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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire 
Joint Committee 

 
Date:  31 July 2019 
 
Report of: Paddy May, SRMP Board Chairman 
 Anna Parry, Partnership Manager 
 
Subject: SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY 

(SRMP) 
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this paper is to seek endorsement from the Joint Committee for the 
Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's (SRMP) recommendations for how site-
specific funding should be allocated.  
 
 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: -  
 
a) NOTE and ENDORSE the SRMP's proposed allocation of site specific funding 

for the next three financial years; and 
 

b) NOTE and ENDORSE the SRMP's proposed schedule for the allocation of 
funding being subject to no foreseen disruption to developer contribution levels 
owing to issues related to nitrates. 
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Background 
 
1. The SRMP, is expected to have £400k per annum to allocate towards funding 

site-specific projects to deliver mitigation measures.  
 

2. All SRMP Partners were invited to submit project proposals for this funding and 
a 'site specific projects' sub group has been analysing these proposals, 
alongside getting clarification from the PfSH Chief Executives and the SRMP 
Project Board related to some of the substantive issues that arose from the 
analysis.  
 

3. This project group comprises of the SRMP Partnership Manager together with 
the lead ranger and representatives from Natural England and the Hampshire 
and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust. Representatives from a local planning authority 
and the RSPB were also invited to be part of this group and partook in all the 
preparation and planning work but were unable to commit to attending the 
scoring meetings. 

 
4. A total of 26 project proposals were received. These covered a good spread of 

different mitigation measures including site-specific visitor management, bird 
refuge and habitat creation, public engagement and education initiatives.  
 

5. Whilst assessing the projects, the Group noted that the spatial spread of 
submissions was very heavily weighted to the east of the Partnership (please 
refer to Map 1 in the supporting papers). Every effort was made to include all 
Partners equally in the process, so this outcome is not seen as the result of any 
omission or bias, but it remains concerning. 
 

Key Decisions Taken 
 

6. The following decisions have underpinned this work: 
• To build up a reserve fund (circa £80k per annum), such that any 

unforeseen, time limited project opportunity could be brought to the 
Partnership's attention and potentially funded if considered important 
enough. 

• To only allocate funding for the first 3 years to ensure that the strategy 
can adapt to emerging evidence, which will also be used to inform the 
next round of project submissions and scoring.  

• Where a project scored 14 or lower, they are out of the running for this 
round of funding (they may review their application and resubmit at a 
later date). 

• Project proposals that, in their current form, do not meet the aims of the 
Bird Aware Strategy and were also considered likely to require further 
mitigation under the Habitats Regulations, received low scores. These 
were therefore rejected from this round of funding. 

• A reserve of projects is being held. Where proposals have scored 15 or 
higher, the team may enter into discussions with the applicant and clarify 
issues before deciding if they are to be funded should other projects not 
be able to be delivered. 
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Scoring Mechanism 
 
7. The project group devised a scoring system for all projects to be assessed 

against, taking care to ensure that both large and small-scale projects could be 
scored fairly alongside each other. 
 

8. The project proposals were scored from 1 to 3 against the following criteria: 
• Scale 
• Effectiveness 
• Cost 
• Deliverability 
• Monitoring 

 
9. The scores for scale, effectiveness and cost were then doubled to add an 

element of weighting to the final score. All Partners were aware of criteria 
against which the projects would be scored prior to proposals being submitted. 



 

 
4 of 8 

 
Proposed Allocation of Funding 
 
10. The accompanying spreadsheet at Annex 1 sets out the project proposals 

received, their location and proposer. The projects are ranked by score and 
where relevant, short notes appear against them. 
 

11. The available funding has then been allocated according to the scores and its 
proposed distribution is outlined below. It can be seen in more detail on the 
accompanying spreadsheet, which also details reserve and unsupported 
projects. 
 

Yr 1 Projects   £322,600 
Yr 2 Projects   £313,450 
Yr 3 Projects   £324,900 

 
 

Site 
Location 

Proposer Type Summary Total 
score 

Project 
cost £s 

Notes 

      
        Total: 0   

LHFM and 
LHOB RSBP 

Bird refuge 
and habitat 
creation 

Shingle recharge of key 
winter roosting sites and 
associated wintering 
bird interpretation/ 
messaging. 23 100,000 

55,000 
in year 
1, 
45,000 
in year 
2 

LHSM HIWWT 
Bird refuge 
and habitat 
provision 

Southmoor Refuge and 
Habitat Provision 

21 22,000   

LHWT, 
LHBT, 
LHOB. 

Havant BC 
Bird refuge 
and habitat 
provision 

Hayling Island Brent 
Goose and Wader 
Refuge 21 222,000   

CHMA – 
Marina Chi DC 

Site specific 
visitor 
management 

Additional fencing, 
hedge-laying and 
signage at Apuldram 
Manor farm 20 3,000   

CHEH Chi DC 

Bird refuge 
and site 
specific 
visitor 
management 

Creation and extension 
of board walk and 
fencing at East Head 

20 20,600   

CHFI 
Fishbourne Chi DC 

Site specific 
visitor 
management 

Boardwalks at 
Fishbourne meadow 

19 10,000   

SWBM HCC 
Site specific 
visitor 
management 

Bunny Meadows 
Footpath and Circular 
Footpath 

19 150,000   
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Site 
Location 

Proposer Type Summary Total 
score 

Project 
cost £s 

Notes 

      
        Total: 0   

IWMW IoW Council 

Bird refuge 
and habitat 
provision 
Public 
engagement 
and 
education 
initiatives 

Bird Refuge 

19 324,900   

CHPR 
Prinstead Chi DC 

Bird refuge 
and site 
specific 
visitor 
management 

Fencing and hedge 
planting at March farm 
spit 

18 17,000   

CHEH Chi DC 

Public 
engagement 
and 
education 
initiatives  

Sand art and sculpture 
workshops at East Head 
– Visitor Engagement- 

18 6,000   

SWWS - Southampton 
CC 

New and 
enhanced 
strategic 
greenspace 

Peartree Green 
Footpath upgrade 

18 38,350   

SWWS Southampton 
CC 

New and 
enhanced 
strategic 
greenspace 

Shoreburs Greenway – 
NE section 

18 47,100   
 
 

12. This report is also accompanied by Map 2, which shows the geographical 
distribution of projects it is proposed to fund, on a year by year basis. 

 
Additional Note 

 
13. The SRMP is entirely dependent upon developer contributions for its income. 

Should the nitrates issue stall planning applications from being permitted, then 
this will have a severe impact upon the Partnership's finances. If this is the 
case, the Partnership request that the allocation of these funds is deferred until 
a solution to the nitrates issue is in place. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: -  
 
a) NOTE and ENDORSE the SRMP's proposed allocation of site specific funding 

for the next three financial years; and 
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b) NOTE and ENDORSE the SRMP's proposed schedule for the allocation of 
funding being subject to no foreseen disruption to developer contribution levels 
owing to issues related to nitrates. 
 

 
Appendices:   Annex 1 - SRMP – Site-specific project birds. 
 
ENQUIRIES:  
 
For further information on this report please contact: - 
Anna Parry 
Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Manager 
Tel: 02392 834164 
Email: Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk


 

 

Map 1   
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