Legal compliance
We question whether EBC have properly:
· Liaised with Winchester City Council under the Duty to Co-operate [link] regarding the Strategic Growth Option (SGO) and ‘link’ road  (Policy S6 – New Allbrook Hill, Bishopstoke and Fair Oak link road) 
· Consulted during the preparation of the Local Plan in compliance with their Statement of Community Involvement [link]
Soundness
Here are some ways in which we believe that the current plan is not sound:
Test: Positively prepared – based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements 

On Transport

A well-evidenced plan should be based on a traffic analysis against which the effects of development are objectively tested.  This Plan is not. EBC’s evidence, here, is inadequate.  Despite having been urged to do so for the past two years, EBC has only now put a finalised traffic analysis [link] in front of Hampshire County Highways (the statutory consultees on traffic) for them to comment on. This means that EBC published the Plan before they had received the considered opinion from the acknowledged experts on traffic data.
Moreover, the traffic analysis they prepared takes no account of what happens in the interim state when up to 4,000 houses could be built without the road being completed – the Plan, as it stands, would allow this.  Even if the ‘relief’ road were to provide relief (which EBC no longer claim to be the case) it could provide none until it was complete. 
On Environmental Issues

Another key pillar of a well-evidenced plan is the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) [link]. This should set out to prove that the chosen Strategic Allocation delivers the least damage to the natural environment. We understand that EBC had not provided a final version of the HRA in time for the Environment Agency to comment before publication. Again, this means that EBC do not have any considered opinion from the acknowledged experts to inform the Plan. Their HRA does not take any account of the effect of soil particles in the water on salmon and trout in the Itchen, and only pays lip service to the issues raised by the Woodland Trust about the ancient woodland.
Test: Justified – the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the alternatives
In order to be justified the ‘plan must be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.’  In terms of the proposed Strategic Growth allocation north of Bishopstoke and north and east of Fair Oak and the associated link road it will therefore be necessary for the Council to demonstrate that it has properly assessed all reasonable alternatives using an adequate evidence base and that in the light of this evidence the proposed allocations are the most appropriate strategy.  For objectors seeking to demonstrate that the plan is not sound it will, on the other hand, be necessary to demonstrate that there are other better alternatives and/or these have not been properly assessed based on proportionate evidence.

The key issue here is that EBC’s chosen Strategic Growth Option (SGO) has intrinsic environmental assets that would be damaged through the development, yet the Council’s alternative options, D and E, have not been considered in any detail despite having been the Council’s own preferred option as recently as 2011.  This alternative SGO at Allington Lane would provide (in EBC’s own words),
a large site which could bring forward a self-contained development including residential, community and employment uses with minimal direct impacts on the existing community in surrounding settlements […] There is an opportunity to create a transport link across the Itchen Valley to support the regeneration of Eastleigh Riverside and Eastleigh town centre. This could include a new road and potential to improve public transport links, including rail. 

We believe this option should at very least have been given fair consideration.  

Key impacts from the proposed development and link road include;
· Fragmentation and erosion of a network of ancient woodland.
· A likely adverse effect on the River Itchen Special Area of Conservation, including its hydrology and water quality.
· Air pollution from increased traffic on the link road.
· A potential adverse effect on the landscape of the South Downs National Park. 
On Countryside Gaps

According to the studies commissioned by EBC, the alternative options of D and E have smaller areas than B and C that are valuable for biodiversity, and less sensitive landscapes. They are also nearer the key settlements of Eastleigh and Southampton. The Council’s principal argument, in dismissing D and E as options, is that the development of both areas would remove the countryside gap between Southampton and its suburbs and the settlements of Bishopstoke, Fair Oak and Horton Heath. However, there is already sporadic development along Allington Lane and at Moorgreen, so development of D and E would not involve development of pristine countryside and substantial open space.  Moreover, countryside gaps could be provided as part of development of these areas. Development of B and C would, on the other hand, extend urban sprawl associated with Southampton and Eastleigh further out into an area of sensitive countryside and the setting and approaches to the South Downs National Park.
Test: Effective – deliverable over the plan period

In order to be effective the plan must be deliverable over its plan period (by 2036), so that the housing, employment and key infrastructure, such as the link road, will be provided. This is a significant issue in relation to the strategic allocation (Policy S5 – New Communities, land north of Bishopstoke and land north and east of Fair Oak) and link road (Policy S6 – New Allbrook Hill, Bishopstoke and Fair Oak link road) because a very substantial part of the housing and employment provision depends upon it.  A key issue in this respect will be whether the timetable for construction is realistic; can all the necessary supporting infrastructure be provided in time; are there any potential showstoppers and if so how likely is it that they could prevent all or some of the development proceeding and is the development and accompanying infrastructure and mitigation measures financially viable.  

Potential showstoppers:

· It is not clear that the road, promised as an infrastructure benefit from the strategic development, is definitely going to be delivered. 
· There are still unresolved issues around the usability of the current Allbrook railway bridge as a conduit for the large volume of heavy goods traffic the development will generate from its 30,000 sq m of business space.
Test: Consistent with national policy

With regard to compliance with national policy the Local Plan must be consistent with the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

We see at least two issues here:

· The NPPF [link] states that ‘planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland, and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that location clearly outweigh the loss,’ (para 118); that pursuing sustainable development involves ‘moving from a net loss of biodiversity to achieving net gains for nature,’ (para 9); and that ‘great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty,’ (para 115).  If the proposed strategic allocation would have a significant negative impact on biodiversity or would adversely affect the South Downs National Park it would not therefore accord with national policy. 
· The Council has not followed Government advice in that it resolved on its Strategic Allocation and link road before it had completed its key evidence. This contradicts the advice that the evidence should inform the contents of the Local Plan and not be collected retrospectively in an attempt to justify the plan.
