River Itchen SAC.  SGO B/C also includes a new link road.  At two 
locations the route traffic would take crosses the River Itchen (at specific 
points where the SAC designation is essentially the river itself) or runs very 
close to the wider River Itchen SAC/SSSI.  At these points the link road is 
actually the existing Highbridge B-class road, which in places would be 
realigned.  This re-alignment would include a replacement bridge at one 
location across the River Itchen SAC (again at a specific point where the SAC 
designation is the river itself), and would also bring the road closer to the 
wider River Itchen SAC designation. 

Atlantic salmon, otters, (water voles) 

8.12 Atlantic salmon, otters and (nationally protected) water voles traverse the 
River Itchen and main tributaries such as the Lower Itchen.  There is a 
potential effect in relation to option B/C in that the link road will cross a 
tributary, and the realignment of the existing road may change the crossing of 
the River Itchen.  There is a potential effect in relation to option D in that it will 
introduce development around the Lower Itchen.  There is a potential effect in 
relation to all SGOs in that otters (but not water voles) are also considered 
likely in smaller numbers to traverse the smaller water courses which pass 
through each of these development areas.   

8.13 These issues need to be fully considered before finalising the Plan.  A Habitat 
Regulations Assessment has been commissioned to identify the avoidance 
and mitigation measures which would need to be incorporated.  It is possible 
that such measures could include ensuring that any new bridge would need to 
be carefully designed to ensure the effective passage of these species and 
management of the construction of the bridge;  and keeping the areas around 
watercourses in a natural state free of development, again to ensure effective 
passage.  However such measures can only be defined once these reports 
are completed. 

8.14 It should be noted that were proposals for an entirely new road crossing 
directly over the River Itchen SAC to be made in association with SGOs D or 
E, this would also have the potential for an effect.  However this comparative 
assessment has assumed that neither options D nor E would propose a new 
road crossing of the River Itchen.  (For example, no such link road is currently 
proposed by the promoters of option E).   

Hydrology 

8.15 Headwaters and watercourses which feed into the River Itchen or Solent SAC 
/ SPAs and River Itchen SSSI are important features in maintaining their water 
quality and supply/flow.   
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8.16 The headwaters (the start of the water courses) are where the ‘life of the river’ 
starts.  Option D has no headwaters, option E one small headwater, and 
options B/C (on higher ground) significantly more headwaters.  These water 
courses flow towards the River Itchen SAC/SSSI (and in some instances to 
the Solent SPA / Ramsar / SAC via the Hamble).  These water courses 
include for example the Bow Lake to the north east of options B/C;  and also 
the Lower Itchen, a significant watercourse which runs through option D (for 
which the cumulative effect alongside the West of Horton Heath development 
would need to be considered).  There are watercourses which run through 
each of the SGOs, and adjacent or close to these SGOs.  The proposed link 
road associated with option B/C crosses the Bow Lake.   

8.17 These issues need to be fully considered in finalising the Plan.  To this end a 
hydrology study has been commissioned to identify the avoidance and 
mitigation measures which would need to be incorporated.  It is possible that 
such measures could include keeping the areas around headwaters and their 
supply (underground reservoir or surface basin) in a natural state free of 
development;  protecting surface water flows into water courses;  and 
implementing sustainable drainage.  However such measures can only be 
defined once the hydrology report and HRA is completed. 

Southern Damselfly 

8.18 Development within the Borough, in combination with development in the 
wider area, is likely to lead to more vehicular traffic crossing the River Itchen 
SAC / SSSI on the existing M27 / A27, Bishopstoke Road and Highbridge 
Road (which as part of option B/C would also be re-aligned to be slightly 
closer to the River Itchen SAC/SSSI).  It is considered that there is potential 
for air pollution from traffic to have an effect on the southern damselfly and 
that the potential for such an effect should be assessed in light of the  
‘precautionary principle’. 

8.19 Table 13 below summarises the initial transport model results (based on the 
‘Do Minimum’ results for options B/C and E);  and the results of a survey of 
damselfly which has been completed. 
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Table 13:  Increase in Traffic Flows and Southern Damselfly Concentrations 

 Increase in Daily Traffic Flows 2015 – 
2036: 
-Total Increase from all development 
 

Southern Damselfly (SD) Survey 

 Including Full 
SGO B+C 

Including Full SGO 
E 

 

    

B3335 Highbridge 7,263  
 

4,995  
 

High concentration 

B3037 Bishopstoke 
Road 

4,901  
 

3,997  
 

Moderate concentration 

M27 47,593 
 

47,158 
 

Moderate to low concentration and no 
SD habitat to south, so not breaking 
up SD habitat. A27 3,575  

 
2,878  
 

Total 63,332 59,028 
 

 

 

8.20 The total increase in traffic relates to not only the full Eastleigh Local Plan 

development but to all proposed development within and beyond South 

Hampshire and general traffic growth.  It therefore reflects the ‘in combination’ 

assessment required by the habitat regulations.  (Proposed development is 

that which is completed, permitted or allocated, and the further allocations 

required to meet the full Local Plan / PUSH Spatial Position Statement 

targets).  It is understood that standing advice from Natural England indicates 

that a daily increase in traffic flows of 1,000 vehicles or more may have the 

potential for an effect on air quality and should be assessed. 

8.21 The table indicates, based on the initial transport model results, that a Local 

Plan based on either SGO B / C or E would result in very similar total in 

combination increases in traffic crossing the River Itchen SAC (slightly more 

in the case of option B / C);  and that on all individual roads these increases 

exceed the 1,000 vehicle threshold whereby there may be the potential for an 

effect.  The table also indicates that in relation to the 4 roads, the highest 

concentration of southern damselfly is found closest to Highbridge Road.  

Both SGOs would lead to a significant increase in traffic on this road, and the 

greatest increase would be generated from option B / C (which would also re-

align the road slightly closer to the SAC). 

8.22 The most recent analysis from the Council’s environmental consultants 

advises that water courses where southern damselfly have been recorded do 

occur within the 50m buffer around the road at Highbridge Farm, where NOx 

concentrations are predicted to exceed the 1% threshold. However, NOx 

concentrations do not translate directly into levels of nitrogen deposition over 

the 50m zone; and it is nitrogen deposition, rather than nitrogen concentration 

levels, which has the potential to have an adverse impact on the SAC. 
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Nitrogen deposition is not predicted to exceed the identified threshold level of 

0.1 kgN/ha/yr beyond 1m from the road edge. Based on the available 

information, the provisional view is that there will therefore be no likely 

significant effect on the integrity of the SAC. However, this is subject to 

consideration of the full and updated transport and air quality modelling, as 

well as undertaking a full Habitat Regulations Assessment. 

8.23 In the event that future modelling changes this conclusion, mitigation 

measures will be required to prevent harm to the integrity of the SAC and 

address the identified nutrient enrichment pathway on marginal swamp (rich 

fen) vegetation. To this end, a Southern Damselfly Survey, Habitat 

Assessment Study and draft Conservation Strategy have been completed.  

These identify that there has been a decline in the southern damselfly 

population which is believed to be due to a loss or degradation of habitat as a 

result of poor land / water management and pollution.  This has led to a 

fragmentation of, and increased risk to, the meta-population.  These studies 

also indicate that a high proportion of areas in the River Itchen valley have a 

high ecological value with respect to their potential for habitat enhancement 

and creation provided that they can be delivered.  These measures could 

include scrub clearance, ditch management, changes in land management, 

and (re)creating wet ditches (although in some cases more detailed testing 

from a hydrological perspective would be required).  The Conservation 

Strategy explains it is also important to consider habitat enhancement and 

creation on sites within and in-between southern damselfly populations: “This 

combined approach would not only strengthen the robustness of the individual 

sites themselves, but also deliver an effective strategic approach to 

consolidate and expand the Southern Damselfly meta-population in the lower 

part of the Itchen Valley” (Discussion section 3rd paragraph). It is considered 

that this mitigation could be achieved by the delivery of a suite of habitat 

enhancement and creation opportunities of the kind identified in the draft 

Conservation Strategy, although the extent of any mitigation measures 

required will be a matter for the Habitat Regulations Assessment in due 

course. 

Recreational Disturbance 

8.24 Housing development in the SGOs, and Local Plan sites more generally, will 
lead to an increase in the local population.  There is the potential for strategic 
recreational disturbance from more visitors on over wintering birds on the 
Solent SPA / Ramsar / SAC.  Option E is the closest to the Solent so is likely 
to have the potential for the most effect, and options B/C are the furthest 
away.  The PUSH Councils and other Solent authorities have been working 
with Natural England and others to prepare a definitive mitigation strategy.  It 
should be noted that Options D and E are within the 5.6 kilometre buffer 
where this emerging strategy judges there is the potential for an adverse 
effect, whereas options B/C lie just outside (save for a small part of C).  It 
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should also be noted that, subject to final agreement of the emerging definitive 
strategy, it is considered that any adverse effect can be mitigated.    

8.25 Options D and E will locate homes closer to, and are therefore likely to 
encourage more visits to, the River Itchen SAC / SSSI than options B / C.   
The Itchen Valley Country Park is already heavily used, this is likely to put 
more pressure on other parts of the SAC / SSSI.     

Other disturbance 

8.26 The development in options D and possible E could be sufficiently close to the 
River Itchen SAC / SSSI for light spill to occur.  Development in options B/C 
are further away, but there could be the potential for light spill if additional 
street lights were placed on the existing or new roads forming the link road.  In 
either case if there were to be an effect, an appropriate lighting design would 
need to be installed. 

Water Services 

8.27 All SGOs may, through additional water abstraction and waste water 
discharge, have an impact on the water quality of the River Itchen and/or 
Solent SACs / SPA.  Careful management of water supply and waste water is 
needed.  PUSH are currently working with Natural England and the 
Environment Agency on an Integrated Water Management Strategy to 
address these issues.   It is worth noting that the Environment Agency operate 
a licence system for these issues to protect the environment.  Therefore any 
risk is considered to relate not to the environment, but to the delivery of 
development.  However Southern Water has both a statutory duty to supply 
and treat water and an established financial mechanism to invest in upgrades.  
The Local Plan includes a policy explaining that development will be phased 
alongside any necessary upgrades. 

 

Potential Effect on National / Local Designations 

Woodland 

8.28 Each SGO is close to at least some woodland, all of which is protected as a 
Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and priority habitat.  Any 
woodland habitat takes a long time to replace.  However none of the SGOs 
need involve the loss of protected woodland.  It is also important to ensure 
that any development nearby does not affect either the woodland itself or the 
habitat and species it supports (such as otter, badgers, bats, butterflies, and 
potentially dormice).   

8.29 SGO B/C is adjacent to 5 ancient woodlands18 classed by national policy as 
irreplaceable habitat, and which host a range of (priority) species.  They also 

                                                           
18

 400+ year old trees;  or continuous woodland habitat (thus with important ground habitat / nutrients).  4 of 
these consist of ancient trees:  Upper Barn Copse;  Hill Copse;  (most of) Hall Lands Copse;  and Chestnut Gully 



 
46 

 

benefit from interconnected habitat (e.g. hedgerows) which cross through the 
potential SGO area.  SGOs D and E are adjacent to generally less extensive 
wet woodlands.  Two areas are within option D19, and 5 within or adjacent to 
option E20.    There is less inter connecting habitat remaining between these 
habitats, as it has already been lost through field enlargement.  Within 
Hampshire wet woodlands are rarer than ancient woodlands, need supporting 
wet conditions, and still take a long time to be replaced (although not as long 
as ancient woodlands).   

8.30 Overall SGO B/C is closer to more woodland classed as irreplaceable habitat, 
and the SGO itself includes interconnecting habitat.  It should be noted that a 
Local Plan based on SGO options D or E is likely to need further housing 
development, which may be in part of option C.  This may also have the 
potential for impact on some woodland, which may reduce the difference 
between SGOs to some extent.   

8.31 The standing advice is that a minimum 15 metre wide development free buffer 
needs to be maintained to protect the ancient woodlands themselves.  
However a strategic approach is needed to protect the movement corridors of 
the species hosted by the woods, including ‘dark routes’ for bats.  The 
promoter of SGO B/C has completed a survey of bats.  On this basis it is 
considered that the development free buffer adjacent to the ancient 
woodlands should be extended, to be confirmed but for example to at least 
around 30 metres;  the area between Upper Barn Copse and Stoke Park 
woods maintained as open space;  hedgerows and a small (e.g. 5 metre) 
buffer around them maintained, and hedgerows extended where appropriate.  
Where the open space or hedges are ‘punctured’ (by the link road or local 
access points) mature overarching / interlocking trees and / or animal tunnels 
should be provided.  Visitor management plans for the woodland should be 
created.  Two woodlands (Stoke Park Woods and Upper Barn Copse) are 
already designated public open space with public access, and such plans 
could help to manage existing visitor patterns as well.  This overall approach 
is being factored in to the emerging masterplan to inform the Local Plan.  By 
way of background context, if this approach is followed it is considered that 
areas B/C with development will maintain a higher level of habitat connectivity 
than areas D or E without development (as a result of the field enlargements 
which have already occurred).    

8.32 Further detailed consideration will be required at the development 
management stage.  However it is considered that this package of measures 
adopts a robust approach and will ensure the Local Plan is consistent with 
national policy.   

                                                                                                                                                                                     
/ Park Hills Wood (mainly in Winchester).  1 of these is continuous woodland with replacement trees which is 
logged and open to recreation:  Stoke Park Woods.  There is also a 6

th
 woodland associated with the SGO, 

Lincoln’s Copse, adjacent to the Allbrook Hill site.   
19

 Hearts and south of Allington Manor School.  In addition Quobleigh Pond is adjacent to development now 
with a resolution to permit. 
20

 Three within the development:  close to Winslowe House, including Home Cover;  Duminel Copse;  two are 
immediately adjacent or very close on the other side of Allington Lane:  Ridgeway Copse / Withybed Covert;  
Bushy Copse.   
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Great Crested Newt (GCN).   

8.33 SGO D is close to the most significant GCN habitat / population21.  A small 
part of SGO B/C is close to such a habitat / population22.  A part of SGO E is 
within 500 metres of a GCN habitat / population23.  On this basis it is 
considered that SGO D has the potential for a greater impact.  Furthermore in 
relation to SGO B/C and E the GCN habitat / population is on the edge of or 
separated from the development, which will facilitate the creation of 
movement routes and management of any effects.  

 Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report - 2015 

8.34 This HRA considered the 8 SGOs (options A to H) as originally set out in the 
Issues and Options paper.  Its overall concluding statement (paragraph 9.1.1) 
is: 

 “This HRA is an intentionally broad analysis of the potential spatial 
development options that have been put forward as part of Eastleigh Borough 
Council’s Issues and Options consultation.  It identifies certain spatial options 
which present a greater number of impact pathways to European sites than 
others but does not conclude that any broad spatial option presents 
insurmountable issues regarding European sites.  As the Local Plan is further 
developed additional iterations of the HRA will be undertaken culminating in a 
detailed HRA of the policies and allocations within the submission Local Plan”. 

8.35 Its conclusion with respect to each international designation is summarises as 
follows: 

 Solent SAC / SPA / Ramsar – no particular option stands out as being 
substantially more favourable to these designations;  B, D and E are most 
favourable as they pose the most limited impact pathways.  All options do 
present pathways of impact (primarily the water quality pathway) but 
should be capable of being addressed through careful design, buffer zones 
to watercourses and elevated water quality standards.  (Paragraph 4.6.1). 

 River Itchen SAC – options G and F pose the least potential for likely 
significant effects through the disruption of otter passage, potential air 
quality impacts, potential water quality impacts and the introduction of non-
native species, or noise and vibration disruption of migratory fish including 
Atlantic salmon.  However all of these pathways could be substantially 
reduced (and potentially entirely eliminated) through adequate buffers 
(including 200 metres from the SAC where possible) and standard noise / 
vibration and water quality controls.  “None of the Options pose a 
fundamental conflict with the River Itchen SAC that cannot be overcome 
by careful design and development practices”.  The proposal for a new link 
road across the SAC relates to options B / C or D.  Any crossing should be 
where the SAC is narrowest (i.e. just the river itself, not the floodplain).  

                                                           
21

 Quobleigh Ponds and the Lower Itchen 
22

 Near the current golf course 
23

 Hogwood gravel pit 



 
48 

 

This will minimise the need for construction work within the SAC and in 
particular avoid any land take from the SAC (for example for bridge piers).  
(Paragraphs 5.6.1 – 5.6.2).    

 Emer Bog SAC;  Mottisfont Bats SAC (both in southern Test Valley) – the 
Eastleigh Local Plan development is unlikely to lead to significant effects 
either alone or in combination with other projects or plans.  (Paragraphs 
6.6.1 and 7.6.1). 

 New Forest SAC / SPA / Ramsar – given the involvement of the Council in 
delivering Forest Park and other green infrastructure, there will be no 
adverse effect on the integrity of these designations as a result of the 
Eastleigh Local Plan.  (Paragraph 8.6.1). 

8.36 It is considered that in general terms the HRA Screening Report supports the 
view that each SGO has the potential for an effect, and that the HRA will be 
reviewed culminating in a detailed HRA for the submission Local Plan.    

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – December 2015 

8.37 SA6:  Pollution – In broad terms the SA identifies that each SGO could 
generate significant levels of traffic which could impact on the River Itchen 
Special Area of Conservation, and that further assessment is required.   

8.38 SA9:  Biodiversity – considers the potential to effect ecological designations 
and protected species.  In broad terms the SA considers that each SGO has 
the potential for significant negative effects on international designations 
(citing the Solent, and water quality pathways to the Itchen / Solent).  In 
respect of SGOs B, C and potentially D it identifies that the link road crossing 
the Itchen, and in respect of D the development could be adjacent to the 
Itchen, but that a buffer could be included.  It identifies various measures that 
could be needed.  The SA considers that SGO B has a potentially significant 
negative effect and SGOs C, D and E a minor negative effect (which 
cumulatively could become significant) regarding Sites of Importance for 
Nature Conservation, ancient woodland and connecting habitats, and 
identifies various measures that could be needed.  The SA considers that the 
SGOs could have minor negative effects on protected species and 
fragmentation of habitats from development (and the link road in the case of 
SGO B), and identifies various measures which could be needed.   

8.39 The SA, like the Council’s own assessment, focuses primarily on potential 
issues prior to mitigation, providing a ‘level playing field’ for a comparative 
assessment.  The Council considers the SA broadly reflects its own 
assessment;  specifically that all SGOs have the potential to have an impact 
to varying degrees if mitigation were not put in place.   

8.40 SA11:  Green Infrastructure – considers tree preservation orders (TPOs), 
green infrastructure and right of way.  In broad terms the SA considers that 
each SGO might have a minor negative effect on TPOs, although this is likely 
to be avoided;  that SGOs B and C may have minor negative effects through 
the loss or fragmentation of green infrastructure and SGOs D and E may have 
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minor positive effects through green infrastructure provision, although this is 
uncertain and more information is needed. 

8.41 More information is now available regarding green infrastructure, notably the 
emerging Local Plan policy and the emerging Council or developer 
masterplans.  The Council now assumes for the purpose of comparative 
assessment that all SGOs would be designed to provide significant new green 
infrastructure.   

 

9. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA 

Agricultural Land Value 

9.1 SGOs B/C and D are classed as having relatively low agricultural land value 
as are parts of SGO E.  However parts of SGO E are classed as higher (grade 
II and III) value.   

Flood Risk 

9.2 None of the SGO development areas are in zones at higher risk of flooding.  
SGO B/C is generally on higher land and so needs to be designed carefully to 
avoid increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere, for example from surface 
water runoff .  This is likely to include incorporating undeveloped areas and 
sustainable drainage within and around the development.  A part of the SGO 
B/C link road (mainly the existing or re-aligned Highbridge Road) is within an 
area of higher flood risk, adjacent to the River Itchen.  A hydrology study has 
been commissioned to identify further the measures needed.  SGOs D and E 
are not on higher land but are sometimes close to existing urban areas on 
slightly higher land.      

On Site Noise / Air Quality Pollution 

9.3 The southern extent of option E is adjacent to the M27 motorway, which is 
considered to be the most significant source of noise and air pollution relating 
to any of the options.  However it is considered that appropriate layout and 
design measures could effectively mitigate such pollution. 

Minerals Safeguarding 

9.4 The majority of options B/C and D are within a minerals consultation area as 
defined by Hampshire County Council (the minerals planning authority), in 
relation to sand and gravel deposits.  None of option E is affected.  In 
accordance with the adopted Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) and 
associated SPD consideration would need to be given as to whether it would 
be appropriate to undertake the prior extraction of the minerals from options 
B/C or D, taking into account environmental and other factors.  This will be 
determined at the planning application stage by an onsite survey.  This may 
affect the phasing of development.  There is the potential for minerals to be 
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extracted and used on site as part of the construction process, to minimise the 
amount of construction material / traffic which would need to enter the site. 

Public Open Space 

9.5 None of the area within SGO B/C and very little of the land within SGOs D and 
E are protected as public open space.  Two small parts of the potential areas 
of SGO D and E are protected open space.  However the layout of 
development could ensure that these continue to be protected as open space.  
There are a number of protected open spaces adjacent to the SGOs;  most 
notably Stoke Park Woods and Upper Barn Copse adjacent to SGO B/C and 
the River Itchen County Park adjacent to SGO E. 

Built Heritage 

9.6 Table 14 sets out the built heritage assets within or adjacent to each SGO 
based on the Sustainability Appraisal (2015). 

Table 14:  Heritage Assets 

 SGO B/C SGO D SGO E 

Grade II listed 
building 

2 3 2 

Locally listed 
building 

5 (including 
Little Dower 
House, 
Stroudwood 
and Mortimers 
Farms) 

1 0 

Areas of 
archaeological 
potential 

4 0 0 

Historic Parks 
and Gardens 

2 (Stoke 
Woods Deer 
Park;  and 
Fair Oak park) 

2 (Allington 
Manor;  
Lakesmere 
School). 

1 (Winstowe 
House) 

 

Utility Infrastructure 

9.7 Utility infrastructure affects a part of the following SGOs: 

 SGO B/C – electricity pylons potentially affect the edges of the site;  and 
an oil pipeline affects the edge of the site. 

 SGO D – a gas main crosses a part of the site. 
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9.8 It is considered that these factors can be appropriately addressed through 
careful layout. 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – December 2015 

9.9 A number of sustainability appraisal indicators are relevant to this section. 

9.10 SA5:  Natural Resources – considered the potential to sterilise minerals or 

agricultural land and provide allotments / community farms.  In broad terms 

the SA considers that SGOs B, C and D have generally minor negative effects 

given the potential to sterilise minerals.  It also considers that SGOs B and C 

have a negligible overall effect given that the majority of their agricultural land 

is classed as poor (grade 4), whereas SGO E has a significant negative effect 

given that the majority of its agricultural land is classed as good to moderate.  

The SA considers all SGOs have a potential positive effect for the provision of 

allotments or community farm. 

9.11 The Council considers the SA broadly reflects its own assessment.  It agrees 

that SGO E’s loss of better agricultural land (which would be permanent) 

should result in a higher negative score than the presence of minerals under 

SGOs B, C and D (for which there is the potential for prior extraction if 

appropriate).  It also agrees that each SGO could provide allotments, in line 

with the Local Plan policy standards. 

9.12 SA6:  Pollution – considers the potential impacts on development from 

pollution sources and the potential to generate traffic pollution.  In broad terms 

the SA identifies that each SGO could generate significant levels of traffic 

which could impact on air quality management zones and the River Itchen 

Special Area of Conservation, and that further assessment is required.  The 

SA also considers there are negative effects from noise on a part of SGOs B 

(Allbrook);  C (from a waste management facility on Knowle Lane);  D and E 

(from the railway and for E from the motorway). 

9.13 The Council considers the SA broadly reflects its own assessment.  

Hampshire County Council’s consultation zone for the waste management 

facility does not overlap with SGO B/C.      

9.14 SA7:  Climate Change Adaption – considers the provision of and impact on 

green infrastructure and the potential for flooding.  In broad terms the SA 

considers that SGO B has minor positive and negative effects (the negative 

effects relating to the potential to fragment footpaths);  SGO C, negative 

effects (because the open space proposed already has that function) and 

SGOs D and E minor positive effects in relation to green infrastructure (given 

the open spaces proposed, which could be significant in the case of E given a 

possible extension of the Itchen Valley Country Park).  The SA considers that 

each SGO has a potentially significant effect on flooding, as each area is at 
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intermediate risk of surface water flooding and includes some land at high risk 

of flooding.  However these, particularly the latter, are small areas.  For both 

green infrastructure and flooding issues the SA generally considers more 

information is needed. 

9.15 More information is now available regarding green infrastructure, notably the 
emerging Local Plan policy.  The Council now assumes for the purpose of 
assessment that all SGOs and emerging Council and developer masterplans 
could be designed to provide a significant element of green infrastructure.  
The loss of the golf course at SGO C, and the potential for SGO E’s open 
space to relate to the country park is noted.  The Council has commissioned a 
hydrology study which includes consideration of flood risk. 

9.16 SA13:  Cultural Heritage – considers the proximity to heritage assets.  The SA 
generally identifies minor negative effects in relation to all SGOs from the 
presence of such assets.  The Council’s assessment and table above has 
been drawn from this so is directly aligned.   

 

10. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

10.1 This section summarises the relative merits of each SGO and reaches a 
conclusion on the preferred SGO, subject to the completion of the final 
evidence. 

SGOs:  Summary 

Transport and Accessibility 

10.2 National policy promotes walking, cycling, the use of public transport and a 
reduction in car use, and explains development should be supported unless 
traffic congestion is severe.  Option E is closer to Southampton but this is 
considered unlikely to have a major benefit on travel distances given the wide 
range of destinations people travel to.  Options D or E might have the 
potential in theory for a form of rail access in the long term and this is 
considered at best very uncertain.  Option B/C benefits from better existing 
bus services.  It is also a considerably larger development.  Therefore it is 
considered likely that it could support more new local facilities and so reduce 
longer distance car trips.  It is also considered likely that the potential gap to 
bridge in achieving a commercially sustainable bus services is less than for 
option E.  Therefore with regard to these transport issues, in overall terms 
options B/C are considered to be better.   

10.3 The Council is undertaking transport modelling to understand likely levels of 

congestion on the highway network.  A Local Plan delivering the scale of 

development required is likely to add to traffic congestion somewhere in the 

Borough and surrounding areas whichever SGO is chosen.  Unlike options D 

or E, option B/C proposes to create a completely new road route.  It is also 

important to note that traffic will increase between today and 2036 as a result 
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of developments already permitted within the Borough, development outside 

the Borough, and general traffic growth.  This is reflected in the 2036 baseline 

model and indicates what will happen before the new development proposed 

by the Local Plan is added.  The interim transport model results show that the 

total Borough wide delays at 2036, with the major new Local Plan 

development (based on including option B/C), the link road and other 

preliminary highway enhancements, is about the same as the baseline at 

2036 without the new development or highway enhancements.  Total network 

delays in the AM peak are 4% lower and in the PM peak are 1% higher than in 

the 2036 baseline.  This suggests that the major new Local Plan development 

with the link road and preliminary highway enhancements will not add to the 

extra delays which will have arisen by 2036 from current developments and 

background growth.  For example, this is the position predicted along 

Bishopstoke Road, with the interim model results predicting no material 

change in queue lengths or delays in the Local Plan scenario compared to the 

2036 baseline.  It should be noted that the full transport modelling is still to be 

completed, and this will enable the relative effects of each option in terms of 

congestion to be fully assessed.   

Countryside Gaps 

10.4 National policy seeks that Local Plans reflect local circumstances and 
characteristics, that communities are empowered to shape their local areas, 
that a strong sense of place is created, and that development integrates into 
the natural environment.  The Local Plan consultation and engagement 
exercises have revealed that one of the key priorities for local communities is 
to protect countryside gaps.  South Hampshire and existing Council policy 
identifies the importance of countryside gaps to maintain the separation and 
distinct identity of towns and villages.   

10.5 None of the SGOs are currently in a countryside gap and each is of a scale 
that the consequent need for gaps should be considered.   

10.6 It is considered that options B/C enable the creation of an appropriate 
countryside gap with Colden Common, Lower Upham and Horton Heath 
consistent with the scale of each community.  It is considered that if options D 
or E were selected a strong gap would be needed within the remaining area to 
separate the major urban area of Southampton / West End from Bishopstoke / 
Fair Oak.  Taking account of development already permitted in parts of option 
D and the strength of gap boundaries, it is considered that option E would be 
better preserved as a gap24.  Therefore it is considered that options B/C or D 
are better in terms of protecting the future countryside gaps needed. 

 

                                                           
24

 Recognising that any overall choice between D and E would need to take into account a wide range of other 
planning factors. 
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Landscape 

10.7 National policy seeks the protection of valued landscapes, commensurate with 
their national or local designation.  The Council has analysed whether the 
SGO landscapes have a high, medium or low sensitivity to change.  A slightly 
higher percentage and significantly higher total of SGO B/C’s area is 
considered to be of high sensitivity, relative to SGO E.  SGO D has the least 
high sensitivity land.  It should be noted that none of the SGOs are designated 
for their landscape value and the majority of all of them are classed as having 
moderate or low sensitivity to change.  However the conclusion is that in 
themselves, SGO D and then E have less potential for impact on landscapes.  
A Local Plan based on these SGOs will need development elsewhere in the 
countryside, for example in part of option C, which could affect some 
additional high sensitivity areas.  This may reduce their benefits to some 
extent, although the most extensive high sensitivity area in option B would 
remain undeveloped.  Options D and then E are still considered to have less 
overall potential for impact than SGOs B/C.  It should also be noted that the 
eastern extent of option E is relatively close to the boundary of the South 
Downs National Park.  It is understood that this is unlikely to significantly 
affect views from the National Park.   

Biodiversity   

10.8 Regulations and policy promote the careful protection and enhancement of 
biodiversity designations, commensurate with their international, national or 
local designations.  None of the SGOs involve the direct loss of a designated 
area.  SGO B/C would include a link road which would use the existing and re-
aligned Highbridge Road which crosses the River Itchen SAC at two points.  
The re-aligned road will include a replacement bridge across the River Itchen 
SAC (at a specific point where the SAC is confined to the river itself), and will 
also bring the road closer to the wider SAC covering the adjacent floodplain.  
Each SGO is close to various designations, and to varying degrees contain 
ecological networks important to those designations.   

10.9 The following paragraphs set out in ‘high level’ terms how it is considered that 
each SGO could potentially have an effect prior to mitigation, and the latest 
evidence regarding the mitigation of those potential effects.  It is important to 
stress that the full Habitat Regulations Assessment for the recommended 
Local Plan is to follow. 

International Designations 

10.10 Atlantic salmon / otters / (water vole):  these species traverse the River Itchen 
and in some cases its tributaries.  SGO B/C involves a new bridge (replacing 
an existing bridge) across the River Itchen.  Each SGO includes tributaries.   
Safe and effective passage for these species is required.  Mitigation measures 
are to be confirmed but are likely to include the appropriate design of the 
bridges, and (within development areas) buffers around tributaries. 
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10.10 Recreational Disturbance:  SGO E followed by D has the potential for the 
most effect as they are closest to the Solent and the Itchen.  A definitive 
mitigation strategy is being agreed for the Solent. 

10.11 Other Disturbance (e.g. light spill):  If development in SGOs D or E, or the 
SGO B/C link road were to generate the potential for light spill, careful lighting 
design would be required. 

10.12 Hydrology:  Each SGO contains a different mixture of headwaters and water 
courses.  Mitigation measures are to be confirmed but are likely to include 
development buffers, sustainable drainage and bridge design. 

10.13 Southern Damselfly:  Following the precautionary principle, all options have 
the potential for an effect, although SGO B/C would probably have the 
potential for the greatest effect.  The extent of any mitigation measures 
required is to be confirmed but a conservation strategy has been prepared 
which examines habitat enhancement and creation opportunities in and 
adjacent to the Borough. 

National Designations 

10.14 Woodland:  SGOs B/C have the potential for a greater effect on woodland, in 
this case ancient woodland, the interlinking habitats, and the species they 
host.  It is considered that mitigation can be put in place, including for example 
development free buffers and green infrastructure. 

10.15 Great Crested Newts:  SGO D has the potential to have the greatest effect.  
The Council is putting a mitigation strategy in place. 

Overall 

10.16 It is important to note that a Local Plan based on D or E will lead to 
development elsewhere in the countryside, potentially in part of C, so would 
also have the potential for some further potential effect on for example 
woodland;  which to some extent could slightly narrow the relative advantages 
of SGOs D or E in respect of this issue. 

10.17 The position regarding the relative potential for SGOs to have an effect is 
mixed.  Each SGO is considered to have the potential for an effect without 
mitigation.  The likely scale of that effect without mitigation may sometimes 
vary depending on the SGO and the issue being considered. 

10.18 The assessment of whether these potential effects can be mitigated 
appropriately in the terms set by regulation and policy is emerging, in-
particular through the habitat regulations assessment.  This evidence will be 
completed in a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) to a level sufficient to 
inform the Local Plan.  In most cases further evidence or consideration of 
detailed measures will be required at the development management stages, 
and the Local Plan policies reflect this.  It is considered that in general terms 
the HRA Screening Report supports the view that each SGO has the potential 
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for an effect, and that the HRA will be reviewed culminating in a detailed HRA 
for the submission Local Plan.    

   Other Environmental Issues 

10.19 Most of the other environmental considerations will affect the detailed design 
or phasing of development rather than the overall merits of each location for 
development.  However it should be noted that option E has some higher 
quality agricultural land which would be permanently lost if developed;  and for 
example options B/C need to be designed to avoid increasing the risk of 
flooding. 

SGOs:  Conclusions to date 

10.20 It is considered that SGOs B/C and D will do most to protect the countryside 
gaps needed (an important local policy with more generic support in national 
policy);  and furthermore that SGOs B/C will do most to benefit transport / 
accessibility (an important national and local policy).  None of the SGOs affect 
nationally or locally designated landscapes.  SGOs B/C will have most impact 
on non-designated landscapes with higher sensitivity to change, although it 
should be noted that the majority of its land is still classed as having moderate 
or low sensitivity to change.  A Local Plan based on D or E will have some 
landscape impact on other areas of countryside too, for example option C.  
Each of the SGOs has the potential, without mitigation measures, to affect 
nearby ecology designations of international or national importance.  The 
Habitat Regulations Assessment will provide the evidence regarding the 
extent of any mitigation measures required (for international sites). 

10.21 It is important to recognise that there are some specific areas of evidence 
which are as yet emerging and/or uncompleted.  These primarily relate to 
transport modelling, the habitat regulations assessment and consequent 
environmental mitigation.  Engagement and consultation will continue until the 
Local Plan is submitted.  Therefore the conclusions to date will need to be 
kept under careful review to identify whether or not they remain valid once the 
Local Plan evidence is complete.  

10.22 It is considered that in overall terms, on the range of evidence available to 
date, that the key areas of difference between the SGOs are that SGO B/C 
has greater merit in meeting transport / accessibility aims than SGOs D or E;  
greater merit in protecting countryside gaps than SGO E;  and less merit than 
SGOs D and E in protecting more sensitive (although non-designated) 
landscapes.  The balance between different SGOs with regard to biodiversity 
is considered to be more mixed.  A full Habitats Regulation Assessment will 
be completed, as explained above. 

10.23 It is considered that national and/or local policy gives some emphasis to 
transport/accessibility aims and designated countryside gaps, and less so to 
undesignated landscapes.  On this basis it is considered that the greater 
benefits SGO B/C bring to meeting transport / accessibility and countryside 
gap aims outweigh the lesser merit it has in landscape terms.  Therefore the 
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recommendation to full Council on 11th December is to approve a Local Plan 
based on SGO B/C. 

10.24 It is important to emphasise that the relative weight to be given to completely 
different issues (transport / accessibility, countryside gaps and landscape 
sensitivity) also has an element of subjectivity to it.  It is therefore important 
that the elected Council makes its decision once members have carefully 
considered their views on these issues based on the current evidence. 
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PART 2:  VIABILITY AND DELIVERABILITY OF THE 
RECOMMENDED STRATEGIC GROWTH OPTION (SGO 
B/C) 

 

National Policy 

11.1  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF - 2012) sets out national 

planning guidance for plan-making and decision-taking.  The NPPF states that 

the supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning 

for larger scale development such as new settlements or extensions to 

existing villages and towns that follow the principle of garden cities (Paragraph 

52).  The importance of planning positively for the achievement of high quality 

and inclusive design for all development, including wider area development 

schemes is also stressed. Local Plans should develop robust and 

comprehensive policies that set out the quality of development which will be 

expected for the area. Planning policies should establish a strong sense of 

place and create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit; 

optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and 

sustain an appropriate mix of uses and support local facilities; respond to local 

character while not preventing or discouraging innovation; and are visually 

attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping. Local 

planning authorities should consider using design codes where they could 

help deliver high quality outcomes (Paragraphs 57-59). 

11.2  The NPPF states that plans should be deliverable and that careful attention 

should be paid to costs and viability. Sites and the scale of development 

identified in the plan should not be subject to a scale of obligations and policy 

burdens which, together threatens their viability. To ensure viability, any costs, 

taken with normal development costs, should not prevent a willing landowner 

and developer from achieving a competitive return; should not put the 

implementation of the plan at serious risk; and facilitate development 

throughout the economic cycle. Where measures are required to make a 

development acceptable in planning terms, there should be a clear 

justification and options for reducing costs explored.  The development should 

not be approved if the measures cannot be secured. There should be a 

reasonable prospect that planned infrastructure is delivered in a timely fashion 

(Paragraphs 173- 177).     

Introduction 

11.3  Part 1 of this background paper explains why the Council is recommended to 

select Options B and C as a Strategic Growth Option to deliver a large part of 

its housing development through the Local Plan. Part 2 (this section) tests 
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whether there is a reasonable prospect of delivery of the SGO and the 

proposed link road. This paper covers the form of development and the 

associated link road; the other infrastructure required; the likely availability of 

private and public finances; the ability to gain planning permission and a 

broad discussion of the phasing issues. 

Form of development  

11.4  Eastleigh Borough is predominantly suburban in character, but it retains areas 

of countryside which are locally significant, mainly because of the separation 

they provide between settlements but also because of their biodiversity and 

landscape characteristics. Due to the scale of housing and employment 

development required and the existing relatively compact settlement pattern 

of the borough, the Council has been required to consider a significant scale 

of new greenfield development.  

11.5  The Council’s preferred approach for new greenfield development is the 

creation of two new communities to the north of Bishopstoke and Fair Oak. 

Concentrating development in these locations enables whole new 

communities to be created with a mix of homes, jobs, services and open 

spaces and will secure more developer funding for transport and community 

facilities. This will have significant benefits for existing as well as new 

communities including: potentially easing traffic congestion, and creating a 

new district shopping centre, more school places and better health facilities. If 

development were dispersed it could generate the same cumulative impacts 

on traffic and facilities but would not support a comprehensive approach to 

addressing them. However, the development will inevitably have impacts. It 

therefore needs to be very carefully planned on a comprehensive basis as set 

out in the policy. This will both maximise the benefits of creating new 

communities; and avoid or mitigate the impacts. 

The developer's masterplan 

11.6  The developer's masterplan (Strategic Site Rationale and Delivery Strategy - 

November 2016) covers an area of approximately 350 hectares. The existing 

land comprises various parcels of predominantly agricultural and grazing land. 

Large parts of the site do not have  public access.   

11.7  This document was submitted on behalf of the joint site promoters, Highwood 

Land and Drew Smith Group. It sets out the developer's proposals for the 

following scale of development: 

 Over 6,000 new homes of a range of mix and different tenures; 

 Strategic transport infrastructure, including a new road which would 

connect to the M3; 
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 Over 30,000 square metres of new business and employment floorspace; 

(This is likely to be a combination of office and light industrial use. The 

developer's masterplan is based on delivery at a ratio of 40% site 

coverage). 

 New primary and secondary schools, community facilities and 

improvements to healthcare facilities;  

 New local and district centres to provide retail and other facilities within 

'hub locations'. The developer's masterplan indicates one district centre 

and two smaller local centres in accessible locations within the core of the 

housing areas. A balance will need to be struck between providing 

appropriate facilities and not competing with the higher order retail centres, 

especially Eastleigh Town Centre. 

 sustainable travel in the form of new strategic cycle and pedestrian routes, 

new and improved public transport infrastructure; 

11.8  The proposals seek to deliver new neighbourhoods which will be distinct 

places to respond to the site character and context. They will also integrate 

into the existing settlements and reinforce their quality and vitality. Strong 

connections will also be made to Eastleigh Town Centre with its existing 

services, facilities and transport connections. Linkages to the wider 

countryside will also be provided.  

11.9  The developer's vision involves a different approach to various parts of the 

site. To the north of Bishopstoke the aim is to deliver a new community with its 

own unique character derived from its location and landscape context. 

Development of the site will facilitate a new strategic link road, connecting 

Winchester Road in Fair Oak with Allbrook Way and the M3 beyond. The 

intention is to create a degree of self-containment with the provision of 

services for everyday living. The development will incorporate large areas of 

open space which will provide separation from surrounding communities.  

11.10 To the north and east of Fair Oak, the vision is to deliver effectively an urban 

extension which will provide improved facilities for the existing village. A new 

road through the site will link Mortimers Lane to the northern strategic link 

road.  

11.11 The Green Infrastructure Strategy attempts to respond to the landscape, 

ecological and open space opportunities. The proposals incorporate strategic 

planting belts to the east and north of the site; ecological buffers to 

woodlands, headwaters and watercourses. The final extent of the buffers will 

be given consideration as part of the evolving masterplan for the site. Over 

130 hectares of public open space has been indicated which would benefit not 

only residents of the new development, but also existing residents by 

encouraging improved public access to areas of grazing which are privately 
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owned with limited public access. Over 20 hectares of formal recreational 

open space is proposed, this is likely to be shared with school use. 

The Council's approach 

11.12 The proposed SGO will consist of a strategic allocation to provide two new 

communities with a countryside gap between. The development will include 

some 5,200 new homes, approximately 30,000 square metres of employment 

floorspace; new primary schools; a new secondary school; retail and 

community facilities and a new link road extending from Allbrook Hill in the 

west to Winchester Road in the east. The development will include a new 

district centre comprising retail and other facilities which will be situated to 

benefit both the new occupiers and the existing residents of Fair Oak. The 

employment floorspace will provide a mix of offices and light industrial uses 

(Class B1)  

11.13 To further test the capacity of the site and to independently assess the 

development, the Council has commissioned its own masterplan. A draft 

masterplan will be prepared in early 2018 and will form supporting evidence to 

the Local Plan which will be part of the consultation process later in 2018. 

This process will eventually lead to the preparation of Design Codes for the 

development. The principles of development will be set out in a North of 

Bishopstoke and Fair Oak Supplementary Planning Document. This should 

inform the developer’s detailed masterplan which will support future planning 

applications..  

11.14 It is important to have a policy for the whole SGO area which will send a clear 

message to developers and other interested parties. It will demonstrate that 

the proposals will be considered as part of a single vision. A comprehensive 

policy approach will also assist with bids for funding. The Council's masterplan 

will  establish the most appropriate uses, location and overall provision. 

Integration of business floorspace alongside local centres will encourage 

linked trips and minimise the need to travel. There is a strong placemaking 

argument for the inclusion of an employment offer in close proximity to the 

new communities. 

Mix of dwellings 

11.15 The development will provide a mix of housing types including affordable 

housing and provision for older persons housing. The objective is to create 

mixed and balanced communities.  The type of housing delivered will be in 

accordance with the mix of housing identified in policy DM25 and the levels of 

affordable housing in policy DM29. Recent trends in Eastleigh show a 

preponderance of 3 and 4 bedroom houses being provided with lower 

numbers of smaller dwellings or those able to accommodate older persons. 

There will be increased demand for smaller dwellings in the future. 
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Density of development 

11.16 The density of development will ensure that effective use is made of 

development whilst achieving a high quality environment. The masterplan will 

refine the density and character areas of the SGO with lower densities likely 

on the fringes of the development and in the most sensitive locations. Higher 

densities will be directed to areas close to new and existing centres, on public 

transport routes and in less sensitive landscape settings.  

Infrastructure Provision 

11.17 None of the infrastructure providers who responded to previous consultation 

have stated that there are any absolute constraints on development of the 

SGO. 

Education 

11.18  The masterplan will need to make provision for new schools, currently 

considered to be three new primary schools and one new secondary school 

providing for 12 form entry. The phased delivery of the schools will be an 

important consideration. The new schools will need to be in accessible 

locations within walking distance of new homes and alongside local centres 

and other community facilities. Hampshire County Council have advised there 

is very limited capacity in existing schools. Initial discussions have been 

based on a child yield of 0.3 for eligible dwellings of two bedrooms plus. On 

the assumption that the SGO could accommodate approximately 5,500 

homes this generates 7.8 forms of entry. The education authority therefore 

considers the development should incorporate three x 3 form entry primary 

schools, allowing for future proofing of capacity. One secondary school would 

be required. It will be important that one of the primary schools is available as 

part of an early phase of development. 

Flood Risk etc 

11.19 The majority of the SGO area is in Flood Risk Zone 1. However, the Lower 

Itchen runs through the western side and Bow Lake runs through much of the 

western and northern part of the area. Land adjacent to both of these rivers is 

within Flood Zone 3. The Environment Agency have previously commented 

that any development within the SGO would require assessment work either 

due to the direct impact upon watercourses/flooding and/or because of impact 

on statutory designations. A Water Framework Directive Assessment will be 

required in due course. In terms of the new/altered Highbridge Road this area 

falls within Flood Zone 3 and consideration will need to be given to flood 

storage and how compensation for the loss of the flood plain will be provided. 

Compensatory storage should be at the same level as that lost and should be 

located outside the existing flood zone. 
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Ecology 

11.20 A new river crossing in Highbridge Road could result in significant 

environmental impacts on the SAC, protected species and wider biodiversity. 

The impact of any land take and changes in drainage (including flood risk), 

water quality and flows on the SAC, SSSI and adjacent habitats that support 

protected species such as Southern Damselfly, water vole and otter would 

need to be carried out. The Environment Agency's preference in relation to 

new bridge structures is for a clear span and ideally a soffit level of at least 

600mm above the designed flood level. The existing bridge acts as a 

restriction so any betterment that a new bridge can provide is preferred. 

11.21 Issues of fish passage in and the provision of adequate undeveloped buffer 

zones adjacent to the Bow Lake stream would need to be addressed as part 

of any future road and housing development. More work on road drainage and 

its direct and indirect impacts, including an understanding of any existing 

pollution pathways, on the sensitive habitats and species of the Itchen, Bow 

Lake and other watercourses will be required. (The Environment Agency does 

not support the culverting of watercourses).   

(Important to note that other highway junction improvements (e.g. 

Bishopstoke Road) may have an impact on riverside habitats which will need 

to be assessed).  

11.22 The site promoters have undertaken an ecological assessment including bat 

surveys. These surveys suggest that the area is important to a range of 

woodland and other bat species and supports some significant populations. 

With a range of appropriate mitigation measures, including buffering, it should 

be possible to mitigate the potential effects of the development on these bat 

populations. 

Southern Damselfly 

11.23 The southern damselfly is one of Europe's and Britain's rarest and most 

threatened damselflies. As a consequence of its global and national decline, 

southern damselfly are protected under European and national legislation. 

They are listed under the European Council Directive transposed into UK 

legislation through the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2010. The southern damselfly is listed as an Annex II species that is present 

and a primary reason for selection of the River Itchen as a Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC). The decline of southern damselfly in the UK and 

Hampshire is believed to be a consequence of the loss and degradation of 

suitable habitats as a result of under-management, over-management, 

abstraction, inappropriate water level management and potentially pollution. 

This has resulted in the increasing isolation and fragmentation of suitable 

sites, a breakdown in meta-population dynamics, and an increased 
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susceptibility of remaining populations to extinction, particularly from localised 

pollution events and nutrient enrichment.  

11.24 To understood more about the existing situation the Council commissioned 

specialist consultants to survey existing habitats in the River Itchen and to 

prepare a strategic conservation plan. The consultants were appointed by the 

council to investigate the current and potential future distribution of southern 

damselfly within and adjacent to the borough boundary with Winchester City 

Council. The works undertaken in summer/autumn 2017 was in two 

sequential phases. Phase 1 involved the completion of surveys and habitats 

assessments for southern damselfly at known and potential sites throughout 

the borough. This study focussed on sites associated with the River Itchen 

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)/Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 

as the main channels and, in particular, watercourses associated with the 

floodplain meadows, are known to support a nationally important population of 

these species. The study found three key habitat specific factors currently 

limiting southern damselfly distribution in the area: the development of scrub; 

water security and management; and land management.  

11.25 Phase 2 of the study involved more detailed consideration of the findings of 

the survey and habitat assessment programme in order to develop a Strategic 

Conservation Plan for southern damselfly across the study area. Specifically, 

potential habitat enhancement and creation opportunities were identified 

based on the results of the habitat assessment with their strategic value 

assessed based on their potential influence on the strength and location of 

existing southern damselfly populations. 

11.26 Based on the transport modelling undertaken to date, the Council’s 

environmental consultants have not identified a likely significant effect on the 

integrity of the SAC. However, having regard to the precautionary principle 

and the potential for updated modelling or changes to the proposed road 

alignment to affect this conclusion, consideration has also been given to 

appropriate mitigation measures which may be required in order to negate or 

reduce any adverse impact. The phase 2 report provides a summary of the 

habitat enhancement and creation opportunities identified but does not 

purport to provide a detailed analysis of delivery at this stage. The extent of 

any mitigation measures required to negate or reduce any adverse impact on 

the integrity of the SAC and the deliverability of this mitigation will be 

considered in full as part of the Habitat Regulations Assessment process.  In 

terms of habitat enhancement opportunities 43 transects over 10 sites were 

assessed. Of these it was considered that habitat enhancement proposals for 

7 or 8 transects would have a high and moderate potential of being 

deliverable. 16 habitat creation opportunities were identified over 9 sites. It 
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was concluded that proposals for some of these areas have a high and 

moderate potential of being delivered respectively.  

11.27 The study concludes that it is fundamentally important that these sites are 

considered in combination rather than in isolation. The draft conservation 

strategy therefore focuses upon the delivery of a suite of proposals that would 

effectively consolidate and strengthen the population of the SDF in the lower 

Itchen valley. 

Drainage  

11.28 Southern Water has previously commented that new and improved sewerage 

infrastructure as well as water mains would be required. In principle this is not 

considered to be a constraint to development but the necessary infrastructure 

would need to be planned and delivered in parallel with development. The 

south-east is an area of water stress so Southern Water supports the option 

of seeking higher standards of water efficiency than minimum building 

regulation requirements. 

11.29 Surface water drainage will be sustainably managed through SUDS features 

across the development including open water features such as swales and 

attenuation ponds. A drainage strategy will need to be developed as part of 

the hydrological assessment work being undertaken. The Council has 

commissioned a hydrological study which will report in early 2018. All 

planning applications will need to be accompanied by detailed flood risk 

assessments.  

Air quality 

11.30 More detailed assessment will be carried out as part of the planning 

application process.  

Transport  

11.31 The Eastleigh Strategic Transport Study 2015 (ESTS) defines the need for 

potential multi-modal strategic transport infrastructure improvements to be 

delivered in the Local Plan period to 2036. The ESTS 2015 identified a 

number of potential highway mitigation schemes which include: 

 A new link road to the north of Bishopstoke between the B3354 

Winchester Road and the B3335 Highbridge Road 

 A new link road between the B3335 Allbrook Hill/Highbridge Road and the 

A335 Allbrook Way 

 Junction improvements along the B3037 Bishopstoke Road corridor.  

 Traffic congestion on major roads through the borough is an issue. There 

is a need to give greater priority to buses, cycling and walking on key road 
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links in the borough as well as other actions to improve the attractions of 

these modes of transport. 

11.32. The Council's transport team, in consultation with Hampshire County Council 

and Highways England are considering the opportunities for a variety of 

highway interventions, which together with the proposed link road would 

provide access to the new development and potentially ease traffic congestion 

in the surrounding area. The full transport modelling findings are to follow. 

Allbrook Hill Relief Road 

11.33. The proposed Allbrook Hill Relief Road would provide a new connection 

between the A335 Allbrook Way and the B3335 Highbridge Road, enabling 

traffic travelling to/from Junction 12 of the M3 to avoid Allbrook Hill.  

Addressing congestion and highway safety issues along Allbrook Hill has 

been a longstanding aspiration of both EBC and HCC.  The road is currently 

narrow and the prevalence of on-street parking together with restricted 

forward visibility along the road results in vehicle conflicts and prevents the 

free flow of two-way traffic. 

11.34 In order to avoid a traffic queue extending back under the railway bridge which 

may complicate issues for high sided vehicles attempting to pass each other 

at this constrained location, a revised junction design has been proposed to 

connect the Allbrook Hill Relief Road with Highbridge Road, Allbrook Hill and 

Pitmore Lane.  The existing 4-arm roundabout would be replaced with a 

priority T-junction / ghost island with a right turn arrangement for Pitmore 

Road.  Access to Osborne Mews would be solely via Allbrook Hill and there 

would be no access from Allbrook Hill to the new junction.  The new junction 

would prioritise through east-west traffic using the North Bishopstoke Bypass 

and Albrook Hill Relief Road, and would remove all through traffic from 

Allbrook Hill. 

North Bishopstoke / Fair Oak Link Road 

11.35 The B3037 Bishopstoke Road / Fair Oak Road corridor between Eastleigh 

town centre and Fair Oak is one of the most congested corridors within the 

Borough and experiences high levels of westbound delay during the morning 

peak period and some delay eastbound and westbound during the evening 

peak period.  It is of strategic importance in terms of traffic movement, 

catering for trips originating in Bishopstoke/Fair Oak and the wider area 

travelling to/from Eastleigh town centre, Chandler’s Ford and junctions 12 and 

13 of the M3 as well as junction 5 of the M27. 

11.36 The proposed North Bishopstoke / Fair Oak link road would provide a new 

connection between the B3335 Highbridge Road and the B3037 Mortimers 

Lane east of Fair Oak, enabling traffic travelling to/from Junction 12 of the M3 
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to avoid the congestion on the B3037 Bishopstoke Road / Fair Oak Road 

corridor and Eastleigh town centre. 

11.37 The current proposals are for a single carriageway road. The junction of the 

new road and Highbridge Road is currently subject to further design studies 

aimed at minimising delays for east-west traffic. Likely configuration is either a 

roundabout, or a priority “T” junction with the main arms being Highbridge 

Road (west) and  North Bishopstoke link (east),  with Highbridge Road north 

of the junction becoming the minor arm.  A roundabout junction is proposed 

for the location where the North Bishopstoke Link crosses the B3354 

Winchester Road at Crowdhill.  A new junction will also connect the link to 

Mortimers Lane at the eastern end and a new priority T-junction with 

Bishopstoke Lane is proposed.  It is proposed that the northern section of 

Bishopstoke Lane would be stopped up just to the north of the new link road, 

with no through connection to vehicles.   

Rail Bridge 

11.38 The realignment of Highbridge Road is likely to be required in the context of 

increased traffic flows associated with future development, due to the sharp 

bends that are located on the existing route of Highbridge Road, immediately 

to the east of the railway bridge.  

11.39 Realignment of the westbound approach to the railway bridge will improve 

forward visibility and assist drivers in judging whether they can enter without 

encountering another large vehicle. It will also reduce potential conflict 

between swept paths of large vehicles on the bend as they enter the bridge.   

In order to mitigate the potential for bridge strikes by tall vehicles, a change to 

the vertical alignment within the bridge is proposed to improve clearances, 

coupled with the erection of warning signs on the approach to the bridge, 

potentially activated by taller vehicles. 

Form of Link Road 

11.40 The link road will act as a distributor road for the development allocated as 

part of the SGO and for much of its length will pass through the development.  

It will in broad terms consist of a 7.3m single carriageway with 2 x 3m flanking 

shared use footpath / cycleways. 

11.41 Within the development, the link road would be designed in accordance with 

principles set out in Manual for Streets, Manual for Streets 2 and the 

Companion Document to Manual for Streets produced by Hampshire County 

Council.   

11.42 Outside the development area, the links, junctions and highway features such 

as pedestrian and cycle routes, would be designed to meet standards set out 
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in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges for roads with a 40mph speed 

limit or faster.  

Ecology 

11.43 The River Itchen is designated as a Special Area of Conservation for a 

number of species including the southern damselfly and bullhead (primary 

reasons for site selection) and white-clawed crayfish, brook lamprey, Atlantic 

salmon and otter (present as qualifying features).  

11.44 The only qualifying species that is considered to be susceptible in practice to 

changes in nitrogen deposition from atmosphere is the southern damselfly as 

it utilises riparian habitats out of the water column which could be deterred 

from utilising an area by relatively subtle change in vegetation and species 

composition.  However, as the River Itchen is phosphorous-limited, 

phosphorous availability is the factor which ultimately controls vegetation 

response to other nutrients.  Moreover the fen vegetation within the flood plain 

of the river Itchen can all be classed as Rich Fen and this is less vulnerable to 

nitrogen enrichment than other fen vegetation. 

11.45 Further assessment of the impact of the link road on the qualifying features of 

the River Itchen SAC will be undertaken as part of the Habitats Regulation 

Assessment of the Local Plan.  

11.46 A suitable buffer of at least 15m on larger watercourses and 10m on smaller 

brooks and flowing ditches, will need to be incorporated either side of any 

watercourse, in addition to swales to ensure no net increase in greenfield 

runoff and measures to protect the water quality of the streams draining into 

the River Itchen. 

Drainage 

11.47 The drainage strategy for the Highbridge Road realignment and the link road is 

likely to involve the use of balancing ponds to take the run-off and discharge 

into existing watercourses at a rate of 5l/s, designed for a 100 year storm plus 

30% for climate change.  Based on the geotechnical desk study it is unlikely 

that soakaways would be an option.  The balancing ponds would have a 

hydro-brake and pollution control before discharge. 

11.48 The provisional drainage design is for kerb on one or other side of the road 

with gullies every 20m, connected to a swale with bagwork headwalls.  The 

balancing ponds would each provide approximately 200m3 capacity. 

11.49 For the Allbrook Hill Relief Road, the gradient is such that a balancing pond 

would not be appropriate.  In this case, oversized pipes are likely to be 

required to restrict the flow into the existing watercourse. 



 
69 

 

Hydrology and flood risk 

11.50 The proposed link road lies predominantly within the catchment of the River 

Itchen, crossing the Bow Lake tributary towards Brambridge. 

11.51 The Council has commissioned specialist technical advice on the hydrological 

sensitivity of the proposals for a link road covering the following issues: 

 Any crossing of the floodplain and associated floodplain storage 
compensation 

 Any impacts on conveyance and flow routes of flood and surface water 

 Potential surface water disposal methods such as SuDs; and 

 Water quality and pollution prevention methods. 
 

The conclusions of this study will be published upon completion in early 2018. 

Landscaping 

11.52 In order to mitigate for any impact of the link road on the landscape, an 

allowance has been made in the draft masterplan for tree planting along the 

route.   

Noise Attenuation 

11.53 Appropriate separation distances between residential properties and the 

highway boundary are likely to be required to ensure a satisfactory living 

environment.  Further details on specific noise attenuation measures will be 

developed in parallel with the preparation of the masterplan. 

Likely Cost 

11.54 Based on initial work undertaken by Hampshire County Council, the cost of the 

Allbrook Relief Road, the Highbridge Road improvements and the link road 

has been estimated at £41 million. This is based on the cost included in the 

ESTS feasibility report of £31.1 million to Winchester Road, plus £9.6 million 

for the extension to Mortimers Lane. This overall figure includes an element of 

contingency and optimism bias.  

11.55 As a greenfield site the SGO will require significant investment in transport 

infrastructure, much of which is a result of travel demand generated by the 

development. This includes infrastructure both inside and outside the area. It 

is therefore appropriate that much of the cost should be borne by the 

developer. In order to provide access to the development a new east-west link 

road would be constructed which would connect to the M3. Footpaths, 

cycleways, bridleways will need to link the development to woodlands etc and 

adjoining settlements. 
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Public Transport 

11.56 In the absence of any potential for the provision of a rail service, bus services 

will need to form the main component of a public transport strategy. Bus 

services have the advantage of being more flexible in how they can be routed. 

The Council's transport team have carried out an assessment of the 

feasibility/viability of options for bus services. This assessment has been 

based on the premise that any new bus services at the new developments will 

in the long term need to be financially self-supporting (as is the case for the 

large majority of bus services in the Borough today). 

11.57 These estimates indicate that 30 minute and possibly 20 minute frequency bus 

links to Eastleigh could be viable from this site. Extending an Eastleigh only 

link to start from West Horton/Firtree Lane would only marginally improve 

viability. There are a variety of possible ways that a North Bishopstoke/NE 

Fair Oak to Eastleigh service could be extended to Southampton, however 

these estimates indicate that all options have substantial gaps between the 

cost of operation and the level of patronage/income they would be likely to 

generate from the new development. However there may be opportunities to 

“bridge” some of this gap through serving new markets within Eastleigh.  

11.58 These estimates indicate that anything other than an additional hourly link 

between this proposed development site and Winchester would be unlikely to 

be viable; however in combination with the existing 69 route this could give a 

half hourly service to Winchester from some parts of the site. Extension of a 

Winchester link to West Horton/Firtree Lane is estimated to slightly improve 

viability of this service, whereas further extension as far south as Hedge End 

would appear to worsen the viability of the service.  

11.59 Overall, it appears that there is a good chance of a reasonably attractive level 

of service to Eastleigh and perhaps on to Southampton from this site being 

viable, together with an acceptable level of service to Winchester.  

11.60  It is likely that all of the above would need some kickstart funding initially so 

services are in place early in the development to maximise their potential but 

it looks like there is a reasonable chance of them being commercially viable in 

the longer run so long as they pick up some market share from places “down 

route” from the SGO site. The demand from the SGO site itself wouldn’t be 

able to make these services viable on their own (although the larger the 

number of units the better) but the gap between vehicle requirement and 

estimated patronage is generally of a scale where we think that other places 

served by the routes will be able to fill the gaps. 
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Heritage 

11.61 None of the land covered by the proposed SGO is within a conservation area. 

The nearest conservation area is in Bishopstoke which would not be directly 

affected by the proposed development. There are no Scheduled Ancient 

Monuments within the site, nor does it include a Registered Park and Garden. 

There are some listed buildings, mostly farm buildings, and due regard must 

be had to their setting and to ensure they are sensitively integrated into the 

development. There are further designated and un-designated heritage assets 

near the boundaries of the potential site allocation. It is not considered that 

the setting of these heritage assets would act as a barrier to development 

subject to further masterplanning and mitigation measures.   

Archaeology 

11.62 The site promoters have undertaken a desk based appraisal. This concludes 

that the potential for in-situ archaeological deposits across the proposed 

allocation area is medium to high. However, at this stage it is not considered 

that the archaeological potential is sufficient to act as a barrier to 

development, but any development will need to be considered carefully in 

terms of archaeological impact.  

Minerals 

11.63 The Council's approach is that development should not proceed until the 

appropriate prior extraction of minerals has taken place. Subject to amenity 

and environmental considerations the preferred approach will be for any 

minerals to be extracted and used on site as part of the construction of the 

development. 

11.64 The site promoters have carried out a Minerals Safeguarding Appraisal as a 

significant proportion of the land coincides with the Mineral Consultation Area 

identified by Hampshire County Council. The minerals in question are soft 

sand and gravel. This is a desk based review, identifying potential constraints 

for future mineral working and sets a strategy for the planning application 

stage. The appraisal includes an analysis of historic boreholes which 

identified the most consistent recording of sand and gravel at depth in 

locations close to the north-west and south-west of the proposed site 

allocation, consistent with the River Itchen and its tributaries. There are 

shallower depths recorded in the eastern part of the proposed site allocation. 

The quality of the deposits is not known. The initial analysis suggests that the 

combination of environmental and ecological designations of the River Itchen 

Valley would act as a significant constraint to any mineral working. Further 

investigations will be required as part of the Environmental Impact 

Assessment required for a planning application. 
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Viability 

11.65 The Council has commissioned independent consultants to undertake a 

viability assessment of the whole Local Plan and specifically on the potential 

for delivery of the SGO. The provisional findings of this report is that the 

proposed SGO development has  reasonable prospects for viable delivery, in 

the context of the high level criteria stated in the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

Public Funding. 

11.66 Housing Infrastructure Fund - The government introduced this initiative in July 

2017. The HIF is currently in two parts: the Marginal Viability Fund; and 

Forward Funding. The Marginal Viability Fund is intended for schemes which 

are well advanced, typically with planning permission in place and the majority 

of funding already secured or identified. The fund is aimed at single and lower 

tier authorities, with bids capped at £10 million. The Forward Funding source 

is aimed at a small number of strategic and high-impact infrastructure 

schemes. It seeks to provide early stage funding to give the market 

confidence to provide further investment. This fund has only been made 

available to upper tier authorities and the authority must have an adopted up 

to date plan or one submitted for examination. Although the date for submitted 

bids has passed, it is probable that similar funding will be available in the 

future given the government's priority of increasing house building. 

11.67 The government has recently announced alterations to the structure of funding 

for transport developments with the publication of the DfT's Transport 

Investment Strategy (July 2017). The road investment strategy is to be 

informed by a structured, comprehensive programme of engagement with 

Local Enterprise partnerships and closer working with local planning 

authorities. The funding landscape is likely to involve more competitive 

bidding to a range of fund holders. In this area this will involve bids to the 

Solent LEP. 

11.68 Eastleigh Borough Council has a proven record of pro-active involvement in 

joint ventures to secure housing delivery. In delivering the SGO, the Council 

will consider a range of measures to ensure the development is brought 

forward. 

11.69 The Council will be considering whether the SGO will be exempt from the 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). This certainly happens in most strategic 

scale developments in other parts of the country. Although an area specific 

CIL charging schedule would be one option for delivering infrastructure, the 

main risk with this approach is that market conditions could delay a particular 

scheme coming forward. This would result in a shortfall in funding to cover 

works either carried out or planned that could not subsequently be delivered. 
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It is anticipated, therefore, that the key strategic scale infrastructure would be 

largely funded by the development in lieu of CIL. Affordable housing and site 

specific requirements would continue to be funded through Section 106 

agreements. 

Land Control/Phasing issues 

11.70 It is the Council's intention that the development will be designed and planned 

comprehensively to create a high quality place with the timely provision of 

infrastructure. The joint site promoters are established developers with 

extensive experience of the local market. The land controlled by the site 

promoters is extensive and sufficiently within their control for the Council to 

have confidence over the comprehensive delivery of the SGO development. It 

is anticipated that elements of the development will be delivered by Highwood 

and Drew Smith in partnership with other housing providers including 

affordable housing providers. 

11.71 The large scale of this development means it is likely to come forward in a 

number of phases through separate planning applications. However, it is 

important that the development is planned on a comprehensive basis. Phases 

of the development will make timely provision for transport, community, 

environmental and other necessary infrastructure and measures.  

11.72 The planning policy for the site is flexibly worded to allow for changes in 

circumstances but it will be important that a Masterplan and an Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan (IDP) are in place prior to development commencing on site. 

The policy would allow for developers to bring forward development parcels 

on a flexible basis. Doing so may improve the delivery rate in real terms whilst 

creating more competition between developers and offering a better choice for 

homebuyers.  

11.73 These documents will set out parameters and issues to be resolved by 

subsequent planning applications. The masterplan should be sufficiently 

detailed and subject to public consultation. It will set out the quantum, type of 

development and include infrastructure and a phasing plan. It will provide 

guidance on character areas, landscape strategy, access and connectivity 

and design principles to be followed by applications. 

11.74 The IDP will sit alongside a masterplan for the whole site. The IDP will 

establish the quantum and type of infrastructure to be provided and especially 

how and when that infrastructure will be funded and delivered. This will be 

central to the delivery of this strategic site via more than one planning 

application. 

11.75 Infrastructure on this development will include: 
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 new roads; 

 new education facilities new or expanded healthcare facilities - discussions 

needed with relevant commissioning body but likely to be in the form of a 

contribution to expand existing facilities; 

 public transport integration/funding of services; 

 local centres including retail and community uses; 

 cycle/walking facilities; 

 green infrastructure; 

 ecological enhancements. Impact on the SAC - significant areas of land 

are within the control of the site promoters which could be made available 

for conservation management/mitigation. 

  

11.76 The IDP will contain a sequence of works where the phased delivery of 

infrastructure and housing is set out. It will be crucial that each phase of the 

development contributes to or delivers components of the strategic 

infrastructure. It will need to identify which types of infrastructure are strategic 

and those which can be dealt with by development phase. 

11.77 There is a good argument for the new schools being brought forward at an 

early stage as an attraction for new residents. In practice the schools will be 

provided as and when required to be agreed as part of the planning 

application process. It is likely that dual use of the schools will allow for 

community facilities to be provided as a shared facility. 

11.78 Legal agreements will need to be framed in the context of the IDP. 

11.79 In terms of deliverability there will need to be multiple sales outlets to maintain 

a deliverable supply of housing. It is probable that the lead developer will 

dispose of land parcels on a phased basis to residential developers. The 

technical assumption is that 3,350 dwellings will be delivered through the 

SGO during the plan period. This figure of 3,350 assumes that for the main 

development the first dwellings will be completed in 2024/25 (with only the 

250 dwellings at Pembers Hill Farm being delivered in the medium term at a 

nominal rate of 50 dwellings per year) and then an annual delivery rate of 258 

dwellings per year. This figure is derived from studies of large scale 

development elsewhere as outlined in a separate background paper. It is 

applied consistently across the plan period although it is recognised that, in 

reality, delivery will be lower in the early years and will vary year on year. 

Assuming this average annual rate of development and a total capacity of 

5,200 dwellings, the SGO would be complete by approximately 2044.  The 

Council continues to take actions and work with Government and other 

agencies to accelerate the delivery of new homes. 
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11.80 The area covered by each outline/full planning application will be sufficiently 

large to ensure each phase contributes to the effective ‘place making’ of the 

overall Strategic Growth Option (SGO).  

11.81 The first planning application will be subject to the approval by the Borough 

Council of a detailed masterplan (including design codes) for the whole area 

covered by this policy. This will also include an infrastructure delivery and 

phasing plan which will set out the appropriate timing of the provision of the 

infrastructure, facilities and measures specified below, alongside phases of 

the development.  

11.82 Development will support and not prejudice the delivery of the full link road as 

set out in policy S6. All phases of development will make a proportionate 

financial contribution to the link road. No development will be permitted until 

the link road (or at least phases 1-3) has full planning permission; and there is 

at least a strong likelihood that the full road will be delivered (e.g. in terms of 

land ownership and financial viability). Phases of development will not be 

occupied until phases of the link road are completed, as determined by the 

IDP.  

 


