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Dear Andy 
 
PLANNING APPLICATION GE AVIATION, HAMBLE O/18/84191 

Hamble Parish Council’s Planning Committee met on Monday 26th November to 
consider GE Aviation’s Application.  It opposed the scheme on several fronts including 
the mitigation package that has been agreed for the loss of Cricket Pitches.   

In principal HPC have agreed the measures outlined by GE’s Planning Consultants for 
College Playing Fields and the Roy Underdown Pavilion.  This is on the basis that we 
provide an alternative ground for Folland Cricket Club if the scheme progresses.   

The cricket field at College Playing Fields has been out of use for two years and the 
Council took the decision this year, not to continue with its upkeep.  Effectively the 
playing pitches at College Playing Fields are now only available for football.   

I understand that the application is subject to the following tests: 

Paragraph 97 of the ‘National Planning Policy Framework’ (NPPF) states that: 
 
“Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, 
should not be built on unless:  
a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements;  
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location:”  
 
Sport England ‘Playing Fields Policy’ (PFP) states that: 
 
“Sport England will oppose the granting of planning permission for any development 
which would lead to the loss of, or would prejudice the use of all or any part of a playing 
field, unless, in the judgement of Sport England, the development as a whole meets with 
one or more of five specific exceptions.  
 
The exceptions relevant to this application are: 
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Exception 1: A robust and up-to-date assessment has demonstrated, to the satisfaction 
of Sport England, that there is an excess of playing field provision in the catchment, 
which will remain the case should the development be permitted, and the site has no 
special significance to the interests of sport. 
 
Exception 4: The area of playing field to be lost as a result of the proposed 
development will be replaced, prior to the commencement of development, by a new 
area of playing field:  
• of equivalent or better quality, and  
• of equivalent or greater quantity, and  
• in a suitable location, and  
• subject to equivalent or better accessibility and management arrangements.” 

In Sports England’s (SE) response they state that the presence of the Playing Pitch 
Strategy 2017 fulfils the first criteria.  Their response then continues that: 

“Whereas Follands constituted a closed, secure and private site which was used by 
community clubs on a rolling annual basis and has been identified as a good quality 
facility. College Playing Fields however is a publicly accessible recreation ground which 
is used by members of the public for general recreational purposes including dog 
walking. The facilities including the pitches are not considered to be of the same 
standard and are regarded as poor quality. On this basis, the following improvements 
and enhancements are required to ensure that the replacement/compensatory provision 
is at least equivalent if not better than that which will be lost at the Follands/GE Aviation 
site.” 
 
Given this, it is not clear why further contributions are being requested.  SE’s own 
statement indicates that the package of measures for the RUP/College Playing Field will 
meet their tests and there is no real explanation as to why a further contribution is 
sought.  HPC position is that the proposed package of measures provides a new cricket 
facility to a better standard than the current FCC current ground, with the significant 
benefit that they are public and open to all members of the community.  A key 
requirement of the package of measures is to provide cricket that caters for the whole 
community rather than those linked to  club cricket.  The ECB state  
 
“People who play cricket love the game because of its social appeal and the feeling of 
being part of a team. Regardless of your age or ability there is a cricket format for you – 
whether you want to play in whites on a Saturday, coloured kit in a midweek T20 
evening league or socially with a soft ball”  ECB (https://www.ecb.co.uk/play/open-age) 
 
This range of cricket options is not available at the current club and HPCs ambition is to 
see a renaissance in village cricket for everyone. 
 
Given that the proposals meet (conceivable exceed) these tests, we would welcome 
further information on the decision process that appears to extract value from the 
development for investment in another area.  Government guidance states that:   
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204. Planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the following 
tests:  

 necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms 
 directly related to the development 
 fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

Hamble and Fair Oak are 9 miles apart with a travel time of 25 minutes in normal 
conditions.  The Governments website (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/planning-
obligations) states that Planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of 
development which benefits local communities and supports the provision of local 
infrastructure.  Given the distance between the locations the HPC does not believe that 
the additional requirements requested by SE and the EBC meet this test.   

The site is subject to several abnormal development costs (your own email refers) that 
are subject to the viability assessment.  HPC does not wish to lighten the load of 
appropriate contributions sought from the site, nor do we make these representations on 
behalf of the applicant.  What we do want to ensure is that if this development is 
approved that the maximum value that can be secured from the site is reinvested in the 
provision of mitigation measures locally to benefit residents within the village or at least 
on the Hamble Peninsula.   

I would welcome the opportunity to discuss the situation further if needed and I hope to 
have our draft response to you by the end of the week. 

Your sincerely. 

Amanda Jobling 

Clerk 

 

 

 


