
 

Hedge End Town Council – evidence to Planning Inspectorate Appeal concerning: 

 

Prior approval application for the installation of a 20m Streetworks monopole, 2No.0.3m dishes, and 

6No antennae at 16.32m and 19.52m. Additionally, a GPS node will be installed on top of the monopole, 

along with four cabinets at ground base level and other ancillary equipment. 

 

Location:  Drummond Road, Hedge End 
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1. Introduction 

This statement is submitted for and on behalf of Hedge End Town Council as a stakeholder and 

immediately neighbouring owner of property adjacent to the Appeal Site, which is land at Drummond 

Road, Hedge End. The applicants and appellants in this appeal are Mobile Broadband Network Limited, 

EE Ltd and H3G UK Ltd, together referred to as the Applicant or the Appellant. 

 

The original planning application number, as recorded by Eastleigh Borough Council is PN/25/99280, 

referred to in this statement as “the Application”. 

 

Hedge End Town Council, referred to in this statement as “the Town Council”, is the first tier of local 

government in Hedge End and is, therefore, closest to the community. It is the freehold owner of the 

Drummond Centre, which is immediately adjacent to the pavement and highways land on which the 

Appeal Site is proposed. 

 

The Appeal concerns the prior approval application for the installation of a 20m Streetworks monopole, 

2No.0.3m dishes, and 6No antennae at 16.32m and 19.52m. Additionally, a GPS node will be installed 

on top of the monopole, along with four cabinets at ground base level and other ancillary equipment on 

land adjacent to the Drummond Centre, Drummond Road, Hedge End, SO30 2AD (“the Appeal Site”). 

 

The Town Council is responding to this Appeal as a landowner/stakeholder rather than a statutory 

consultee. It should be highlighted the Application was considered by the Town Council’s Highways and 

Planning Committee at its meeting on 7th May 2025. At that meeting the following resolution was 

minuted: RESOLVED We strongly object to the proposed development on the grounds that it is 

not in keeping with the character of the surrounding streetscene and would have a significant 

adverse visual impact on the area. The Committee is particularly concerned about the proposal’s 

close proximity to a nursery, residential properties, and its potential implications for pedestrian 

safety. Furthermore, the site's location in relation to the nearby airport raises additional 

concerns. The Committee believes that more appropriate alternative sites should be considered 

and notes a lack of sufficient justification provided for the selection of this specific location. 

 

Please address any questions arising from this statement to the Clerk of the Town Council by email at 

townclerk@hedgeend-tc.gov.uk. 

  

http://townclerk@hedgeend-tc.gov.uk/
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2. Existing site replacement and site selection 

The Application refers to the need to replace the Existing Site at Southampton ASC, Hamilton Business 

Park, Botley Road, Hedge End, SO30 2JH which is planned for removal due to a notice to quit (NTQ) 

having been served on the operator to vacate that site. It is understood the Existing Site comprises a 

large (30m+) radio tower. There is a second, similar height tower next to it, understood to be shared 

by different networks to the Applicant. Photos of these two sites are included in the Appendices. We 

are not aware of any details having been provided to the Town Council on the timescale for the removal 

of the Existing Site. 

 

It is assumed that the second tower close to the Existing Site is also due to be removed, otherwise it 

would make sense to move the Appellant’s network apparatus from the Existing Site on that, second 

tower. However, very little is said about the loss of the Existing Site in the Application and the Appellant’s 

statement of case. The statement of case simply states “The proposed telecommunications installation is 

required to replace a nearby site, which is due to be removed, the site owner having served a notice to quit on 

the Appellant.” In its conclusion it also refers to a pending “hole” in radio coverage.    

 

Other than these references, there is no other detail on the loss of the Existing Site. No reference is 

made to the reason for the NTQ or the options to replace the Existing Site with one in the same 

immediate vicinity. With the loss of two large radio towers it would seem reasonable for the operators 

to fully consult with the LPA and the developer of the Existing Site to consider options to amalgamate 

their replacement coverage requirements into a single, shared site, possibly on the margins of the land, 

which is presumably being developed, resulting in the loss of the existing site. 

 

There is a lack of evidence and information on any other existing structures or buildings being properly 

considered as a replacement to the Existing Site. This includes joint approaches with other operators at 

risk of losing coverage to locate on a shared or existing structure or building. We have reviewed the 

Planning Authority’s Appeal Statement and considered the comments in that relating to site selection. 

Aside from the above, we have nothing further to add to that statement on the dismissal of alternative 

options to the Appeal Site.  
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3. The Drummond Centre 

The Appeal Site is designated highways land, located immediately outside the curtilage of the Drummond 

Community Centre in Hedge End. The Drummond Centre is owned by the Town Council and is available 

for hire by the general public for private events and parties. It is also used as a pre-school, branded as 

Little Drummers Pre-School. The pre-school manager describes it as a non-profit charity pre-school, 

run by a committee made up of past and existing parents1. They have offered high quality childcare and 

support for the children and families of Hedge End from the Drummond Community Centre for over 

30 years. Little Drummers operates from 0900 to 1530 Monday to Friday and hosts children from 2 

years of age to 4 years of age. 

 

Importantly, for the purposes of this Appeal, Little Drummers Pre-School is a school for the purposes 

of consultation in wireless network development and planning policy set out within the NPPF. It has not 

been properly consulted in the selection and proposed development of the Appeal Site. 

 

Little Drummers pre-school effectively rents the Drummond Centre from the Town Council, at a rate 

equating to approximately £28000 per year. Earlier this year the grounds of the Drummond Centre 

were proposed by the Appellant as the possible location for a temporary 5G mast site. A drawing of 

that temporary proposal is included in the appendices to this statement. The Town Council was 

extremely concerned at the approach from the Operator for such a site to be proposed for installation 

on its land. 

 

The Town Council was approached by the Appellant with a request to enter into a temporary licence 

to host the temporary site. The request included a veiled threat that if terms for a licence couldn’t be 

agreed the appellant would refer the matter to the Uppers [sic] Tribunal of the Lands Chamber and 

reserve the right to seek recovery of costs in such an eventuality. This is a heavy handed approach, 

showing a lack of proper consultation with the local community and stakeholders. 

 

Little Drummers Pre-school wrote to the Chair of the Town Council on 10 June 2025 in objection to 

that proposal stating “we cannot over emphasise the negative impact this proposed mast and compound could 

have on our pre-school business if it is allowed to be built.”  

 

The Appellant was subsequently informed of the likely loss of income by the Drummond Centre if the 

pre-school was to leave the premises. The temporary site application has since been withdrawn. The 

potential compensation arising from the loss of income by the Town Council was probably one of the 

factors in the decision to withdraw that application. However, the Town Council as the potential Site 

Provider is concerned that the application may be resurrected if a suitable coverage solution cannot be 

implemented by the Appellant before the Existing Site is switched off. Notwithstanding this, the 

unsuitability of the temporary site location and its likely impact on the pre-school should not be a reason 

to justify a slightly less intrusive monopole mast on the pavement outside the Drummond Centre. 

 

This approach and the fact that a design drawing was put together before the Town Council as a 

landowner/Site Provider was properly consulted about existing and alternative uses for the land under 

the temporary mast site shows an inadequate regard for the consultation process and proper 

consideration of site selection.  

 
1 Letter from Little Drummers Pre-school to Cllr Ron Nicholls 10/06/2025 
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4. Contravention of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”)  

The NPPF refers to supporting high quality communications infrastructure at Paragraphs 119 to 1232. At 

paragraph 122 it states applications for electronic communications development (including applications 

for prior approval under the General Permitted Development Order) should be supported by the 

necessary evidence to justify the proposed development, including the outcome of consultations with 

organisations with an interest in the proposed development, in particular with the relevant body where 

a mast is to be installed near a school or college [author’s emphasis] 

 

The Pre-school was apparently consulted about the subject application but the Appellant states they did 

not respond to that. No details of the consultation are immediately obvious in the Application or the 

Appellant’s statement of case. On the list of consultees in the Application “Little Drummers” is not 

listed. The claim in the Applicant’s supporting statement to have formerly consulted with the pre-school 

must therefore be questioned. However, it is possible the Pre-school, if it was formally notified of the 

application, has not properly distinguished between the proposed temporary site application and the 

subject Application. It wrote a strongly worded letter to the Chair of the Town Council objecting to the 

proposed temporary site. It may have considered that objection would also apply to the subject 

Application or it may have waited for a second consultation or notification to be provided to it relating 

to the subject Application, which never arrived.  

 

The Local Council was consulted as the recipient of the Application. As part of that it notified the Town 

Council as a statutory consultee to the prior approval application. The Town Council considered the 

application at  its highways and planning committee meeting. However this is a completely separate 

process to the Applicant’s requirement to notify the Town Council as the neighbouring landowner and 

community stakeholder and separate to a proper consultation with the pre-school as the Town Council’s 

“tenant” and occupier of the neighbouring land. 

 

Given the interest that the Appellant had in the Appeal Site and the Drummond Centre, we would have 

expected a much more formal consultation to have been held with the Town Council and Little 

Drummers Pre-school in accordance with the NPPF. There is a lack of evidence of any such consultation 

in the Application which is a clear contravention of policy as set out in the NPPF. 

 

 

  

 
2 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/10-supporting-high-quality-communications-
infrastructure 
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5. Contravention of Code of Practice for Wireless Network Development in England  

The site selection and consultation process is in contravention of the Code of Practice for Wireless 

Network Development in England3 (referred to as “the Code of Practice”). That states at Paragraph 25 

“Installation on existing buildings/structures: where possible, operators should look to use existing 

buildings/structures for hosting wireless infrastructure, to reduce the environmental impact of installation.” 

 

The Appeal Site is not an existing building or structure. There is a lack of evidence and information on 

any other existing structures or buildings being properly considered as a replacement to the Existing 

Site. This includes joint approaches with other operators at risk of losing coverage to locate on a shared 

or existing structure or building. 

 

Paragraphs 85 to 88 of the Code of Practice refer to Consultation with schools. Paragraph 85 states 

“Where it is proposed to install, alter or replace a base station in the vicinity of a school4 or college, operators 

should discuss the proposed development with the relevant body of the school or college before submitting an 

application to the local planning authority.” 

 

It goes on that operators should consult with the planning authority which schools and colleges should 

be consulted on a case by case basis and consider whether the site is on school or college grounds or 

on a main access point used by pupils or students at the school/college. At a minimum the operator 

should send a consultation letter or email to the school or college and that should be saved or referenced 

within any subsequent application. The outcome of such consultations should be included in the 

subsequent planning application. No such evidence of this consultation has been provided in the 

Application.  

 

  

 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/code-of-practice-for-wireless-network-development-in-england 
4 Code of Practice Footnote 44 states “A school is an institution providing education for children within the nursery (2-5), 

primary (5-11), and secondary (11-16) education ranges. A college of further education is an institution providing full or 
part-time education for students over the age of 16. This includes sixth form colleges (16-19).” 
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6. Conclusion 

For the following reasons, the Town Council respectfully requests that the appeal be dismissed: 

 

i). There is a lack of information on the requirement for the site. Very little information has been provided 

on the anticipated loss of the Existing Site including the timescale for that and the legal and commercial 

reasons behind the notice to quit the Existing Site;  

 

ii). No explanation has been provided on the existing tower close to the Existing Site and whether that is 

also at risk of removal. If so, more consultation should be held with the Planning Authority on how 

best to replace the coverage lost by a significant development that warrants the removal of two large 

radio towers; 

 

iii). There is a lack of evidence that a correct site selection and option dismissal procedure has been 

followed in line with local and national policy and the Code of Practice for Wireless Network 

Development; 

 

iv). The Appellant has not undertaken proper consultation or has inadequately consulted with local 

stakeholders and schools/colleges when selecting the Appeal Site as its chosen location. This is in 

contravention of national planning policy set out in the NPPF. It is also in contravention of the 

consultation requirements in the Code of Practice in Wireless Network Development in England;  
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APPENDICES 

Existing Site Photos © Google Earth 

 
Existing site (red arrow) taken from Hansen Gardens 

 

Existing Site 
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Existing site (red arrow) taken from Manaton Way 

  

Existing Site 
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Drawings of proposed temporary site at the Drummond Centre 














