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Agenda

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
(PUSH) Joint Committee

Date:

Time:

Venue:

Members:

Councillors

Chief Executives:

Nick Tustian
Peter Grimwood
Stuart Jarvis
Gill Kneller
David Williams
Sandy Hopkins
Roger Tetstall
Laura Taylor
John Metcalfe
Bob Jackson

Tuesday 05" February 2019

6:00pm

Sean Woodward (Chairman)

Gerald Vernon-Jackson (Vice Chair)

Guy Shepherd

Keith House

Stephen Philpott
Judith Grajewski
Michael Wilson

David Stewart

Edward Heron
Christopher Hammond
Nick Adams-King
Caroline Horrill

The Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fareham Borough Council

Authority Represented:

Fareham BC
Portsmouth CC
East Hampshire DC
Eastleigh BC
Gosport BC
Hampshire CC
Havant BC

Isle of Wight
New Forest DC
Southampton CC
Test Valley BC
Winchester CC

Authority Represented:

Eastleigh BC

Fareham BC

Hampshire CC

Havant BC & East Hampshire DC
Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC
Southampton CC

Test Valley BC

Winchester CC

Isle of Wight Council

New Forest DC



Co-opted Members Organisation Represented:

Paddy May Partnership for Urban South
Hampshire (PUSH)

Kevin Bourner Homes & Communities Agency

James Humphrys Environment Agency

Gary Jeffries Solent Local Enterprise Partnership

For further information please contact Democratic Services at
Fareham Borough Council Tel: 01329 824594
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk
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Apologies for Absence and Changes in Joint Committee Membership

To note any changes in membership for this meeting of the Joint Committee
made in accordance with Council procedure Rule 4.3

Minutes
To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 4" December 2018

Chairman’s Announcements

Declarations of Interest

To receive any declarations of interest from members, in accordance with the
Joint Agreement

Deputations

To receive any deputations of which notice has been lodged

PUSH Co-ordinators report

This represents an additional method for PUSH business to be reported to the
Joint Committee. The report provides an opportunity for issues which are
significant, but do not justify a full report in their own right, to be brought to the

attention of the Joint Committee for a decision. It will also provide updates from
the Delivery Panel Chairs

Capital and Revenue Budget Monitoring 2018/19 — Finance Interim
Revenue Budget 2019/20

To receive a report on the Capital & Revenue Budget 2019/20

Hampshire Housing Deal

A verbal update will be provided by Hampshire County Council

Business Plan for the Culture Creative Industries and Built Environment
Themed Panel 2019/20

To receive a report on the Business Plan for the Culture Creative Industries and
Built Environment Themed Panel 2019/20



10. Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy Guidance on Offsetting and
Mitigation Requirements

To receive the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy; Guidance on Mitigation
and Off-setting Requirements report

11. Implications of the revised NPPF for PUSH Position statement

To receive a report on taking forward work associated with the NPPF
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Minutes of the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
(PUSH) Joint Committee

Minutes of a meeting held on 04 December 2018
in the Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fareham

Members:

Councillors Sean Woodward
Ben Dowling
Keith House

Stephen Philpott
Judith Grajewski
Michael Wilson
Edward Heron
Nick Adams-King
Caroline Horrill

Chief Executives:

Peter Grimwood
Laura Taylor
Stuart Jarvis
Nick Tustian
Richard Crouch
Roger Tetstall
Sandy Hopkins
David Williams
Bob Jackson

Co-opted Members:
Paddy May
Stuart Baker

Authority Represented:

Fareham BC
Portsmouth CC
Eastleigh BC
Gosport BC
Hampshire CC
Havant BC
New Forest DC
Test Valley BC
Winchester CC

Authority Represented:

Fareham BC

Winchester CC

Hampshire CC

Eastleigh BC

Southampton CC

Test Valley

Havant BC & East Hampshire DC
Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC
New Forest DC

Organisation Represented:
PUSH
Solent Local Enterprise Partnership

For further information please contact Democratic Services at
Fareham Borough Council Tel: 01329 824594
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk
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APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Gerald Vernon-Jackson
(Portsmouth CC) with Ben Dowling deputising; Christopher Hammond
(Southampton CC) with Jacqui Rayment deputising and David Stewart (Isle of
Wight Council.

Chief Executive apologies were received from John Metcalfe (Isle of Wight
Council).

MINUTES

RESOLVED that the minutes of the PUSH Joint Committee meeting held on 15
October 2018 be confirmed as a correct record.

CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS

Petition

The Chairman announced that prior to the commencement of the meeting, he
had received a Petition from the Campaign for Rural England (CPRE). The
Petition comprises 13,586 signatures which is calling for the support of a South
Hampshire Green Belt.

The Chairman advised the meeting that given the number of signatures
reflecting the level of support, when considering the Green Belt item later, the
Committee would take the Petition into consideration.

Award

The Chairman announced that Bird Aware Solent, the Partnership initiative that
raises awareness of birds and is overseen by PUSH, had won two Awards for
environmental conservation at the Royal Town Planning Institute South East
annual awards.

The first award was presented in the category “Excellence in planning of the
natural environment” which had been award in recognition of work that helps to
protect iconic bird species. The Partnership also picked up the award for
overall regional winner. The Chairman gave his congratulation to Bird Aware
Solent.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest made at this meeting.



DEPUTATIONS

The Joint Committee received a deputation in relation to item 9 — Green Belt,
from Dee Haas, on behalf of the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE).

PUSH CO-ORDINATOR’S REPORT

The Joint Committee received a report from Paddy May, PUSH Co-ordinator,
which covered issues which are significant, but do not justify a full report to be
brought to the attention of the Joint Committee for decision or for information.

During the discussion on this item, Members asked for a presentation on the
Housing Deal to come to the next meeting.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for Information
outlined in Part B of the report.

PUSH BUDGET MONITORING REPORT

The Joint Committee received a report on the Capital and Revenue budgets.
This report provides an update on the progress to date for the current financial
year 2018/19.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTES the spend for the year to date
against the capital and revenue budgets for 2018/19, as set out in the report.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE REVISED NPPF FROM PUSH POSITION
STATEMENT

The Joint Committee received a report on the Implications of the Revised
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for the PUSH Position Statement.

During a debate on the item, Councillor Grajewski proposed that all Chief
Executive Officers be asked to work with the PUSH Officer Group to scope the
geographical footprint, with costings, and to bring a further report to the Joint
Committee on the outcome of this work, incorporating that:

a. PUSH JC asks the Chief Executive Officers to commission the Planning
Officer Group working with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Planning
Officers Group to prepare a further report on the scope of geographical
footprint options including a whole county and cities option and the likely
costs of such a piece of work;

b. a report be brought to the next JC with scope of geographical options and
the likely cost of this joint work to enable a considered decision to be
made; and
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c. PUSH JC authorises additional funding through reallocation of unallocated
balance sufficient to meet the cost of the additional work that will be
necessary to prepare a brief and cost estimate of such work including the
development of geographic footprint options.

During the debate, Members indicated that the work which will inform the
Statement of Common Ground must not be delayed.

Councillor Heron stated that the boundaries do not encompass all the New
Forest geography, in particular, the entire waterfront area.

The Chairman stressed that the work does need to proceed and that in terms of
commissioning the work there are options which the Joint Committee will
consider at the next meeting. The Chairman emphasised that those options
should include the core 6 Authorities (the original geography of PUSH); the core
6 Authorities plus the entire waterside area of the New Forest; the existing
PUSH boundary including the entire waterside area of the New Forest, the new
Solent LEP boundary and the Hampshire-wide boundary. This will ensure that
work can start moving, getting a Project Co-ordinator in place, alongside the
work being carried out to look at a variety of geographies.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:

(@) AUTHORISES the use of unallocated balances to enable the
commencement of the necessary work;

(b) BRINGS FORWARD to the next PUSH Joint Committee the budget report
proposals that would enable sufficient additional funding through re-
allocation and/or subscription to meet the cost of the additional work that
will be necessary; and

(c) AUTHORISES the commission of work looking at the core 6 Authorities
(the original geography of PUSH); the core 6 Authorities plus the entire
waterside area of the New Forest; the existing PUSH boundary including
the entire waterside area of the New Forest, the new Solent LEP boundary
and the Hampshire-wide boundary

GREEN BELT

At the request of the Chairman this item was brought forward on the agenda
and took place after the Deputation at item 5.

The Joint Committee received a report which sets out the background to Green
Belt, the impact of Green Belt designation and potential alternatives.

The debate continued with Councillor Grajewski also proposing an amendment
to the recommendation: “That the Joint Committee agrees that the rationale and
justification for an appropriate Green Belt designation be included as a core part
of any joint work taken forward under the Duty to Co-operate initiative”.
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11.

12.
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Following debate, and having been seconded by Councillor House, the
recommendation was agreed.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee AGREES that the rationale and
justification for an appropriate Green Belt designation be included as a core part
of any joint work taken forward under the Duty to Co-operate initiative.

BIRD AWARE SOLENT

The Joint Committee received a report setting out the Solent Recreation
Mitigation Partnership 2019/20 budget request which also highlighted the main
differences from the 2018/19 budget.

During discussion on this item, Members asked for more regular updates on
engagement levels to come to future meetings of the Joint Committee.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTES and ENDORSES THE Solent
Recreation Mitigation Partnership’s 2019/20 budget requests.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE STUDY

The Joint Committee received a report outlining a summary of the preparation
of the South Hampshire Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan 2018 which
will deliver the Green Infrastructure Strategy.

During debate on this item, Members indicated their feeling that the report was
not comprehensive enough in the information it provided. A proposal was made
that the Joint Committee do not agree to adopt the South Hampshire
Infrastructure Implementation Plan 2018 at this meeting and that this matter be
deferred for more comprehensive information to be included and the matter
brought back to the Joint Committee at a date to be determined in 2019.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee DEFER this item to a date to be
determined in 2019.

SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS FOR THE MUNICIPAL YEAR 2019/20

The Joint Committee received a report appending the schedule of 2019/20
dates for the PUSH Joint Committee meetings.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTES the dates on the schedule of
meetings for the municipal year 2019/20, as attached to the report at appendix
A.
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(The meeting started at 6:07pm and ended at 7:50pm).






Item 6

Report to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date: 05 February 2019
Report of: Paddy May, PUSH Coordinator

Subject: PUSH COORDINATOR'S REPORT

SUMMARY
The Coordinator's report provides an opportunity for issues which are significant, but
do not justify a full report in their own right, to be brought to the attention of the Joint

Committee for decision or for information. The report is divided into Parts A and B
accordingly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for Information
outlined in Part B of this report

[1]



PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION

There are no items for decision to report.

PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION

1) Solent LEP Leaders Forum

As part of the review of arrangements of the Solent LEP it has been agreed that a
new Leaders Forum will be set up. This forum will enable two-way conversations to
take place between the Solent LEP and the Leaders of all Solent LEP local
authorities as well as those that used be in the Solent LEP geography and that are
now part of the EM3 LEP geography. It is expected that the first meeting of this
forum will take place within the next 6 weeks.

2) Update from Planning and Infrastructure:

Bird Aware Solent

At the last PUSH Joint Committee (4.12.18) members had asked for regular updates
on engagements, the latest data is shown below.

The Bird Aware Solent Partnership has got off to a strong start to the Winter season,
with the Ranger team (1 Lead Ranger, 2 permanent Rangers and 3 Seasonal
Rangers) managing to complete the following in the period 15 Oct to 315t Dec 2018:

e Site Visits 395

e People interacted with on-site 7,527*

e Events 15

e People interacted with at events 874*

The Brand and Communications Lead is a relatively new post, having started with
the Partnership in July 2018. In this same period, the following has been achieved:

e % growth of social media followers on each platform
o Twitter — 135 — 15%
o Facebook — 60 — 10%
o Instagram — 70 — 25%
o Impressions (number of times seen on feeds) for each social media platform
o Twitter — 168.8k
o Facebook — An average reach of 254 per day
o Instagram — Information not available for this update, but will be
available for future updates
« Confirmation of monthly press release
o 1 per month
e The number of web stories uploaded?

[2]



o 4 added to ‘Partner News’
o 4 added to ‘News’
1 press release on ‘Partner news’ for external linking
e Number of posts on social media?
o Instagram stories - 163
Facebook - 61
o Twitter - 289

*These figures are mid-season estimates and may be subject to minor change one
full end of season reports are verified and available.

Water Management

The Second meeting of group was held on 4 December 2018.

Attendees included a representative from the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife
Trust. The Terms of Reference for the group were agreed and they included an
amended objective to influence water companies’ plans, and work with a wider group
of stakeholders. It was also agreed that the proposed ‘task and finish’ groups will not
be formal separate groups, but different work streams to be undertaken under the
auspices of the main group.

The aim will be to get as much information ready as possible by the second quarter of
2019 and a decision will be taken at this stage as to whether any external consultancy
work or expertise needs to be commissioned. One possible option would be for Natural
England to undertake the work on a chargeable basis. The priority is to address the
need to ensure compliance with Habitats Regulations and Water Framework Directive
for planned development already in the pipeline to 2025 (immediate development post
2020) and then to agree the way forward for Local Plans looking to mid-2030s. The
work will be taken forward alongside the PUSH Infrastructure / NPPF work.

Green Infrastructure

The Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan is being amended to reflect comments
made at the 4" December 2018 Joint Committee meeting. It should be ready for the
24 quarter of 2019 and will come back to a future Joint committee meeting.

Air Quality

The Air Quality working group has now been established and 2 meetings have taken
place and there are now agreed terms of reference. The purpose of the working group
is to develop an air quality toolkit document which can be used by each of the PUSH
authorities when discharging their planning functions. The aims of the work is to
mitigate air quality and proactively to stop new air quality management areas being
declared.

Southern England Local Partners (SELP)

The SELP Board has undertaken a review of the long-term sustainability of the
organisation and following an options appraisal has decided to dissolve the SELP

[3]



Partnership with effect from 15t April 2019. The current Level 3 membership which
allows PUSH members to access services will continue until 315t March 2019.

The budget report is seeking PUSH funding to help access the UK shared prosperity
fund which is due to replace EU funding.

3) Update from Energy and Green Economy

The Energy and Green Economy are still waiting for the LEP Energy Strategy to be
published. Once this is out the priorities can be known and the work can move forward.

4) Update from Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment
A full update report is part of the agenda for this meeting it is item 9.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for Information
outlined in Part B of this report

Background Papers:
e None

Reference Papers:
e None

Enquiries:

For further information on this report please contact:
Paddy May (PUSH Coordinator)

Tel. No. 023 9283 4020

E-mail: Paddy.may@portsmouthcc.gov.uk

[4]
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Report to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date: 05 February 2019

Report of: John Harrison, Interim Service Director — Finance &
Commercialisation, Southampton City Council

Subject: CAPITAL AND REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING 2018/19-
FINANCE INTERIM REVENUE BUDGET 2019/20

SUMMARY

This report provides an update for the Joint Committee on progress to date against the
approved revenue and capital programmes, including a forecast outturn for the current
financial year. This report also sets out the proposed interim revenue budget for
2019/20 and the proposed subscription for 2019-20.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Itis RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: -

a) NOTE the spend for the year to date against the revised revenue and capital
budgets and the forecast outturn for 2018/19, as set out in the report (tables 2
& 3);

b) APPROVE a carry forward of up to £94,000 to 2019/20 for the following forecast
revenue budget under spend in 2018/19: -

-Planning & Infrastructure: £50,000
-Energy & Green Economy: £44,000;

c) NOTE that the forecast under spend to be carried forward from the 2018/19
budgets into 2019/20 is provisional and may be subject to change when the final
outturn position for 2018/19 is known;

d) APPROVE the proposed interim revenue budgets for 2019/20, as set out in the
report (table 4);

e) AGREE that there should be a subscription as set out in paragraph 19 as a
contribution towards the budget requirement; and



f) AGREE whether we should look to review membership arrangements to take
account of the new LEP boundary arrangements which could have an impact
on future membership subscriptions.



4.

INTRODUCTION

This report provides an update for the Joint Committee on progress to date against the

approved revenue and capital programmes for the current financial year.

The report also sets out the proposed interim revenue budget allocations for the
financial year 2019/20 and proposed projects, together with an allocation for central
costs. This will form the basis for the final budget which the Joint Committee will be
asked to approve at its meeting in June when the final outturn for 2018/19 is confirmed.

RESOURCES

Table 1 below sets out the estimated PUSH resources available for 2018/19, together

with the funds that have been received as at the end of December 2018.

Table 1: Total Resources Available 2018/19 2018/19
Budget ACtPa'
received
Approved
Jun 18 to end
Dec 18
£000s £000s
Revenue Funds
Core funding (local authorities) - -
Return of funds - 1
Interest on balances 3 -
Underspend c/f from previous year 374 374
Sub-Total 377 375
Capital Funds
Local Growth Fund to support SRM Projects 615 615
Total Resources 992 990

The totals for capital and revenue resources are the control totals for the respective

budgets detailed below.



Table 2 Revenue

Revenue budget

Table 2 below, sets out the revised revenue budget for 2018/19.

The table also shows spend in the current financial year to the end of December 2018,
the forecast outturn for the year and an early indication any carry forward requests.

2018/19 2018/19 2018/19 2018/19  2019/20 2018/19

Allocations
Approved  Spend to Forecast Proposed Residual
Forecast Under/
Budget end Dec Carry under/
Outturn (Over)
18 Forward spend
Spend
£000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000
Planning & Infrastructure 50 50
Energy & Green Economy 44 35 9 9
Culture, Creative Industries
and the Built Environment 38 10 28 1 1
European Collaboration 7 7 7
Group
Core Projects & Central 75 29 75
Costs
Unallocated Balances 160 168
Total 374 46 363 20 20 0

Updates on the work of the delivery panels are included in the Co-ordinator’s report to
each of the Joint Committee meetings.

The Planning & Infrastructure Delivery Panel budget of £50,000 is to update and
implement the PUSH Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan amongst other work.

The Energy and Green Economy Delivery Panel budget is to fund £30,000 for
innovative energy storage projects and £14,000 for the Low Carbon Economy work
stream. Energy storage is a new work stream for the panel and the budget is to provide
funding for projects that could improve energy storage in the region. There are two
current projects, one at looking at using battery powered back-up generators rather
than diesel to open up potential income streams and help improve air quality, and
another investigating the feasibility of using new technology to combine solar and
battery storage in social housing. The Low Carbon Economy work stream funding of
£14,000 has been earmarked to support a project by Portsmouth University that will
further develop the network of low carbon companies in the area, support new
innovation and growth and aid inward investment through the provision of grants. This
funding will be spread over three years so there will be a request at the June Joint
Committee meeting to carry forward the remaining £9,000 to use in future years.

The Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment Delivery Panel budget
is to fund a business support pilot in Southampton (£20,000), contributions to Creative
Network South (£10,000) and the Solent Design Awards (£5,000). Only £10,000 of the
business support project and £4,000 of the Solent Design Awards budgets are forecast
to be spent but the end of the year so a carry forward request of £11,000 is likely to be
made in June when the final 2019/20 budget is approved.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The Solent EU Collaboration Group delivery panel continues to facilitate and work
jointly on activities pertaining to securing European funding opportunities on a Solent
wide basis. The budget of £7,000 is for an annual subscription to Southern England
Local Partners (SELP) which is a partnership of Local Authorities, Universities and
other public and private stakeholders from Southern England that seeks to enhance
understanding, opportunity and engagement in European affairs across Southern
England. With Brexit this organisation is being dissolved although there will be a
replacement to EU funding.

The Core Projects & Central Costs budget reflects commitments relating to staffing
costs and other ongoing revenue activities led by the PUSH central team.

The Unallocated Balance of £160,000 can be used to fund the budget in future
financial years or new projects as they arise. These are expected to increase by £8,000
in year for income received in relation through the planning and infrastructure panel.

CAPITAL BUDGET - LOCAL GROWTH DEAL

PUSH secured funding from the Solent LEP Local Growth Deal for projects to create
and enhance publically accessible greenspaces as part of the Solent Recreation
Mitigation Project (SRMP). A remaining balance of funding of £615,000 was carried
forward into 2018/19 and the specific project allocations are set out in table 3 below

During 2018/19 no claims have been received for expenditure incurred on the projects
during the year. The Horsea Island and Shoreburs Greenway projects are due to be
completed by March 19 and the land purchase for associated with the Hayling Island
project is also due to be made prior to the end of the year. This means that claims for
funding will be made by the responsible bodies in quarter 4. If the projects are not
completed by the end of the year, any remaining funding will be carried forward into
2019/20.

The Itchen Valley Country Park scheme was included in the approved budget in June
2018 however the scheme will not be undertaken and has been removed from the
budget. In July 2018 the LEP approved to the transfer of this budget to a project to
create a Brent Goose Refuge on Hayling Island, managed by Havant Borough Council

Table 3 Capital Allocations:

2018/19 2018/19  2018/19
Solent Recreation Mitigation project Revised In year
Approved Budget grant
bp Oct18 claimsto Forecast
Budget
end of Outturn
June 18
Dec
2018
£000s £000s £000s
Horsea Island, Portsmouth 269 269 269
Shoreburs Greenway, Southampton 121 121 121
Itchen Valley County Park, Eastleigh 225
Hayling Island Brent Goose Refuge, Havant 225 210
Total 615 615 0 600




16.

17.

18.

19.

2019/20 INTERIM BUDGET

Proposals for an interim budget are set out below for approval. A final budget for
2019/20 will be presented to the Committee in June. The proposed interim budget
provides the funding for central team costs (salaries, office costs, etc.) until 31 March
2020, and for initial allocations to Delivery Panels. Detailed budget allocations for the
rest of the year will be presented at the June Joint Committee meeting. This will take
account of both existing and new projects/activities which Delivery Panels deem are
priorities during 2019/20.

The most significant work that needs to be undertaken next year relates to the work
associated with the new NPPF. Whilst this work could be funded from a subscription,
with a lack of clarity about the geography that will be looked at, it is proposed instead
that this is funded by a specific levy to each authority that wishes to be a part of the
work. Whilst the costs could be significant (up to £250,000) there will still be
considerable efficiency savings in jointly commissioning this work. Outside the NPPF
work there is likely to be further work required to support planning work and so £20,000
has been allocated for this. Ignoring the proposed carry forwards, there is also £33,000
of new funding requests for projects in Culture, Creative Industries & Built Environment
along with £7,000 for the equivalent of SELP membership to ensure we are well placed
to take advantage of the new UK Shared Prosperity Fund and £75,000 for core
activities.

Table 4 Interim revenue allocations 2019/20 Budget
allocation
19/20
£000s
Planning & Infrastructure 20
Energy & Green Economy 0
Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment 33
Replacement of European Collaboration Group 7
Core Projects & Central Costs 75
Total 135
Funded by:
Unallocated balances 70.5
Partner contributions 64.5
Interest
Total 135

This arrangement would mean that the 2019/20 budget could be partially funded from
the unallocated balances with a partial subscription to allow for a reduced level of
unallocated balances to remain in place for future priorities

If the partial subscription was done on the same proportion as the previous full
subscription that was paid, this would result in the following subscription levels for each
local authority:

Southampton City Council £7,800
Portsmouth City Council £11,900
Hampshire County Council £17,500
Eastleigh Borough Council £3,700
Fareham Borough Council £3,700

6



Gosport Borough Council £2,500

Havant Borough Council £3,700
Test Valley Borough Council £1,200
Winchester City Council £600
East Hampshire District

Council £600
New Forest DC £2,500
IOW Council £8,800

20. With the revised geography for the Solent LEP now confirmed, it could be an
appropriate time to review membership arrangements for PUSH. The "part-in"
authorities from the current PUSH geography will no longer be part of the Solent LEP.
However, they will still have important links to the South Hampshire economic
geography and so they may wish to remain as Full Members of PUSH or PUSH may
decide that it would be appropriate to allow Associate Membership. These
arrangements would need to be developed with recommendations brought back to a
future Joint Committee and this may impact on future subscription levels.

CONCLUSION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: -

a)

b)

f)

NOTE the spend for the year to date against the revised revenue and capital
budgets and the forecast outturn for 2018/19, as set out in the report (tables 2
& 3);

APPROVE a carry forward of up to £94,000 to 2019/20 for the following forecast
revenue budget under spend in 2018/19: -

-Planning & Infrastructure: £50,000
-Energy & Green Economy: £44,000;

NOTE that the forecast under spend to be carried forward from the 2018/19
budgets into 2019/20 is provisional and may be subject to change when the final
outturn position for 2018/19 is known;

APPROVE the proposed interim revenue budgets for 2019/20, as set out in the
report (table 4);

AGREE that there should be a subscription as set out in paragraph 19 as a
contribution towards the budget requirement; and

AGREE whether we should look to review membership arrangements to take
account of the new LEP boundary arrangements which could have an impact
on future membership subscriptions.



Background Papers:
None

Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:

John Harrison, Interim Service Director  Jo Knight, Service Lead - Finance
— Finance & Commercialisation Business Partnering
T: 023 8083 4897 T: 023 8083 3159

E: john.harrison@southampton.gov.uk E: jo.knight @southampton.gov.uk



mailto:.john.harrison@southampton.gov.uk
mailto:jo.knight%20@southampton.gov.uk
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Update to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date: 05 February 2019

Update of: Stuart Jarvis, Director of Economy, Transport and Environment,
Hampshire County Council

Subject: HAMPSHIRE HOUSING DEAL

SUMMARY

The Government are looking to negotiate a number of Housing Deals with groups of
authorities who are able to offer increased housing delivery in return for some
financial and regulatory freedoms to aid the planning and delivery of new homes and
funding for associated infrastructure. The Government are keen to strike deals with
authorities that are prepared to work together at scale and which can deliver more
housing. Some initial discussions have been held with MHCLG on the potential for a
Hampshire Housing Deal and this item will provide Members with a verbal update on
the current state of the discussions with Government.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTE the information outlined in the
verbal update on the Hampshire Housing Deal.



Item 9
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Report to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire

Joint Committee Meeting

Date: 05 February 2019

Report of:  Charles Freeman, Co-ordinator for the Culture Creative Industries
Built Environment Themed Panel

Subject: BUSINESS PLAN FOR THE CULTURE CREATIVE INDUSTRIES
AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT THEMED PANEL 2019/20

SUMMARY

The Culture Creative Industries and Built Environment Theme Panel Business Plan
has in 2018-19 focused on Creative Industry Development, the renewal of guidance
relating to design in the built environment and the delivery of the Solent Quality Place
Awards.

This report provides an update on progress of the business plan and proposals for the
business plan for 2019-20.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Itis RECOMMENDED that the Joint Commitiee:-

a) NOTES Progress made by the Culture Creative Industries and Built
Environment Themed Panel in implementing its current work programme;

b) AGREE The proposed panel work programme for 2019/20. (Appendix 1); and

c) AGREE The panel budget for financial year 2019/20.
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INTRODUCTION

From its inception the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) has held
the belief that the future prosperity of South Hampshire is dependent on the areas
ability to attract talented individuals, entrepreneurs and investors. The culture,
creative industries and built environment panel was established to help the
Partnership ensure that the competitive advantage arising from the quality of
place, offered in South Hampshire is maximised. It is proposed that the 2019-
2020 theme panel work programme should include two strands. The first will relate
to the development of the creative economy; the second to the enhancement of
the quality of design in the built environment.

BACKGROUND

The Culture Creative Industries and Built Environment themed panel continues to
operate as a virtual group with its work steered by two sub-groups.

The Development of the Creative Economy - This work is led by Creative Network
South, which was established by PUSH in 2012 as a sector led network which is
now hosted by Hampshire Chamber of Commerce. Maureen Frost, Chief
Executive of Hampshire Chamber of Commerce is the current Chair of Creative
Network South.

Design in the Built Environment - This strand of work is led by the PUSH design
practitioners group made up of specialist design officers working for South
Hampshire Local Authorities, the current Chair is Charlotte Webb of Hampshire
County Council.

The work of the Panel is Coordinated by Charles Freeman who works on a
freelance basis.

The Work of Creative Network South

The PUSH work programme for 2018-19 stated that the priorities of Creative
Network South were to increase visibility of the creative sector, promote creative
enterprise, support skills and training initiatives and to build connectivity within the
sector. The following work has been undertaken to support the achievement of
these ambitions.

Visibility
In January 2018 Creative Network South published its Creative Industries
Declaration, this outlined the contribution of creative economy prosperity in the

Solent area. 750 copies so far have been distributed, copies are also
downloadable from the CNS website and PUSH website.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

A new The Creative Network South website was launched in April 2018. Over the
year Creative Network South has promoted over 20 events delivered by seven
partner organisations.

Creative Network South has also provided £500 sponsorship to support each of
four creative industries conferences: Creative Expo at Havant and South Downs
College, Venture Fest South at Winchester Guildhall, Film Expo South
Southampton and the Portsmouth Creative Industries Collaborative event.

Creative Network South has a monthly column in the Hampshire Business News,
it has published articles covering, apprenticeships, making money from music,
incubation of creative businesses, business support, and opportunities for women
to establish digital businesses.

Enterprise

The Creative Industries Declaration noted that the number of creative businesses
in the Solent area grew by a third to over 5 000 in the period 2010-2016. The
Panel and CNS has coordinated a range of activities to support creative enterprise.

In April 2018 Creative Growth Southampton was launched as a pilot project to
provide support for creative businesses.Creative Growth Southampton was SEED
funded with £20 000 PUSH money, which has been matched by funding from Arts
Council England secured by Culture Southampton, a further £10 000 of PUSH
money has been allocated for the continuation of Creative Growth Southampton
through calendar year 2019. The Partners supporting Creative Growth
Southampton included Southampton City Council, Solent University, Culture
Southampton, Hampshire Chamber of Commerce, The Solent Growth Hub, PUSH
and CNS.

To date over 100 individuals interested in developing creative businesses have
engaged with Creative Growth Southampton.

Four training events have been organised by Southampton Solent University, each
event has been attended by on average ten people. Culture Southampton has
organised four networking events on average 20 people attend the networking
events. Training and networking events are organised on alternate first Thursdays
of each month.

1-1 Mentoring - since launching in April, 15 businesses have received 1-1
mentoring, each business receiving on average four sessions.

South Hampshire Studio Providers Network - Creative Network South provides
support for the development of the Solent studio providers network, which is
coordinated by Portsmouth City Council. The studio providers network is made up
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of 17 artist studios providing affordable workspace and support to around 300
artists and designer makers.

Skills and Progression

17. Creative Network South has been working with the Youth Arts Development
agency Artswork to deliver a creative employment project, which includes the
delivery of workbased learning opportunities and apprenticeships.

18. Over the past two years Artswork has been working to deliver Arts Council project
in collaboration with Hampshire Chamber of Commerce to increase the take-up of
apprenticeships in the creative and digital sector and has included the delivery of
its own apprenticeship programme, which has reached each of the Arts Council
National Portfolio organisations in South Hampshire.

19. Artswork have also organised employer engagement at events, however, this is
an area which requires more work, the number of digital marketing apprenticeships
being delivered in Hampshire is still relatively modest. It is hoped in the future it
will be possible to work with the proposed apprenticeship hub so as to reduce the
risk to small employers who might consider taking on an apprentice.

Connectivity

20. CNS has a membership made up of universities, colleges, creative businesses
and creative industries support organisations. The network is an officially
recognised group affiliate to Hampshire Chamber of Commerce. The network
meets on a quarterly basis.

21. During the year CNS affiliated to the creative industries federation in order to
contribute to the development of national policy in relationship to the creative
economy.

22. CNS is working with Solent University to maintain a research network made up of
creative industry researchers across the four Hampshire Universities.

23. CNS supported research undertaken by the Southern Centre for Policy to review
collaboration within the culture sector across central southern England.

Work programme priorities for Creative Network South in 2019/20 — See
Appendix 1

24.0ver the coming year Solent LEP will develop the local industrial strategy for the
area. Given that creative industries declaration published by CNS in 2018 showed
that the creative and digital sectors are the fast growing segments of the Solent
Economy, and TECH Nation and NESTA identify nationally significicant digital tech
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

and creative clusters in the Solent area it is imperative the contribution of the
Creative and Digital economy is recognised in the Local Industrial Strategy. The
work programme priorities for CNS in the coming year therefore include:

Visibility

To work to ensure that the interests of the Creative and Digital Economy are
embedded in the Solent Local Industrial Strategy which is due to be prepared over
the next year.

Promoting a programme of creative industry events including Venture Fest South
2019, the DV Mission 48 hour film challenge 2019, Winchester design festival.

Preparing monthly articles for Hampshire Business News.

Publicising training and networking events directed toward creative businesses.
Enterprise

To continue the Creative Growth Southampton Programme through 2019-20.

To evaluate the lessons learned from Creative Growth Southampton and to
develop proposal for a continued programme of business support targeting
creative entrepreneurs covering all of the Solent LEP area with Hubs in
Portsmouth, Southampton and on the Isle of Wight, this will involve request for
funding to Arts Council and possibly Solent LEP.

To continue to support the development of the South Hampshire studio providers
network.

Skills and Progression

To explore how lessons learned from the joint Artswork Hampshire Business
Chamber of Commerce programme to support creative and digital apprenticeships
can be integrated into the work of the Apprenticeship Hub.

To work with the studio providers network to develop an initiative to provide
apprenticeships to support the work of emergent businesses based within creative
studios, initially in the Portsmouth area.

Design in the Built Environment

The work programme priorities for the design practitioners group in 2018-19 have
been:

a) To update PUSH design guidance

b) Managing the delivery of the Solent design awards
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35.

36.

Design Guidance - in 2016 the design practitioners group embarked on a project
to update PUSH design guidance (first prepared in 2010) by preparing a series of
design bulletins covering use of materials and surfaces, Layout and Connectivity,
use of trees on new developments, and parking in residential areas. These design
bulletins have been drafted in house by Eastleigh Borough Council and were due
to be published in March 2018.

However following consultation with Hampshire County Council Highways
Department it was decided it would be appropriate to delay the publication so that
this work could be integrated with work being undertaken in preparation for
Hampshire County Councils New Highways Development portal. This portal will
go live in early 2019. Work is now being undertaken to ensure the design bulletins
are compatible with guidance included on the portal. In particularly it is a priority
that the design guidance is consistent with Hampshire County Council Policy
relating to the adoption of highways on new developments. The design bulletins
will therefore also be released early 2019.

Design Awards - since 2010 PUSH has run the Solent Design Awards every two
years. The awards to celebrate best practice in relation to design in the built
environment.

In 2018 the Quality Place practitioner group sought to attract external sponsorship
for the design awards, in previous years this was achieved successfully however
on this occasion this was not possible.

37. The design practitioners have therefore decided to use the existing PUSH budget

to deliver the awards on an in-house basis and use the judging process as a
professional development opportunity. At present it is proposed that after the
judging the awards will be announced and publicised. At present it is not proposed
to hold an awards evening. The practitioners would however wish to explore
opportunities to combine the announcement of the awards with other
complementary award presentations taking place in the Solent Area.

38.In previous years winners have been prominent local buildings.

Design Award winner Peoples vote
2010 The University of Portsmouth Library
2012 Forest Park School Totten Sea City - Southampton

2014 St Alphege Building- University The Mary Rose Museum
of Winchester
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2016 Symonds Close Winchester The Dancing man Brewery
Southampton

39.The quality Place Practitioners have decided this year more emphasis should be
put on place rather than just a building.The awards have therefore been renamed
the Solent Quality Place Awards.

The timetable for the awards will be as follows:

¢ Nominations for the awards will open February 2019
e A sshort list will be identified in March 2019

e Voting for the peoples vote award will takeplace in April and May

e Judging will takeplace in June 2019

e The winners will be announced in July 2019.
Support for Panel

40.Charles Freeman provides ten days support for the work of the panel and twenty
days support for the work of Creative Network South.

Budget
41.The panel has requested the following budget allocation for 2019-20:

Creative Industries Business Support - £20 000 Plus £10 000 carry forward from
2018-19.

42.Funding to continue Creative Growth Southampton through 2019 has been
secured by Culture Southampton from Arts Council England.

43. To facilitate the next phase the programme, which will be designed to support
creative businesses across the PUSH area but with a particular focus on
Southampton, Portsmouth and the Isle Wight, it is proposed that £10 000 from the
current year should be combined with the requested budget of £20 000 so that
funding applications can be assembled to secure the delivery of a programme
which will run from 2020 -2022.

44.Creative Network South - £10 000 is requested to continue the work of Creative
Network South.
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45.Quality Place Practitioners - £0 - no additional funds have been requested for
this element of the work programme. A potential Carry Forward of £1k is requested
as some costs associated with design award may fall into financial year 2019-20.

46.Support for the panel- £2 500 is requested to cover costs associated with
supporting the work of the panel.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Itis RECOMMENDED that the Joint Commitiee:-

a) NOTES Progress made by the Culture Creative Industries and Built
Environment Themed Panel in implementing its current work programme;

b) AGREE The proposed panel work programme for 2019/20. (Appendix 1); and

c) AGREE The panel budget for financial year 2019/20.

Background Papers: none
Reference Papers: Appendix 1

Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:-

Charles Freeman
Telephone:07970 822380

Email: charlesgjfreeman@outlook.com
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Appendix 1

1. Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment Revised Business Plan 2019-20

11

1.2.

. From its inception the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) has held the belief

that the future prosperity of South Hampshire is dependent on the areas ability to attract
talented individuals, entrepreneurs and investors. The Culture, Creative Industries and Built
Environment Panel was established to help the Partnership ensure that the competitive
advantage arising from the quality of place, offered in South Hampshire is maximised.

The 2019-2020 theme panel work programmes includes two strands: the development of
the creative economy; and the enhancement of the quality of design in the built
environment.

The Creative Economy in South Hampshire generates £1.5b GVA, employs approximately
40,000 people, and sustains over 5 600 businesses. Since 2010 employment in the sector
has grown by 30%.

In 2012 PUSH launched Creative Network South (CNS) with support from the four South
Hampshire Universities, Creative Industry Development Agencies and local businesses. In
2015 PUSH agreed to work in partnership with Hampshire Chamber of Commerce to
promote the development of the creative economy. Hampshire Chamber of Commerce are
now the host organisation and budget holder for CNS. In November 2017 Maureen Frost
Chief Executive of Hampshire Chamber of Commerce took over as Chair of CNS.

In 2019-20 the Business Plan priorities for CNS fall under 4 headings.

Visibility

To work with Solent LEP to ensure the needs of the Creative and Digital Economy are
embedded in the Local Industrial Strategy for the Solent Area.

To maintain the Creative Network South website to disseminate information relating to the
work of CNS and the development of the creative economy in and around South Hampshire.
To produce monthly articles for Hampshire Business News.

To promote events that contribute to the development of the creative economy in South
Hampshire, in 2019 these will include Venture Fest South, the DV Mission 48 hour film
challenge and Winchester Design Festival.

Enterprise

To maintain a close working partnership with the Solent Growth Hub, and navigators
supporting creative and digital businesses.

To continue to support the creative growth Southampton programme through 2019-20.

To evaluate the lessons learned from Creative Growth Southampton and to develop proposal
for a continued programme of business support targeting creative entrepreneurs across the
Solent area with hubs in Portsmouth, Southampton and the Isle of Wight. This will involve
request for funding to Arts Council England and possibly Solent LEP.

To continue support of the South Hampshire studio provider's network.
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Skills and Progression

e To explore how lessons learned from the joint Artswork, Hampshire Chamber of Commerce
programme to support creative and digital apprenticeships can be integrated into the work of the
Apprenticeship Hub.

e To work with the studio provider's network to develop an initiative to provide apprenticeships to
support the work of emergent businesses based within creative studios, initially in the Portsmouth
area.

Connectivity

e To run four CNS meetings during the course of the year.
e To support the development of the CNS research Network.
o To develop CNS relationship with creative industry federation and digital south.

1.3 Design in the Built Environment

A major priority for the panel has been to support PUSH partner Local Authorities in promoting the
design quality on new developments in South Hampshire. This work is led by the PUSH quality place
practitioners’ group, which is made up of design officers working within Partner Local Authorities.
Achievements include; Leaders of all the PUSH local Authorities signing the PUSH design charter, the
preparation of the PUSH quality place design guidance, and the running of the biannual PUSH design
awards.

Business Plan priorities for 2017-18 are: -

e To deliver 4 design bulletins to support the use of the PUSH design Guidance.
e To deliver the 2019 Design Awards

Resource allocation for 2019-20

Revenue Project activity £000
Delivery Panel Support 2.5
Creative Network South 10
Southampton Creative Business Support Pilot 20 + 10 carry forward from 2018-19
Design in the Built Environment/ Design Awards 0 + 1 Carry Forward from 2018-19
Total £42.5







Item 10

Report to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date: 05 February 2019

Report of: Rachel Jones, Lead Advisor Sustainable Development, Natural
England

Subject: SOLENT WADERS AND BRENT GOOSE STRATEGY GUIDANCE

ON OFFSETTING AND MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

SUMMARY

The Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) aims to protect the network
of supporting habitat to the Solent Special Protection Areas. This land contributes
significantly to the intrinsic value of the Solent landscape.

The SWBGS has been recently reviewed with new maps and site classifications.
Recent survey work has been undertaken to update the evidence base and reduce
the uncertainty of the importance of different sites within the network.

There is also new guidance on mitigation and offsetting requirements should
supporting habitat come forward for development. Whilst it is preferred that these
sites are avoided in the first instance, we have recognised the significant
development pressure in the region and have set out a pragmatic way forward to
secure a network of permanent bird reserves.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the Solent Waders and Brent
Goose Strategy Guidance on Offsetting and Mitigation Requirements.
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INTRODUCTION

1.

The Solent landscape, which also includes its internationally recognised
wildlife, significantly contributes to the high socio-economic importance of the
region; making it an attractive place to live, work and visit. The diverse
interests of the region add to the complexity for land-use planning and one
area of complexity is the pressure of new housing on the international nature
conservation sites — the Special Protection Areas and the supporting habitat.

Supporting habitat is land outside of the designated area that is protected
under the Habitats Regulations! due to the fundamental role it plays in
supporting the overwintering birds. In the Solent, the supporting habitat is
often agricultural land or recreational areas that are under significant
development pressure.

The Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) aims to protect this
network of supporting habitat, primarily from land take due to the pressure of
new housing. The Strategy has been developed by a partnership Steering
Group that includes Natural England, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife
Trust (HIWWT), County Ecologists, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
(RSPB) and East Solent Coastal Partnership (ESCP). It covers non-
designated sites.

It is separate to the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership’s Bird Aware
Solent Definitive Strategy? which refers to the designated SPA sites and sets
out a strategic approach to mitigate the additional recreational visits arising
from planned housing.

The SWBGS has been recently reviewed with updated maps and new site
classifications. There is also new guidance on mitigation and offsetting
requirements should supporting habitat come forward for development. The
new guidance sets out a pragmatic way forward with the aim of securing a
network of permanent bird reserves whilst releasing other land for
development. The full guidance is included in Appendix 1.

BACKGROUND

6.

The Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy is a conservation partnership
project. The first Strategy was published in 2002, with updates in 2010 and
2016. Originally there was limited evidence and data for the supporting habitat.
Some sites were identified as important, but a large number of sites were
classified as uncertain. This led to delays in the planning system as three
years of data was required for each uncertain site.

To address this uncertainty, a further update of the Strategy is being
undertaken with new data issued to local planning authorities. This is following
detailed survey work completed over the last three years. It provides the
evidence base for the mitigation and offsetting guidance and allows the sites

1 The Conservation of Habitats and Species and Planning (Various Amendments) (England and Wales)
Regulations 2018
2 www.birdaware.org
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to be classified in accordance to their importance. The Strategy will be
reviewed every 5 years in line with the SWBGS Project Reports, or ad hoc, if
required due to changes to evidence and legislation.

MITIGATION AND OFFSETTING GUIDANCE

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The new Guidance on Mitigation and Offsetting Requirements has been
prepared by the SWBGS Steering Group in consultation with the local planning
authorities. The approach is set out in full in Appendix 1. Whilst it is preferred
that sites in the network are avoided in the first instance, an offsetting
approach has been developed to address the significant housing pressure in
the region.

The Mitigation and Offsetting Guidance addresses direct impacts to supporting
habitat eg land take, as well as indirect effects to sensitive sites such as
increased recreational pressure and access or overshadowing and lighting
from new buildings.

Supporting habitat is classified according to its use by SPA birds and its
importance within the network. The level of offsetting and mitigation required
depends on the site’s importance and the nature of the impact e.g. direct loss
of the site or indirect effects.

The site classifications, in order of importance, are:

Core Areas

Primary Support Areas
Secondary Support Areas
Low Use

Candidate sites.

The principles of the mitigation guidance are to maintain a network of sites
across the region by protecting key sites and enhancing other sites to create a
permanent network.

Core Areas are essential to the network and should be protected on the long
term. For many Core Areas, lack of alternative sites make it difficult to replace
sites and ensure the critical importance of the network is maintained. However,
in a few cases, offsetting may be possible providing an offsetting site is close
enough to replace ecological function and managed as a permanent bird
reserve by a nature conservation body or local planning authority.

Primary Support Areas make an important contribution to the network and
should be protected. However, there may be opportunities to offset with the
provision of new permanent bird reserves, managed by a nature conservation
body or local planning authority. The suitability of the offsetting site will be
considered on a case-by-case basis.

Secondary Support Areas provide a supporting function to the Core and
Primary network but are generally used less frequently by the SPA birds.
There may be scope for a more flexible approach to the offsetting site, with the
option for compensation funding towards enhancing the wider network.
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16.

17.

Low Use sites have the potential to support the existing network and offer
future resilience to the network. There is the option of providing an offsetting
site or the option of proportional compensation funding.

Candidate sites have records of large numbers of waders or Brent geese, but
these have been recorded less than 3 times and further surveys are necessary
to determine the classification of the site. It is likely that these sites will fall into
the higher use categories, for example Core Area, Primary Support Area and
Secondary Support Area.

LOCAL PLAN PROCESS

18.

19.

20.

The guidance provides a framework for mitigation and offsetting that can be
used if sites come forward for development, either through the local plan
process or from speculative developers. Each development proposal will be
examined by Natural England and the Local Planning Authorities (LPA) on a
case by case basis including assessment under the Habitats Regulations.

It is the preferred approach that acceptable schemes affecting the most
valuable sites should come forward through the local plan process. This will
ensure an early assessment of viable offsetting areas and consider how the
necessary management can be secured and delivered upfront. A local
planning authority could adopt a habitat banking approach to release potential
sites provided that the detailed criteria can be met.

Joint working between the local planning authority, Natural England and
Steering Group and applicant is advised in all cases. However, it is ultimately
the applicant’s responsibility to identify and secure viable replacement sites for
the loss of any non-designated wader and Brent goose sites. Natural England
and the Steering Group are very keen to work with local planning authorities
and to help throughout this process.

CONCLUSION

21.

The new SWBGS strategy and guidance aims to secure a network of
permanent reserves across the Solent. It is Natural England’s view that this
approach not only meets the legal requirements to protect the birds, but also
secures biodiversity and environmental gain. It will protect and enrich the
unique and highly valued Solent landscape and improve the quality of the
Solent’s natural capital, leading to associated socio-economic and well-being
benefits.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the Solent Waders and Brent
Goose Strategy Guidance on Offsetting and Mitigation Requirements.
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Appendices:

Appendix 1 - Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy — Guidance on Mitigation
and Offsetting Requirements Final Report October 2018

Background Papers:

Further background information is available on the Solent Waders and Brent Goose
Strategy website including earlier strategies and the recent project reports.

https://solentwbgs.wordpress.com/paqge-2/

Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:-
Rachel Jones, Lead Advisor, Natural England

T: 07717 808691
E: Rachel.Jones2@naturalengland.org.uk
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Final Report October 2018

Produced by the SWBGS Steering Group, which includes representatives from wildlife and
conservation organisations, with funding received from local planning authorities and other
organisations including:

Chichester District Council, Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Eastleigh Borough Council,
Fareham Borough Council, Gosport Borough Council, Hampshire Ornithological Society, Havant
Borough Council, Isle of Wight Council, New Forest District Council, New Forest National Park,
Portsmouth City Council and Southampton City Council
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Final Report October 2018

Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy
Guidance on Mitigation and Offsetting Requirements

Introduction

1. The Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) aims to protect the network of
non-designated terrestrial wader and brent goose sites that support the Solent Special
Protection Areas (SPA) from land take and recreational pressure associated with new
development. The preferred approach is for development to be located outside the network
of sites. However, this document outlines the mitigation and offsetting requirements to
inform assessments of plans and projects made under the Habitats Regulations and to
protect the network should sites come forward for development.

2. The terrestrial wader and brent goose sites are located on land that falls outside of the
Solent SPAs boundaries. However, as this land is frequently used by SPA species
(including qualifying features and assemblage species), it supports the functionality and
integrity of the designated sites for these features. This land will contribute to the
achievement of the SPAs’ conservation objectives and is therefore protected in this context.
This land supports the ecological network by providing alternative roosting and foraging
sites.

3. A framework for guidance on mitigation and offsetting requirements has been prepared by
the SWBGS Steering Group! to achieve the long-term protection of the wider brent goose
and wader network of sites. The network extends across a number of local planning
authority boundaries in Hampshire, the Isle of Wight and Sussex. This network is under
pressure from the growth planned in this area and formal guidance was considered
necessary to define an approach for the non-designated sites.

4. The level of mitigation and offsetting required is dependent on the importance of the site
within the ecological network and how these non-designated sites support the wider
designated Solent SPA network.

5. This framework has been agreed by the SWBGS Steering Group. It will be reviewed every
5 years in line with the SWBGS Project Reports, or ad hoc, if required due to changes to
evidence and legislation. Whilst it provides guidance, each development proposal will be
examined by Natural England and the Local Planning Authorities (LPA) on a case by case
basis including assessment under the Habitats Regulations?, and it is recommended that
early discussions are held with Natural England through their Discretionary Advice Service®
(DAS) and the relevant LPA to ensure appropriate mitigation and offsetting schemes are
designed.

6. This guidance relates to non-designated sites in Hampshire, the Isle of Wight and Sussex.
It is separate to the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership’s Bird Aware Solent Definitive
Strategy* which refers to the designated SPA sites and sets out a strategic approach to
mitigate for the recreational visits arising from planned housing.

! The Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy Steering Group includes representatives from the Hampshire and Isle of
Wight Wildlife Trust, Natural England, RSPB, Hampshire County Ecologists and East Solent Coastal Partnership

2 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (or ‘the Habitats Regulations 2017’)

3 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-proposals

4 www.birdaware.org
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Site Classification

7. The non-designated sites are classified as Core Areas, Primary Support Areas, Secondary
Support Areas, Low Use and Candidate Sites and a map of sites can be viewed here. Sites
have been classified based on the following criteria:

e Core Areas: All sites that were identified as having:

o ahetwork value — this relates a site’s importance to a network
score for birds moving to and from the intertidal areas to inland
sites, and between inland sites. This identified two types of site:
those that function as ‘hubs’, with connections to lots of other
sites, and those that function as ‘bottlenecks, linking two areas of
the network together

o and/or the max score of 7 in 3 metrics (GB Importance, SPA
Importance and SPA Assemblage — see Appendix 1 for details),

o and/or sites that have a max count of bird use of 1000 or more.

e Primary Support Areas:
o Sites that score 3-6 in the 3 metrics (GB Importance, SPA
Importance and SPA Assemblage — see Appendix 1 for details)

e Secondary Support Areas:
o Sites that score 1-2 (GB Importance, SPA Importance and SPA
Assemblage — see Appendix 1 for details),
o and/or have max counts of 100 plus birds for any species

e Low Use:
o Sites that have records of birds but in low humbers (score 0)

e Candidate sites:
o Sites that have records of high numbers of birds (max count
equal to or greater than 100) and/or a total score equal to or
greater than 1 but have less than 3 records in total.

8. Further details of the site classification methodology are included in Appendix 1 and the
detailed methodology is set out in the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy 2019
Interim Project Report: Year One®.

Reclassification

9. If site classification, and the associated level of mitigation or offsetting requirements, is
disputed, reclassification of a site will be considered if confirmed by 3 consecutive years of
survey to the agreed survey methodology under appropriate habitat management
conditions for waders and / or brent goose usage throughout the survey period.

10. The Solent waders and brent goose network is regularly monitored and new evidence is
continually submitted by surveyors which provides the knowledge base and evidence to
support the Strategy. Continual review is necessary to ensure the Strategy is up-to-date.
New evidence and survey data will be regularly analysed as part of the Strategy and
reclassification of sites may result. There may also be cases where the site classification
boundary is disputed, for example due to mapping errors. In these instances, the site
boundary will be examined on a case by case basis and may be amended if supported by
site visits and ecological surveys, as necessary. The latest survey data and site

5 https://solentwbgs.wordpress.com/page/
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classification can be obtained from the Hampshire Biodiversity Information Centre® and the
Isle of Wight Records Centre’.

Special Sites

11. The aim of the Strategy is to ensure that the current geographical spread of sites across the
network is maintained and enhanced. In order to achieve this, there is scope for the
strategy to identify a number of special sites. These are sites that are considered more
important than the statistical analysis would suggest as their locality contributes significantly
to maintaining a cohesive and resilient ecological network spread across the geographical
range. For example, if there is a Secondary Support Area inland from an adjacent Core
Area, and the Core Area is low-lying and at risk from sea level rise, there may be a case to
raise the importance of the Secondary Support Area to a Primary Support Area. In this
case, there is a risk that the Core Area will be lost over time and the Secondary Support
Area would become more important to the SPA birds in the future. In order to safeguard
this alternative resource and ensure resilience within the network, there may be a case to
raise the importance of the Secondary Support Area to Primary Support Area.

12. A set system will be put in place to identify and agree sites with special status. This system
will set out the qualification criteria for special sites, in a process similar to the designation
of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and Local Nature Reserves. The
organisations involved will include the local planning authorities, Natural England,
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust and the RSPB and will meet on an ad hoc basis.
A list of designated special sites will be included on the Solent Waders and Brent Goose
Strategy website supported by a list of sites that have been considered but rejected, with
justification. Sites can be recommended for inclusion by local planning authorities and the
Steering Group.

6 https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/environment/biodiversity/informationcentre
7 http:/fwww.wildonwight.co.uk/Irc/
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Mitigation and Offsetting Requirements
Core Areas

13. The Core Areas are considered essential to the continued function of the Solent waders
and brent goose ecological network and have the strongest functional-linkage to the
designated Solent SPAs in terms of their frequency and continuity of use by SPA features.
Securing the long term protection and appropriate management of the Core Areas is a key
objective for the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy.? The unmitigated loss of these
sites would impact on the integrity of the SPA over the long term. For clarity, it is
recommended that the Core Areas will be identified for protection by policy within the
relevant Solent local authority Local Plans.

14. For many of the Core Areas, the lack of opportunities, eg alternative sites in close proximity
to the SPA, will make it difficult to replace sites in a suitable location to ensure the critical
importance of these sites within the ecological network is maintained. Elsewhere, where
sufficient suitable and appropriately located land is available the provision of a suitable
alternative site(s) may be possible. If this is the case, an assessment of replicability will
need to be undertaken through discussions with Natural England and the Local Planning
Authority. This assessment should determine the ecological function of the Core Area by
firstly examining site classification criteria and ensuring any alternative offsetting areas can
replicate this ecological function. For example, for sites with network value the assessment
should examine whether the site is a hub or a bottleneck and how the offsetting site can
replicate and enhance this function. Where sites support an assemblage of species, the
ecological function of each species will need to be replicated at any offsetting site. Viable
alternative sites should be discussed with the Steering Group, and via Natural England’s
DAS, at the earliest opportunity.

15. Where impacts cannot be avoided, any risk of potential damage to or deterioration of the
integrity of the Core Areas will be considered likely to have a significant effect on the SPAs
and should be subject to an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations in
order to ascertain whether an adverse effect on the site integrity can be excluded.

16. Development that would result in impacts to a Core Area will therefore need to be carefully
assessed on a case-by-case basis. In order for such developments to demonstrate no
adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA(s) then, as a minimum, the full criteria for the
replacement of Primary Support Areas (criteria A to | in following section) must be met
along with the following additional requirements:

e A suitable replacement site of an equal, or in some circumstances greater, size and
guality must be provided in close enough proximity to the Core Area affected to fully
replace its ecological function.

e The freehold or long term lease (in perpetuity®) of the replacement site must be passed
to an appropriate conservation body, or the LPA, in a suitable condition and managed in
perpetuity as a nature reserve for waders and / or brent geese.

Primary Support Areas

17. The Primary Support Areas are land that, when in suitable management, make an
important contribution to the function of the Solent waders and brent goose ecological
network. However, it is generally considered that, where on-site avoidance or mitigation
measures are unable to manage impacts, there may be opportunities for the loss or

8 https://solentwbgs.wordpress.com
9 Please note that the term ‘in perpetuity’ is defined in this document to be a minimum of 80 years.
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18.

19.

damage to these areas to be offset by the provision of new sites to ensure a long term
protection and enhancement of the wider wader and brent goose ecological network.

The options for offsetting impacts on Primary Support Areas will be considered on a case-
by-case basis and will be subject to ensuring the continued ecological function of the wader
and brent goose sites is maintained and enhanced i.e. ensuring that there are significant
net benefits to the wader and brent goose ecological network through the creation and on-
going management of replacement (offsetting) sites. This may be a site identified within the
Strategy provided there is sufficient scope for enhancing and securing its function within the
wader and brent goose ecological network, or a site that if brought into appropriate
condition has the potential for future use.

There will be a requirement for the offsetting area to fulfil the same special contribution and
particular function of the areas lost or damaged for the same species of birds. The
appropriateness of any offsetting areas in respect of fulfilling the required ecological
function will be judged against the following criteria, ranked in order of importance:

A. Habitat Type — the proposed offsetting site must support habitats, or be suitable for
recreating habitats that provide the same, or enhanced, ecological function as those
that are to be lost or damaged.

B. Disturbance — the ecological function of an offsetting site is likely to be seriously
undermined if subject to regular disturbance from recreational use and unmanaged
public access. The appropriateness of the location of the offsetting site and the
proposed measures to prevent indirect effects will need to be fully assessed.

C. Area of habitat — where the replacement habitat would be of equal ecological quality
the area required should be of a similar extent to the site being lost or damaged.
There may be situations however, where a greater area is required when habitat
created may be of poorer quality to that lost or damaged, or there is a high level of
risk involved. Similarly, if significant ecological enhancements are possible that
increase the carrying capacity of the replacement site above that of the Primary
Support Area affected then a smaller area of replacement habitat might be
acceptable. This might include the partial loss of a Primary Support Area providing
the remainder can be made significantly improved in habitat quality with long term
management so as to provide for a greater capacity for the target species than the
original site. In all such cases the test will be to ensure the replacement habitats
provide a clear and permanent net gain for the target species.

D. Timing and availability of habitat — operational at the time it is required. Essentially,
‘in time’ to offset the adverse effects which are being addressed, with evidence to
show it is functioning and readily available to SPA birds prior to any loss or damage
to the original site.

E. Geographic location — for ecological reasons of structure and function it is
considered appropriate for the offsetting habitat to be provided as close to the
original site as practicable.

The solution should also be capable of being:
F. Validated in respect of achieving its ecological function / purpose; and

G. Monitored for effectiveness; and

H. Adapted to adjust to unfolding circumstances in future management; and
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20.

21.

22.

23.

I. Resilient in the face of predictable future pressures such as natural population
fluctuations and climate change.

The land will need to be restored to a suitable condition and managed specifically for the
waders and / or geese, ideally as a nature reserve owned or leased by LPA or NGO partner
(or similar stable management body such as Land Trust) in perpetuity.

The management of the land must be set out in an agreed costed management and
monitoring plan and sufficient funds provided to the agreed manager of the site to cover full
costs in perpetuity. The preferred approach to secure long term funding for all offsetting
areas is to provide an endowment whereby the interest is used for on-going management.
This approach secures long term funds in perpetuity.

Given the difficulty of 1) justifying the need for a scheme and 2) providing the appropriate
level of mitigation up front (ie making the offsetting area available prior to the loss or
damage to the original site), it is the preferred approach that acceptable schemes affecting
Primary Support Areas should come forward through the local plan process. This will
ensure an early assessment of viable offsetting areas and consider how the necessary
management can be secured and delivered upfront. A local planning authority could adopt
a habitat banking approach to release potential sites provided that the above criteria can be
met.

Joint working between the local planning authority, Steering Group and applicant is advised
in all cases. However, it is ultimately the applicant’s responsibility to identify and secure
viable replacement sites for the loss of any non-designated wader and brent goose sites.

Secondary Support Areas

24,

25.

26.

27.

The Secondary Support Areas offer a supporting function to the Core and Primary Support
ecological network, but are generally used less frequently by significant numbers of SPA
geese and waders. These sites become important when wader or brent goose populations
are higher or when the habitat is in suitable management. In-combination, these sites are
essential to secure a long term, permanent network as this ensures a geographical spread
of sites across the wider ecological network, thereby meeting the needs of each discrete
subpopulation. The Secondary Support Areas network also provide suitable and favoured
sites in years when the population includes high numbers of juveniles, as well as ensuring
future resilience.

Loss of or damage to Secondary Support Areas should be discouraged, and on-site
avoidance and mitigation measures considered wherever possible. However, where
impacts cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated on-site, there may be scope for a more
flexible approach to offsetting the impacts to these sites, provided the continued ecological
function of the network is maintained and significant enhancements additionally delivered,
for example by improved long term management.

There is a preference for some on-site provision to maintain a network of sites across the
region. The loss of secondary sites could be offset on a like-for-like basis within the locality,
similar to the replacement of Primary Support Areas. As Secondary Support Areas are
generally utilised less frequently than Core Areas or Primary Support Areas (usually due to
less optimal management, crop rotation patterns or disturbance), it may also be acceptable
for replacement habitats to be located at a greater distance from the current sites, provided
that the location is appropriate for the discrete subpopulation.

In addition, if Secondary Support Areas are currently available on crop rotation, it may be
acceptable to take account of the value of providing permanent optimal waders / brent
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goose conditions equivalent to the current resource, as determined on a case-by-case
basis.

28. It is expected that in most cases the loss, or partial loss, of Secondary Support Areas will
be offset by the provision of suitable replacement habitats which are supported by an
agreed costed habitat management plan and funding secured in perpetuity. The provision
and ongoing management of replacement habitat might be delivered by a suitable third
party (such as HIWWT, RSPB, Local Planning Authority, Hampshire County Council, Land
Trust etc) through a legally binding management agreement.

29. If a management company is used to undertake the management and maintenance of an
on-site bird refuge, the local planning authority will need to be satisfied that financial
arrangements are in place that will guarantee the provision of sufficient funds to ensure the
full delivery of the agreed management plans in perpetuity. The financial arrangements will
need to be sufficiently robust to allow the local planning authority to agree to take over the
legal responsibility of delivering the management plans should the management company
fail. In addition, it is recommended that a NGO partner (such as the Hampshire and Isle of
Wight Wildlife Trust or RSPB) or an accredited ecological consultancy is involved with at
least the first ten years of the management of the site. This expertise will help ensure the
success of site and allow management to be modified in the early stages, if necessary.

30. If replacement habitat is to be provided on a non like-for-like basis (i.e. a smaller site /
functional area provided than currently available), then the scheme should also provide
additional offsetting funding for the management and enhancement of the wider wader and
brent goose ecological network. The value of funding required may be calculated using a
Biodiversity Compensation Framework approach, or through similar mechanisms, such as
the Environment Bank.

31. The Biodiversity Compensation Framework approach calculates the equivalent cost of
managing an equivalent area of land elsewhere in a suitable condition for the target species
under a suitable stewardship scheme in perpetuity. In addition the DEFRA offsetting
multipliers are applied to take account of the additional risks associated with replacing
established habitats with compensation funding.

32. Appendix 2 sets out a suggested methodology to calculate the costs of a replacement site
and a summary of the compensation funding amounts are set out in Table 1. Worked
examples are set out in Appendix 3. Alternative approaches to calculating the cost of
replacement sites are possible and will be examined on a case-by-case basis.

Compensation Costs per hectare

Secondary Support Area £85,464

Low Use site £35,610

Table 1 — Summary of Indicative Compensation Costs for Creating and Managing
Replacement Habitat (per hectare) — Based on Countryside Stewardship Grants 2017%.
(Future changes to these costs will be revised in line with any changes to Countryside
Stewardship Payments or equivalent, and subject to review)

33. Where the functional area of a Secondary Support Area is to be lost in its entirety with no
direct replacement of habitats by the applicant then additional measures will be necessary
to ensure the continued ecological function of the network. Appropriate measures include
the use of companies such as the Environment Bank to ensure appropriate sites are

10 https://www.gov.uk/countryside-stewardship-grants
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provided elsewhere within the network, the funding of an identified strategic offsetting site
or project that has been agreed by the SWBGS Steering Group, or in addition to Table 1,
an additional agreed level of funding for land purchase. In such cases the final
compensation package will be determined on a case-by-case basis.

34. The funding secured, via section 106 agreements, will be used to enhance, manage and
monitor the wider solent wader and brent goose ecological network. This funding will be
managed by the respective local authority and will be used to support schemes across the
network, this includes those in neighbouring authority boundaries.

Low Use

35. All Low Use sites have the potential to be used by waders or brent geese. These sites have
the potential to support the existing network and provide alternative options and resilience
for the future network. The in-combination loss of these sites would impact on the continued
ecological function of the wader and brent goose network. In all cases proportionate
mitigation, offsetting and/or enhancement measures will be required.

36. In the first instance, consideration should be given to on-site mitigation, offsetting and/or
enhancement. Where this has been demonstrated to not be practical or feasible and
impacts cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated on-site, off-site options and / or
compensation funding should be considered. Compensation funding may include payment
towards the management and enhancement of the wider waders and brent geese
ecological network.

37. The cost of compensating for the loss of a Low Use site is £35,610 per hectare (see Table
1). This figure is equivalent to the costs of the Secondary Support Areas without Defra
offsetting multipliers (see Appendix 2). The lower rate is applied to reflect that while Low
Use sites have records of birds the numbers involved are low enough to ensure there is
only a negligible risk of not successfully offsetting the loss of a Low Use site through
enhancements of the wider network. Nevertheless, all Low Use sites have the potential to
be used by waders and brent geese and the unmitigated loss of these sites would in
combination negatively affect the long term resilience of the network. Worked examples are
included in Appendix 3.

38. The funding secured, via section 106 agreements, will be used to enhance, manage and
monitor the wider solent wader and brent goose ecological network. This funding will be
managed by the respective local authority and will be used to support schemes across the
network, this includes those in neighbouring authority boundaries.

Candidate Sites

39. Candidate sites have records of large numbers of waders or brent geese. However, the
large numbers have been recorded less than 3 times from 2006/2007 to present day.
Further surveys are necessary to determine the classification of the site and it is likely that
these sites will fall into the higher use categories, for example Core Area, Primary Support
Area and Secondary Support Area.

40. As such, the maps identify the Candidate Core Areas, Candidate Primary Support Areas
and Candidate Secondary Support Area. Depending on the existing records for the site, a
minimum of one year survey, in appropriate management conditions, will be necessary to
confirm the classification of the site. For some sites, where there has only been one survey
to date, two years’ of data may be necessary. Development proposals which are likely to
affect these sites will need to undertake this survey work, as per the agreed survey
methodology, to confirm the site’s classification prior to assessing offsetting and mitigation
requirements.

10
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41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

The agreed survey methodology is:

e To be undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist

e A minimum of 12 surveys, equally spaced, between late October and early March to be
undertaken 2 hours either side of high-tide and at a range of times (dawn, midday,
dusk) throughout the season.

o Field evidence such as feathers, droppings to be recorded

e Using a standard recording form (in the Appendix of 2010 Strategy) to capture:
observer name, date, time, species, count (or no birds seen), site code from the
Strategy Maps, feeding/roosting behaviour, disturbance.

Indirect Effects

There is the potential for new development on land adjacent to or in close proximity to
Solent waders and brent goose sites to impact on the ecological function of the network.
Indirect effects may arise from increased recreational pressure and access to sensitive
sites; overshadowing and lighting from new buildings; or noise and visual disturbance from
construction work on land adjacent to sensitive sites. These activities and the presence of
built form may reduce the functional area of a site available to roosting and foraging SPA
birds.

Appropriate mitigation will be required where new development or changes to access and
management has the potential to adversely impact the function of the ecological network.
Detailed consideration will need to be given to the design and layout of new development
adjacent to sites used by SPA birds to ensure there is no disturbance. Consideration should
be given to potential impacts from new walking and cycling routes, access to open space,
over-shadowing from built development and lighting. In the first instance, consideration
should be given to avoidance measures, following which bespoke mitigation should be
proposed.

The level of mitigation necessary will be determined on a case by case basis. Mitigation
could include a range of access management measures such as fencing, signage,
interpretation and timing of works / operation. Consideration could be given to improving
the management of the site or, if this is not possible, improved management of an
alternative site within the network. The provision of funding for wider management of the
sites within the network is also an option for consideration.

There may be situations where the indirect effects cannot be mitigated by access
management measures and the potential for an adverse effect on the integrity of the site
remains. In these cases, the loss of the function of a site would need to be offset by a
replacement site.

11
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Appendix 1 - Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy — Interim Project Report Year
One : Site Analysis

In order to assess the importance of each site, a metric-based analysis technique was
developed.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The first metric assesses each site in relation to population thresholds for species at
national levels. The BTO publishes national and international thresholds for each
species (BTO, 2017), after which a count of that species should be considered
important, scoring as follows:

0: Site has less than the GB threshold for any species
1: Site has more than the GB threshold for any species.

The second metric assesses each site in relation to population thresholds for species at
local levels. It compares records for species that are designated a ‘feature of interest’
in the closest SPA i.e. the number of birds recorded compared to the population size
listed in the SPA designation (JNCCa, 2017; JNCCb 2017), scoring as follows:

0: Site has >1% of SPA’s designated population
2: Site has 1-5% of SPA’s designated population
3: Site has 25% of SPA’s designated population

The third metric assesses the ‘feature of interest’ for the closest SPA for species
assemblage. The total of all max counts for all species recorded, compared to the
assemblage population size listed in the SPA designation (JNCCa, 2017; JNCCb
2017), scoring as follows:

0: Site has >1% of SPA’s designated assemblage population
2: Site has 1-5% of SPA’s designated assemblage population
3: Site has 25% of SPA’s designated assemblage population

The fourth metric is the max count of any target species recorded on the site

The fifth metric this relates a site’s importance to a network score for birds moving to
and from the intertidal areas to inland sites, and between inland sites. This metric uses
data from the HIWWT bird movement surveys. The network of sites used by brent
geese and waders were mapped, and all movements where both the origin and
destination were observed by a surveyor analyses. The properties of this network were
then assessed, this identified two types of site: those that function as ‘hubs’, with
connections to lots of other sites, and those that function as ‘bottlenecks, linking two
areas of the network together.

12
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Appendix 2 - Methodology to Calculate the Costs of a Replacement Site

46. A suggested methodology to calculate the costs of a replacement site is set out below.
Alternative approaches to calculating the cost of replacement sites are possible and will be
examined on a case-by-case basis.

1) Costs of managing the existing sites

The level of funding per hectare of un-replaced secondary sites may be calculated
using the DEFRA biodiversity multipliers, or similar mechanism, with funding to the
equivalent value of an 80 year Countryside Stewardship Payment — Creation and
management of wet grassland for wintering waders and wildfowl (GS12 and GS10),
with threatened species supplement and single farm payment.

2) Use of Defra multipliers as replacement habitat off-site

As replacement habitat will be provided off-site, Defra multipliers are used to take into
account the difficulty of successfully re/creating the habitat to be lost (risk multiplier), the
difficulty of securing land for offsetting habitats (spatial multiplier) and the length of time
for habitat creation (time multiplier).

Habitat creation | GS12 Creation of wet grassland £310 per hectare
and for wintering waders and wildfowl Year 1 — 10

maintenance
over 80 years

GS10 Management of wet £157 per hectare
grassland for wintering waders Year 11 — 80
and wildfowl

Threatened Species Supplement | £120 per hectare

Year 1 -80
Single Farm Payment £149 per hectare
(based on 2016 prices)
Year 1 —80
Total costs per hectare £35,610
Defra Metric Risk Metric X1
multiplier Low Risk — creation of arable field margins, coastal

floodplain grazing marsh, improved rough grasslands

Spatial Metric X 2
Compensation habitat (CH) is provided but is located
elsewhere, but is nevertheless considered to be
significantly contributing to the buffering, linking,
restoring or expanding of existing habitat.

To be used for the partial compensation of Secondary
Support Areas not directly fully replaced, either onsite
or elsewhere, but through the provision of funding
towards the management and enhancement of the
wider waders and brent geese ecological network.

Time Metric X 1.2

13
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Years to condition < 5 years

Secondary
Support Areas

Total offsetting costs per
hectare of functional habitat
lost to development and not
directly replaced on site, or
elsewhere.

£85,464

Table A Indicative Compensation Costs for Creating and Managing Replacement
Habitat (per hectare) — Based on Countryside Stewardship Grants 2017*. (Future changes
to these costs will be revised in line with any changes to Countryside Stewardship
Payments or equivalent, and subject to review)

1 https://www.gov.uk/countryside-stewardship-grants
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Appendix 3 - Worked Examples
Example 1

A new housing application on a Secondary Support Area will result in the loss of 8 hectares
of functional area. No on-site avoidance or mitigation measures will be provided, therefore
a cost to manage an equivalent area off-site is required. In this situation, the cost per
hectare is £85,464, as set out in Table 1.

The offsetting costs area £85,464 x 8 ha = £683,712.

Where the functional area of a Secondary Support Area is to be lost in its entirety with no
direct replacement of habitats by the applicant then additional measures will be necessary
to ensure the continued ecological function of the network. Appropriate measures include
the use of companies such as the Environment Bank to ensure appropriate sites are
provided elsewhere within the network, the funding of an identified strategic offsetting site
or project that has been agreed by the SWBGS Steering Group, or in addition to Table 1,
an additional agreed level of funding for land purchase.

Example 2

A new housing application on a Secondary Support Area will result in the loss of 50
hectares of functional area. On-site mitigation will be provided in the form of a 5 hectare
SPA bird refuge area. This is supported by an agreed costed habitat management plan and
funding secured in perpetuity. The provision and ongoing management of replacement
habitat will be delivered by a suitable third party (such as HIWWT, RSPB, Local Planning
Authority, Hampshire County Council, Land Trust etc) through a legally binding
management agreement.

However, the on-site mitigation only partially offsets the loss of the 50 hectares of functional
land and costs to manage an area off-site are required. In this situation, the cost per
hectare is £85,464. A detailed assessment of the site identified that an equivalent area of 5
hectares was required.

In addition, to the on-site provision, offsetting costs are required - £85,464 x 5 ha =
£427,320.

As there is a direct replacement of habitat on site. No other additional measures are
necessary as this on-site provision will ensure the continued ecological function of the
network.

Example 3

A new housing application on a Low Use site will result in the loss of 10 hectares of
functional area. The application includes 4 hectares of open space, but no on-site mitigation
for the SPA birds. The offsetting costs are calculated based on the loss of function area of
10 hectares.

In this situation, the cost per hectare is £35,610.

The costs required are £35,610 x 10 ha = £356,100.
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Report to the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date: 05 February 2019

Report of:  Claire Upton-Brown, Assistant Director of City Development
Portsmouth City Council

Subject: IMPLICATIONS OF THE REVISED NPPF FOR PUSH POSITION
STATEMENT

SUMMARY

At the PUSH Joint Committee meeting of 4" December 2018, it was agreed that the
Chief Executive Officers commission the PUSH planning officer group, working with
the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Planning Officer Group (HIPOG), to scope the work
including the geographical footprint. It is understood from discussions that the New
Forest has indicated that it would like the whole of its administrative boundary
included whilst confirmation is awaited from Test Valley, Winchester and East
Hampshire. It was agreed to look at a variety of geography options including a whole
county and cities option and the likely costs of such a piece of work. It was agreed
that a report would be brought back to this Joint Committee.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: -

a) CONFIRM that it is happy for each authority to make a choice as to whether it
wishes to buy into the work to inform a Statement of Common Ground and if it
does wish to be a part of this work it will make an appropriate financial
contribution to reflect its share of the costs. This means that the work will not
be funded through a subscription;

b) AGREE that each authority within PUSH, that only has part of its
administrative area within the PUSH geography, should confirm whether it
would like the whole of its administrative area included in the work; and

c) AGREE that the PUSH planners continue to work with the other planners
within HIPOG on a Spacial Framework.



INTRODUCTION

1. At the PUSH Joint Committee meeting of 4" December 2018, it was agreed that
the Chief Executive Officers commission the PUSH planning officer group,
working with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Planning Officer Group (HIPOG), to
scope the work including the geographical footprint. It is understood from
discussions that the New Forest has indicated that it would like the whole of its
administrative boundary included whilst confirmation is awaited from Test Valley,
Winchester and East Hampshire. It was agreed to look at a variety of geography
options including a whole county and cities option and the likely costs of such a
piece of work. It was agreed that a report would be brought back to this Joint
Committee.

BACKGROUND

2. At the Joint Committee in December the Planning Officers group was asked to
look at the cost of the work required under the Duty to Co-operate to seek to
produce a Statement of Common Ground. It was agreed that there is a need for
this work and that the work needs to happen at speed to support and inform
individual authorities Local Plan. The Joint Committee identified the following
geographical areas:

i. The core 6 authorities (the original geography of PUSH of Portsmouth,
Havant, Southampton, Eastleigh, Gosport and Fareham)

ii. The original 6 authorities plus the entire waterside of New Forest district

iii. The existing PUSH boundary (the core 6 plus parts of New Forest
district, Test Valley, East Hampshire and Winchester) The new Solent
LEP boundary (Portsmouth, Havant, Gosport, Fareham, Southampton,
Eastleigh, and the New Forest (District and National Park))

iv. The Hampshire wide boundary

3. Following the Joint Committee, as requested, there has been a discussion
through HIPOG and there is ongoing discussion on how the work that informs the
Statement of Common Ground could be done whilst working on a Spatial
Framework document cross the whole of Hampshire. The Duty to Co-operate
would cover an area smaller than the whole of Hampshire with the Hampshire
planners seeking to work together to produce a spatial framework document. It
was also agreed that this work would fully consider whether there was a case to
promote the designation of a Green Belt.

4. In terms of resourcing the work there has been no volunteers for secondment to
the Project Managers role and options are still being explored, this role is critical
to moving this work forward. Fareham has offered capacity of 1 day a week to
carry out the role of Project Co-ordinator subject to the appointment of the Planner
to act as Project Manager. A series of briefs for Expressions of Interest have been
prepared which include (i)strategic development site assessment (including
sustainability appraisal and habitat Regulation Assessment (i) Economic
Employment and Commercial Study (including Logistic Study)(iii) Infrastructure
work (iv)Traffic Modelling (v) Transport Impact Assessment for strategic
development sites options



5. These are ready to be published as currently drafted they cover a range of
geographies and have asked for a fee schedule that gives flexibility for a series of
different options.

6. The NPPF clearly links the working of planning authorities to the Industrial
Strategy and Local Industrial Strategies (LIS). The five foundations of the
Industrial Strategy are:

* lIdeas: to be the world’s most innovative economy
* People: to generate good jobs and greater earning power for all
* Infrastructure: Amajor upgrade to UK infrastructure

* Business environment: to be the best place to start and grow a
business

* Place: to have prosperous communities in the UK

7. The Duty to Co-operate work will inform or provide a strong evidence base for all
5 foundations and it is critical that this work informs and helps shape the LIS.
The Solent LEP has now set out its timescale for preparing its LIS and it's
important that the work the LEP and the work to underpin the SofCG speak to
each other and have shared growth targets and measures to support the growth
of the economy. One of the early decisions that will need to be made within the
work on the SofCG is what economic growth figure we are working to. There
needs to be close working between the Solent LEP and the EM3 LEP to ensure
that information and evidence is shared and that there is a consistent
methodology to any common evidence.

8. In the absence of an Infrastructure Investment Plan investment decisions and
funding bids are made on a site by site basis with no ability to priorities the
allocation of funding. A comprehensive understanding of all the infrastructure
needed to enable the area to deliver its growth figures will enable informed
decisions to be made about potential forward funding to invest in early delivery of
upfront infrastructure.

9. In the absence of carrying out a full procurement exercise it has been difficult to
establish the cost of this work and the varying costs over different geographical
areas. An indication from a national consultancy practice has suggested that the
work that will be required for work relating to housing numbers and spatial
distribution over geography not dissimilar to the first 4 options was in the region of
£75k at this stage there has not been a way of estimating the cost of the other
studies though each authority will be familiar with the costs of studies they have or
are undertaking to support Local Plan work. It would not be unreasonable to
double this figure if the whole of Hampshire were to be included.

10.Working across an area where only part of the authority's area is included will
make the work more challenging and give it less validity going forward in the
context of properly understanding a number of the infrastructure issues. Going
forward there would need to be a strong rational for whatever geography the S of
CG relates to, the validity of this will ultimately be tested through individual
authorities Local Plan process. There are benefits to be gained for the proper
spatial planning of Southern Hampshire, by basing the study area on the relevant



geographical areas which will contribute to positive delivery of the ‘vision’, rather
than be constrained by organisational or administrative boundaries.

11.1t is envisaged that all participating authorities would need to buy into the Core
work relating to the Strategic Development work and employment work. However
there remains the option for authorities to buy into or opt out of specific pieces of
work and it is envisaged that some authorities may have already done specific
pieces of work which could be used to get a comprehensive picture of the issue.

12.Given the complexities of the geography and the differing stage of plan
development between the authorities it is considered that rather than looking to
fund further working through a PUSH subscription that individual authorities
should pay a percentage of the total cost of each study accepting that some
authorities may choose to opt out of a specific study (this is more likely to be in
the infrastructure work).

13.1f the principle of this way of funding the work is accepted, then the costs can be
agreed once the Expression of interests have come back and there is a proper
understanding of the costs. The Expression of interest for the work have been
drafted in a way that informs bidders that the geography is not fixed and that there
needs to be a pricing mechanism that is reflective of the situation.

14.There has been a discussion with the County at officer level through HIPOG and
there is agreement that we can work together to look at the potential distribution
of growth across the whole of the County with the Duty to Co-operate work
running alongside.

15.There is already agreement that the PUSH authorities work together to seek to
produce a Statement of Common Ground. There is a strong rational particularly
when it comes to the work around infrastructure for those authorities that are "part
in" the PUSH geography to include the whole of its area within the work but this
will be a choice for that authority. Given the urgency of this work the EOI will now
progress, whilst confirmation is sought to the exact for inclusion.

CONCLUSION

16.There is considerable overlap with this work and the discussion relating to
Housing Growth Deal(s). All the work required to inform the Statement of
Common Ground and Infrastructure investment plan would be needed to inform
any Housing Growth Deal(s) going forward, a Housing Growth Deal(s) could not
progress without this evidence and understanding. As my earlier report advised
there is an urgent need for all PUSH authorities to seek to achieve an up to date
position on Duty to Co-operate and a Statement of Common Ground. This work
will inform any future work on any Housing Deal(s).



RECOMMENDATION

Itis RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:

a) CONFIRM that it is happy for each authority to make a choice as to whether it
wishes to buy into the work to inform a Statement of Common Ground and if it
does wish to be a part of this work it will make an appropriate financial
contribution to reflect its share of the costs. This means that the work will not
be funded through a subscription.

b) AGREE that each authority within PUSH, that only has part of its
administrative area within the PUSH geography, should confirm whether it
would like the whole of its administrative area included in the work.

c) AGREE that the PUSH planners continue to work with the other planners
within HIPOG on a Spatial Framework.
Background Papers:

None

Reference Papers:
None

Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact: -
Claire Upton-Brown Assistant Director of City Development Portsmouth City Council

Telephone: 02392834299
Email: Claire.upton-brown@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
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