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Jane Rarok 
Principal Development Management Officer 
Hampshire County Council 
Universal Services 
The Castle  
Winchester 
SO23 8UD        21st February 2025 
 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Rarok 
 
Ref HCC/2024/0464 WR200 Silver Lake Automotive Recycling, Botley 
Road, Shedfield, Southampton SO32 2HL 
 
Please find attached a further response from the parish council in respect of 
the above planning application. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Nicki Oliver 
Clerk to Curdridge Parish Council 
www.curdridgeparishcouncil.gov.uk  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Curdridge Parish Council 
Parish Clerk Nicki Oliver Heatherdene, Turkey Island, Shedfield, 
Southampton SO32 2JE tel 07961 213750  
email: clerk@curdridgeparishcouncil.gov.uk 
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Silverlake Automotive Recycling, Botley Road, Shedfield, Southampton. 
SO32 2HL- Follow up Objection Letter to Planning Application 
HCC/2024/0464 

This additional response has been prepared by Curdridge Parish Council (CPC) following its previous 

objection letter dated 23 September 2024 to further comment on full planning application ref. 

HCC/2024/0464 for the extension and reconfiguration of the Silverlake Automotive Recycling Garage at 

Botley Road, Shedfield, Southampton, SO32 2HL (the ‘Site’). 

It should be read alongside our previous objection letter and has been prepared following the 

Applicant’s submission of additional application material (submitted between September 2024- January 

2025) and the submission of 10 further statutory consultation responses.  

In summary, CPC’s previous response, raised serious planning concerns related to: 

1 The scale of the development proposed; 

2 Failure to evidence why a countryside location is required for an industrial use; 

3 Absence of an adequate Alternatives Sites Assessment;  

4 The robustness of supporting documentation (notably the Transport Statement and LVIA); and, 

5 Detailed Development Management concerns related to Trees, Heritage, Agricultural Land Quality, 

Great Crested Newts and Air Quality. 

This additional response confirms that CPC maintains its strong objection to the application which 

CPC encourages Hampshire County Council’s (‘HCC’) planning officers to refuse.  

Applicant’s Design Changes and Additional Information  

HCC’s online planning register identifies that the Applicant has made the following additional 

submissions since our September 2024 objection: 

1 Updated set of Application Drawings (26 November 2024 and again 08 January 2025)  

2 Appendix B Landscape Photography, Photomontage & Wireframe Visualisation Methodology (24 

September 24) 

3 Appendix V- Historic Environment Desk Based Assessment (14 November 2024) 

4 Appendix S- Preliminary Investigation Report (26 November 2024) 

5 Net Zero Advocacy Statement (17 December 2024) 

6 Addendum Transport Statement (19 December 2024) 

7 Appendix O- Noise Impact Assessment (24 January 2025) 

8 Wintering and Breeding Birds Statement (24 January 2025) 

Disappointingly, the Applicant has not meaningfully addressed CPC’s concerns relating to the scale of 

development in the countryside location, which remains at c.11,500sqm (or c.120,000sqft) of floorspace 

and heights of 16m (the equivalent of 5+ residential storeys). Instead, only minor changes have been 

made such as inclusion of blue/green roofs and minor reduction in footprint of the ancillary EV 

dismantling lane to the east of the site. This is illustrated in the Originally Submitted and Amended 

Floor Plans and Elevations, at Figures 1 and 2 below.  
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Figure 1 Orignally Submitted GA Plan Proposed (Left) and Amended Plan (Rights  

  
Figure 2 Orignally submitted Proposed South Elevation (left) and Amended Plan (right) 

 

Source: OB Architecture 
 

In addition, a number of further consultation responses have been issued, predominantly objecting to 

the application. These are summarised below: 

1 HCC Ecology (19 November 2024)- Objected and raised concerns on the age of supporting 

ecological surveys, significant concerns on impacts to bat species (notably the rare Barbastelle Bat) 

and impacts that lighting will have on these species, and further concerns on landscaping proposals 

and their suitability and accuracy within the Biodiversity Net Gain metric.  

2 HCC Highways (16 October 2024)- Unable to provide a recommendation until more detailed 

information provided. This includes further details on the site access proposals, updated and 

accurate tracking, and a trip profile for the additional 218 two-way movements per day showing the 

anticipated impact on the network peak periods.  

3 HCC Landscape (25 October 2024)- Objected and raised concerns that proposal introduces 

significant built form into a countryside location and that the scale and layout will be detrimental to 

the landscape.  

4 Nature Space (29 October 2024)- Confirms development falls within red impact zone for Great 

Crested Newts. Advised that ahead of determination of the application, Applicant will either need to 

satisfy the licence requirements for District Licensing or the European Protected Species License. 

5 Winchester City Council (WCC) Historic Environment (O8 October 2024)- Objected due 

to the unacceptable harm to the setting of the designated heritage assets, to Row Ash House in 

particular, this application is not supported due to the higher level less than substantial harm to its 

setting.  
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6 WCC Archaeology (25 October 2024)- No objection. 

7 WCC Ecology (25 October 2024)- Objected due to the loss of existing woodland belt, impact or 

Dormice species and lighting impacts to bat species, particularly on the edge of the site.  

8 WCC Landscape (25 October 2024)- Objected as proposal would fail to meet the requirements 

of Local Plan Part 2 Policy DM23 (Rural Character) in that it would have an unacceptable effect on 

rural character by means of visual intrusion, the introduction of incongruous features, the 

destruction of locally characteristic rural assets and by impacts on the tranquillity of the 

environment. The proposals would also fail to meet the requirements of Policy DM16 that 

development should respond positively to the character, appearance and variety of the local 

environment within and surrounding the site in terms of its design and scale.  

9 WCC Environmental Health (04 December 2024 and 06 January 2025)- Objected due to 

concerns with the Noise Report. Understand currently reviewing the 24 January 2025 update.  

10 WCC Planning (24 October 2024 and 29 January 2025): Objected as the proposal would 

significantly increase the size of the facility without sufficient justification. The development would 

also result in the loss of mature oaks and a woodland that currently provide visual and ecological 

benefits. Insufficient information has been submitted in relation to ecology, policy justification, 

landscape, neighbour impacts and heritage impacts. In the 29 January 2025 response, noted slight 

design improvements, however objection remains, and further information requested.  

Curdridge Parish Council’s Further Comments  

CPC has reflected on the changes proposed by the Applicant alongside the additional justification now 

provided, and the comments made by others. CPC maintains its concerns regarding the scale of the 

development; its effects on the open countryside; the failure to provide an adequate assessment of 

alternative sites; the deficiencies of several application documents; and certain other development 

management concerns. These issues are addressed in turn below.  

Scale of Development Proposed  

In CPC’s previous response, concerns were raised that the proposals would dramatically increase the site 

size from 4.3ha to 9.6ha (a 123% increase in site area) as well as provide a new c.11,150ms (120,000sqft) 

building of up to 16m (a 78% increase on the existing height), without clear justification on how this 

would not result in a significant adverse impact on landscape and visual amenity as required by Policy 5 

of the Hampshire Waste Management Plan (HWMP), Policy MTRA4 of the Winchester Local Plan and 

Policy 5 of the HWMP Partial Review.  

These concerns have been echoed by HCC’s Landscape Officer as well as Winchester City Council’s 

(WCC) Planning and Landscape Officer with the WCC landscape officer stating it would “have an 

unacceptable effect on rural character by means of visual intrusion, the introduction of incongruous 

features, the destruction of locally characteristic rural assets and by impacts on the tranquillity of the 

environment.” 

The Applicant’s revised design fails to address any of these concerns with no substantive changes to 

height, massing or scale of the building to address our concerns as well as those raised by others. This is 

disappointing and is clearly still in conflict with Policy 5 of the HWMP, Policy MTRA4 of the Winchester 

Local Plan and Policy 5 of the HWMP Partial Review.  

Failure to evidence why Open Countryside location is acceptable 

In CPC’s previous response, concerns were raised that the Applicant has failed to evidence why an open 
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countryside location is required for an industrial use, as required by Policy 5 of the HMWP and similar 

test in the Winchester Local Plan. This is in the context that paragraph 4.37 of the supporting text of the 

HMWP states that ““waste uses and other mineral developments that are not specifically linked to 

natural occurrence of a mineral should be located in urban areas.”.  

It is noteworthy, that this same concern has been raised by WCC’s planners who state that:  

“Documents submitted for application 04/02726/HCM (HCC ref: MWP/JD/WR200) clearly show the 

limits of the approved business area and the remainder of the area within the blue line plan being 

within agricultural uses. The proposal would therefore be contrary to policy MTRA4 as it would result 

in encroachment into the countryside outside of the approved site boundaries. 

In terms of operational need the applicant has stated that local population increase, market 

conditions, legislation requirements and requirements for net zero are the main reason for the 

proposal. However, it has not been made clear what other options have been explored to expand the 

operation in another location that would comply with Local Plan policy. 

While it is acknowledged that vehicle types have progressed over the years it is not clear why this 

cannot be accommodated within the existing site boundaries. As such the proposal is contrary to 

policy MTRA4 of the Local Plan Part 1. 

The Applicant have made no further attempt to address this matter in their updated material. CPC 

therefore continues to maintain its objection on this matter. 

Failure to provide an adequate Alternative Sites Assessment 

Linked to the above point, in CPC’s previous response, concerns were raised that the Applicants had 

failed to comply with Policy 29 3 B of the HWMP which requires demonstrating that there is “a special 

need for that location and the suitability of the site can be justified”. To do so would require a robust 

Alternative Sites Assessment, as was requested by HCC in its pre-application advice for the site: 

“The case for the development meeting the ‘special need’ requirement of Policy 29 will need to be 

clearly made… A strong case for the need to locate the extension next to the existing facility will need to 

be made. Alternative sites should be assessed to demonstrate why an alternative location cannot be 

used for the operation? The future market should be analysed in the context of Government 

regulations - what is the expected future demand for the services offered by the proposal?”. 

The Applicant has not provided an adequate Alternative Sites Assessment with the original application, 

nor have they with the updated material submitted. This is disappointing. 

It is noteworthy that Winchester City Council’s Planners have objected for the same reason and in their 

January 2025 follow up consultation response further requested a “Inclusion of a British precedent 

study of a similar premises expansion is useful to understand the relative market position of 

Silverlake, however the precedent: Charles Trent facility is located in an appropriate and identifiable 

industrial area of Poole rather than the rural countryside setting of Silverlake.” 

Neither an adequate Alternative Sites Assessment nor this Precedent Study have been provided. This 

makes it impossible to determine that this is the most appropriate site for such a use, and we strongly 

urge HCC to request these documents from the Applicant. The reference in the Planning Statement is 

not sufficient.  

Concerns over Robustness of Application Documents 

In our previous response CPC raised concerns on the adequateness of the Transport Assessment and 



6 of 8 
CPC Further response to Silverlake application ref HCC/2024/0464 

LVIA. Updated reports have been submitted for both topics which are commented on further below. 

Transport Assessment 

In CPC’s previous response, concerns were raised regarding the significant increase in trip generation 

and the lack of mitigation proposed and disagreed with the Transport Statement’s conclusion that “it is 

not anticipated that there will be a significant impact on the operation of the highway network in the 

context of the NPPF.” 

Following our previous response, HCC Highways has provided their consultation response on 16 

October 2024. This confirmed that they were unable to provide a recommendation until more detailed 

information provided. This includes further details on the site access proposals, updated and accurate 

tracking as well as a trip profile for the additional 218 two-way movements per day showing the 

anticipated impact on the network peak periods. 

In response, the Applicant has provided a Transport Statement Addendum on 19 December 2024. It is 

welcomed that further steps have been taken to improve safety including: 

• The access design has been updated to have a 12m radii on the western side and 15m radii on the 

eastern side. 

• All vehicle tracking has been updated. 

• Consideration has been given to a ghost island and refuge island, which have been concluded as not 

necessary.  

• Clarification has been given that the additional 218 vehicle trips, would see an increase of 38 

vehicles in the AM peak and an increase of 61 vehicles in the PM peak.  

Whilst its understand that HCC Highways has not yet commented on this Transport Addendum, it is 

difficult to ascertain that an additional 38 vehicles in the AM peak and 61 vehicles in the PM peak per 

day is not “a significant impact on the operation of the highway network in the context of the NPPF.” 

This is a significant impact and on a country road.   

CPC reserves further judgement on this until these comments are received.  

LVIA 

CPC welcomes that the applicant has listened to its previous request to provide accurate AVR’s and 

wirelines which have been submitted in the Landscape Photography, Photomontage & Wireframe 

Visualisation Methodology (24 September 24).  

Unfortunately, these just reinforce the inappropriate and incongruous scale of development in this 

countryside location, as exemplified by Viewpoints 2 (PROW 207 looking northwards), 7 (PROW 207 

looking west over Wickham Estate Vineyard and Wedding Venue) and 10 (PROW 062 looking south) 

both in the 1 year and 10 year (with mitigation landscape planting) scenarios. 

This is reflected in the LVIA commentary which concludes that there would be a major/ moderate effect 

in Year 1 to Viewpoint 7 and Moderate effect to Viewpoint 2 in the Year 1 and 10 scenarios, however, we 

would question if in fact, the impact is more significant than suggested.  

Development Management Matters 

In our previous response, we raised concerns on detailed development management matters including 

Trees, Heritage, Agricultural Quality Land, Great Crested Newts and Air Quality. 
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The Applicant’s updated material has failed to satisfactorily respond to these matters, and we draw your 

attention to the commentary from statutory consultees below: 

• Trees: WCC’s Planners have objected to the proposal partly on the grounds that the development 

would remove a large number of trees including a several mature Oaks and a large section of 

woodland buffer that is covered by a TPO, contrary to policies CP20, DM23, DM24 and DM25 of the 

Local Plan. CPC therefore maintains its concerns in this regard.  

• Heritage: WCC Historic Environment objects due to the unacceptable harm to the setting of the 

designated heritage assets, to Row Ash House in particular, this application is not supported due to 

the higher level of less than substantial harm to its setting. This is more significant than the lower 

level of less than substantial harm identified by the Applicant (pg. 5.5.11 of Historic Environment 

Desk Based Assessment November 2024). On the basis the Applicant has failed to demonstrate why 

this is a suitable site and the overall need case, it is extremely difficult to understand what the public 

benefits are, never mind to consider that these would possibly outweigh this level of harm to the 

heritage asset. We therefore maintain that this heritage harm is not outweighed by the public 

benefits of the scheme, in the necessary resultant planning balance exercise as per the NPPF (2024), 

Policies 7 of the HMWP and Partial Review and Policy DM29 of the Winchester District Local Plan 

Part 2.  

• Agricultural Land Quality: Whilst this matter has not been raised by statutory consultees, the 

Parish Council maintain their concern that of the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 

(29% subgrade 3a land and 67% subgrade 3b land), particularly where it has not been demonstrated 

why an open countryside location is needed over one in the urban area.   

• Great Crested Newts:  Nature Space has confirmed in their consultation response (29 October 

2024) that the development site falls within a red impact zone for Great Crested Newts. A license is 

therefore required prior to determination of the application either via the Direct Licensing Route or 

through a European Protected Species Licence. No such licence has been produced to date and 

therefore the application cannot currently be determined. 

• Air Quality: Despite CPC’s previous objection and the industrial nature of the use, concerns 

remain that no Air Quality Assessment has been produced by the applicant. CPC urges HCC to 

request this so that this can be reviewed in accordance with Policy 11 (Protection public health, 

safety, amenity and well-being) of the HMWP.  

 

Conclusion  

Curdridge Parish Council welcomes the opportunity to further comment on this application for the 

significant expansion of the Silverlake Automotive Recycling centre, following the submission of 

amended plans and additional reports by the Applicant and receipt of additional statutory consultee 

responses.  

This follows our letter of 23rd September 2024 where CPC strongly objected to the application.  

CPC has carefully reviewed the updated application material and is disappointed that the Applicant has 

still not presented any justification why the principle of an industrial development in Open Countryside 

Location is acceptable nor provided an adequate Alternative Sites Assessment, despite this being raised 

by the Parish Council and now Winchester City Council Planners in their consultation response. 

CPC’s view remains that the proposed use does not require a countryside or an isolated location. It 

would be far more suitable within or adjacent to an urban site where the transport connections are 
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better and the environmental constraints (such as noise, odour etc.) are more acceptable. 

CPC is further disappointed that the Applicant has failed to meaningfully update and respond to our 

concerns with no substantive changes to the overall footprint, massing and height of the development. 

There remains no clear justification for a development of the scale and visibility proposed given that it 

would result in a significant adverse impact on landscape and visual amenity, in conflict with Policy 5 of 

the Hampshire Waste Management Plan (HWMP), Policy MTRA4 of the Winchester Local Plan and 

Policy 5 of the HWMP Partial Review. 

It is welcomed that the Applicant has provided some updated/ additional reports in response to 

Statutory Consultee comments, however, it is worth noting that since our previous objection, 7 of the 10 

further consultation responses received are objections with a further 2 consultees seeking further 

information before they can provide a view on the application.  

CPC does not consider that these updated/ additional reports adequately address our previous 

development management concerns on Trees, Heritage, Agricultural Land, Great Crested Newts and Air 

Quality. 

Given the multiple concerns raised by CPC, the sheer scale of the objections from statutory consultees 

and the inherent deficiencies in application itself, it would be inconceivable for HCC to recommend this 

application for approval. For clarity CPC maintains its strong objection to this application and urges 

HCC Planning Officers to refuse it.  
 

 

 

 

 
 
 


