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1.

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

2.

Minutes
To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 04 June 2019

3.

Chairman’s Announcements

4.

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

5.

Deputations
To receive any deputations of which notice has been lodged

6.

PFSH CO-ORDINATORS REPORT
This represents an additional method for PfSH 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.

7.

PFSH NITRATE NEUTRALITY UPDATE
To receive a report outlining the work that PFSH is undertaking to address the
impact of nitrate neutrality on housing developments across the region.

8.

UPDATE ON STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND
To receive an update on the progress of work on drafting a joint statement of
common ground.

9.

SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY (SRMP)
To receive a report recommending project proposals and the allocation of funding
for recreation mitigation.
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Minutes of the
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
(PUSH) Joint Committee
Minutes of a meeting held on 04 June 2019
in the Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fareham
Members:
Councillors

Authority Represented:
Seán Woodward
Gerald Vernon-Jackson
Judith Grajewski
Neil Cutler
Nick Adams-King
Stephen Philpott
Michael Wilson
Edward Heron
Paul Bicknell
Steve Leggett

Officers:
Peter Grimwood
Roger Tetstall
Laura Taylor
Sandy Hopkins
Stuart Jarvis
Claire Upton-Brown
Simon Jenkins
Nick Tustian
David Williams

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

Authority Represented:
Fareham BC
Test Valley BC
Winchester CC
Southampton CC
Hampshire CC
New Forest DC
Havant BC & East Hampshire DC
Eastleigh BC
Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC

Co-opted Members:
Paddy May
Stuart Baker

PUSH
Solent LEP

For further information, please contact Democratic Services at Fareham Borough
Council Tel: 01329 824594
democracticservices@fareham.gov.uk
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1.

ELECTION OF A CHAIRMAN
Having been proposed and seconded, it was RESOLVED that Councillor
Woodard from Fareham Borough Council be elected as Chairman for the
2019/20 municipal year.

2.

APPOINTMENT OF VICE CHAIRMAN
Having been proposed, that Councillor Vernon-Jackson should remain as the
Vice-Chairman, Councillor Vernon-Jackson declined the nomination before it was
seconded.
The Chairman sought nominations for a Vice-Chairman and it was proposed by
Councillor Vernon-Jackson that Councillor Hammond be Vice-Chairman. Having
been duly seconded, it was RESOLVED that Councillor Hammond from
Southampton City Council be elected as Vice-Chairman for the 2019/20
municipal year.

3.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP
Apologies for absence were received from:
Councillor Keith House (Eastleigh Borough Council) with Councillor Paul Bicknell
deputising; Councillor Ken Moon (East Hants District Council); John Metcalfe
(Isle of Wight Council); Councillor Chris Hammond (Southampton City Council)
with Councillor Steve Leggett deputising; Bruce Voss (Homes England); James
Humphrys (Environment Agency); Gill Kneller (Havant BC and East Hants DC)
with Simon Jenkins deputising; Councillor David Stewart (Isle of Wight Council)
and Councillor Lucille Thompson (Winchester City Council) with Councillor Neil
Cutler deputising.

4.

MINUTES
RESOLVED that the minutes of the PUSH Joint Committee meeting held on 05
February 2019 be confirmed and signed as a correct record.

5.

CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Chairman announced that he had received a letter from the Leader of the
Isle of Wight Council stating the Isle of Wight Council no longer wished to be a
member of PUSH with immediate effect. The Chairman explained to the meeting
that technically six months’ notice to leave PUSH is required however it was felt
there was little merit in imposing the notice period on the Isle of Wight and
therefore, having been proposed by Councillor Woodward and duly seconded, it
was AGREED unanimously that the Isle of Wight leave PUSH with immediate
effect and that the Chairman will write to the Leader of the Isle of Wight Council
accordingly
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6.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest made at this meeting.

7.

DEPUTATIONS
There were no deputations made at this meeting.

8.

PUSH CO-ORDINATOR’S REPORT
Before this report was presented, the Chairman advised the Joint Committee that
the report contained an update in respect of water management following the
recent Court ruling in respect of nitrates. The Chairman welcomed Graham
Horton from Natural England and Philip James from Southern Water to the
meeting who had been invited to give updates to Members in respect of this
matter. The Chairman advised Members that if they wished to seek legal
opinion, the meeting would move into private session.
The Joint Committee received a report written by the PUSH co-ordinator,
presented by Paddy May, that 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.
In terms of Part A Matters - there was a proposal that Bird Aware Solent enter
into a 5-year service level agreement with Hampshire County Council to provide
a rangers' service. Portsmouth City Council procurement had supported the
process and felt that the agreement offered good value for money. Joint
Committee agreed with this proposal.
In respect of the update on water management, the Chairman advised that due to
the nitrate issue, developers have been unable to obtain planning consent and
where planning has been granted it is not possible at this time to issue the
planning consents. The Chairman invited Graham Horton of Natural England to
comment on this matter.
Graham Horton explained in 2018 PUSH, with support from Natural England and
the Environment Agency, had produced the Integrated Water Management
Strategy. This had brought an interim period of time to deal with the consents
around the nitrate issues in the short term and a Position Statement had been
agreed that PUSH would work with Natural England, the Environment Agency
and Water Companies to develop a longer-term strategy to unlock the issue
around house growth in the medium and long term. Since that Position
Statement had been agreed there had been a Court of Justice of the European
Union (CJEU) ruling in Holland which has meant that when Natural England is
advising on Appropriate Assessments and the impact on nitrates on protected
areas in the Solent, they have had to take a more cautionary approach and have
sought their own legal advice. The change in the legal interpretation of the
Habitats Directive and new nitrogen omissions is causing the issues and they are
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Authorities.
Philip James from Southern Water was invited by the Chairman to comment and
he stated that Southern Water was committed to contributing to the solution but
could not work in isolation. The solution needed to meet the intention of the
ruling and resolve the housing issue. The solution would need to be acceptable
to the Environment Agency who are Southern Water’s regulator.
During discussion on this item, Graham Horton explained that Natural England’s
position was it was difficult to permit additional nitrates into an already failing
system. He further explained that work was ongoing with farmers but that nitrates
also derive from residential waste and the Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
must satisfy themselves there is no impact from new houses and it is up to those
Local Planning Authorities to decide the level of risk from permitting
development.
In discussing whether certain areas were affected more than others, Graham
Horton agreed to provide the Joint Committee with a map of affected areas
together with more information about the Dutch ruling.
Members of the Joint Committee discussed how Government may assist in this
matter and a proposal was put to the meeting by Councillor Philpott that the
Chairman, on behalf of PUSH, writes to the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs expressing the Committee’s concerns and
outlining the assistance it feels is needed from Government, particularly whether
there could be respite from the Housing Delivery Tests whilst work is ongoing to
look for a strategic solution.
As discussion continued, Members sought views from Graham Horton whether
there is a short-term solution which might mitigate risk but allow housing to be
built. Members were advised that an option could be that Natural England
prepares a form of words which, whilst it would not remove the risk of challenge,
may give reassurance to legal advisers to support Local Planning Authorities
deliver housing.
The suggestion was put to the meeting that a possibility could include Local
Planning Authorities granting permission with conditions of no occupation until
this matter is resolved and Graham Horton was asked whether if this approach
was taken whether Natural England would challenge LPAs.
The Committee was advised that if Natural England agree and sign up to this
then there would not be a challenge, but they will reserve judgment at this time
until a joint position is developed and agreed which allows the issue to be
resolved. This will not eliminate the risk but should give Local Planning
Authorities some comfort and allow them to determine their planning consents.
At the conclusion of the discussion on this item, the Chairman summarised that it
was a matter for individual Local Authorities whether they started to issue
planning consents, that the best approach was to collectively work on a form of
wording and it was agreed this would form joint working and the that the PUSH
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Assessment as a matter of priority.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES and ENDORSES the Bird Aware Partnership’s proposal to enter into
a 5-year SLA with Hampshire County Council (HCC) for the continued
provision of Rangers to support the word of the Partnership and the delivery
of the Strategy;
b) NOTES the matters for information outlined in Part B of this report; and
c) AGREES that the Chairman writes on behalf of PUSH to the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government and the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs to outline how we balance the need for
housing and the need to protect the environment and to request
consideration of respite from the Housing Delivery Test until this is resolved.

9.

CAPITAL AND REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING 2018/19 AND REVENUE
BUDGET 2019/20
The Joint Committee received a report from John Harrison the Finance Service
Director at Southampton City Council summarising the outturn against the budget
for the financial year 2018/19. The report also updated Members on the
proposed capital and revenue budgets for 2019/20 on the basis of anticipated
level of resources available and the priorities for PUSH. Appendix 1 was tabled
at the meeting.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the outturn for the financial year 2018/19 as outlined at table 2;
b) APPROVES the Statement of Accounts for the 2018/19 financial year and the
Annual Governance Statement at Appendix 1; and
c) APPROVES the proposed capital and revenue budgets for 2019/20 as set out
in the report at tables 4 and 5.

10. REVIEW OF PUSH AND BUSINESS PLAN 2019/20
The Joint Committee received a report from David Williams, Chief Executive of
Portsmouth City Council and Gosport Borough Council which identified several
issues for consideration by the Joint Committee and seeks approval to a
Business Plan for 2019/20.
Members were asked their views on the several considerations presented in the
report before further work is undertaken to finalise the Governance review for
PUSH. Members discussed each section of the report in turn and their
comments are as follows: General – Purpose, Geography and Membership
Consideration: “Should PUSH continue with its key objectives, being a clear
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-6focus on planning, housing delivery, infrastructure and the contribution to
sustainable growth on the area of South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight?”
Members were satisfied with this section of the report and suggested no
changes.

Business Plan and Commissioning
Considerations:
1. “To maintain a membership of PUSH which reflects South Hampshire local
authority geography”
2. “To invite the two National Parks to join”
3. “To consider the draft Business Plan set out within this report”
Councillor Edward Heron addressed the Committee to advise that initial
conversations had taken place at New Forest and it had been agreed that the
entire New Forest District be included within the PUSH geography.
It was also suggested that the word ‘Urban’ be removed from the Partnership’s
title as this no longer reflected the make-up of the authorities within PUSH. It was
agreed that the name should be changed to the ‘Partnership for South
Hampshire’.
Councillor Adams-King referred to the draft Business Plan at section 29 and
stated that he felt it would be helpful to add in the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) methodology so that each
Authority knows the future minimum requirement as there is a role there for all
Authorities to work together.
Councillor Adams-King further requested that an addition is made that in respect
of section 36, it might be helpful to include the New Forest Mitigation work that is
currently underway which involves the western end of the area.
Cllr Leggett from Southampton City Council asked that the issue of Climate
Change be addressed in the business plan
Funding and Subscription
Consideration:
“For future years to implement subscriptions that cover administrative costs only
with Business Plan project word funded according to organisation participation.”
Members were satisfied with this section of the report and suggested no
changes.

Joint Committee Meetings
Consideration: “Reduce the number of Joint Committee meetings to 4 per
annum”
Members suggested that, as historically there had only been one PUSH Joint
Committee meeting cancelled each year, that the number of meetings be
reduced to 5 not 4.
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Use of Veto
Consideration: “Remove the right of veto of any authority.”
With the exception of Hampshire County Council, all authorities were content for
the veto to be removed. Hampshire County Council explained that since they
represent all districts, including those outside the PfSH area, they would need to
have a veto to protect the 'northern' districts from unintended consequences.

Scrutiny
Consideration: “To implement option 3”
Members suggested that the PUSH Overview and Scrutiny Committee be
consulted before option 3 be implemented.
Relationship to Solent LEP Leaders’ Forum
Consideration:
“No action.”
Members were satisfied with this section of the report and suggested no
changes.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the report and provided preliminary guidance on the responses to
consultation and the summary of benefits of PUSH membership issues
highlighted for consideration with a view to their adoption through a
Governance Review; and
b) APPROVES the Business Plan for 2019/20 at section 2 of the report, subject
to the following amendments –
i.

addition of the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (MHCLG) methodology within paragraph 29

ii.

addition is made in respect of paragraph 36, to include the New
Forest Mitigation work

iii.

reference to Climate Change

with a view to developing a 5-year Business Plan, taking account of the
outcome of the Governance Review, for the period 2020/21 – 2024/25.

11. SOUTH HAMPSHIRE GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
2019
The Joint Committee received a report from Garry King summarising the
preparation of the South Hampshire Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan
2019 which will deliver the Green Infrastructure Strategy. This Strategy provides
the vision, policy framework, drivers and evidence for strategic Green
Infrastructure planning for the South Hampshire part of the PUSH sub-region.
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Councillor Vernon-Jackson left the meeting during this item.
Councillor Grajewski asked for it to be placed on record her thanks to all Officers
who had worked on producing this really good updated Plan.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee ADOPTS the South Hampshire Green
Infrastructure Implementation Plan 2019.

(The meeting started at 6:00pm and ended at 7:45pm).

(NB:

The next meeting of the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) Joint
Committee will be held on 31 July 2019).
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Item 6

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

31 July 2019

Report of:

Paddy May, Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Coordinator

Subject:

PfSH CO-ORDINATOR'S REPORT

SUMMARY
The Co-ordinator'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: a) APPROVE the Statements of Common Ground between Eastleigh Borough
Council and PFSH (Appendix A) and between Havant Borough Council and
PFSH (Appendix B).
b) APPROVE the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Partnership (SRMP) Annual
Report (Appendix C)
c) NOTES the matters for Information outlined in Part B of this report
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PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION
1) Statements of Common Ground
Both Eastleigh Borough Council and Havant Borough Council have prepared
Statements of Common Ground between themselves and PfSH as a collective. The
Statements of Common Ground aim to be a jointly agreed statement between the
specific local authority (Eastleigh or Havant) and the rest of the Partnership for South
Hampshire (PFSH) authorities.
It sets out how the local authorities in South Hampshire have successfully worked
together on strategic planning matters, how they continue to do so and the common
areas of strategic agreement. The statements represent the position of PFSH as a
collective, and without prejudice to the separate completion of Statements of Common
Ground that the individual PfSH authorities will have with Eastleigh or Havant. The
Eastleigh Statement of Common Ground is attached as Appendix A and the Havant
Statement of Common Ground is attached as Appendix B. The Statements have been
prepared in consultation with the PfSH Planning Officers' Group (PFSH POG) and also
been considered by the PfSH Chief Executives. Members of Joint Committee are
asked to approve both Statements of Common Ground.
2) Strategic Recreation and Mitigation Partnership (Bird Aware) Annual Report
The SRMP (Bird Aware) is submitting their 2018/19 Annual Report for approval. If
approved this will be added to their website.
This Report covers the first year of the Partnership operating under the long term
Strategy, which came into place on 1st April 2018. The Partnership core team of staff
has been expanded during this time and this has continued to enhance the level of
outreach achieved by the Partnership throughout the year. Developers have continued
to opt into the scheme, with contributions taken for 2,864 dwellings in 2018/19.
Monitoring work has continued to be undertaken in line with the original guidance from
the baseline research.

[2]
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PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION
3) Update from Planning and Infrastructure:
Bird Aware KPI's
The focus of the Rangers activities is different during the summer months to the winter
season owing to the birds not being present on the coastline during the summer.
During the period of 1 April until 30 June their outreach activities can be shown as:
• Events attended - 16
• Events Engagement Hours - 158
• People Engaged with - 2,191
During the same period, the Brand and Communications Lead has also created
several media opportunities and continued to grow our social media presence as
follows:
• % growth of social media followers on each platform since last update
• Twitter – 42 – 4%
• Facebook – 93 – 12%
• Instagram – 57 – 16%
•

Impressions (number of times seen on feeds) for each social media platform
• Twitter –197.2k
• Facebook – 36,908
• Instagram – 9,890

•

Press releases
• 1 per month

•

The number of web stories uploaded
• 6 added to the section ‘Blog’

•

Number of posts on social media
• Twitter - 228
• Facebook - 99
• Instagram posts and stories - 45

Water Management
A paper on nitrates is included on the main agenda for this Joint Committee.
Green Infrastructure
A meeting is in the process of being set up with the Chairman of the Bishop’s Waltham
to Botley, Bridleway Project Working Group to discuss how this scheme can be taken forward.
This project is one of the schemes in the Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan that was
agreed at the previous Joint Committee.

[3]
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4) Update from Energy and Green Economy
Jason Light from Eastleigh Borough Council has met with colleagues from across
Hampshire to consider the energy storage projects initially submitted. Both do fit with
the recently published Solent LEP Energy Strategy, but some more work is needed to
develop a fit for purpose proposal as it is a while since these projects have been
considered. A bid for funding from Solent LEP is also being considered. More detailed
information will be provided in the next Co-ordinators report

5) Update from Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment
Solent Quality Place Awards
Nine Projects have been Shortlisted for the 2019 Awards:
1. Station Yard, Oxford Road, Sutton Scotney
2. Gilbert White Museum, Selborne
3. D-day Museum Portsmouth
4. Hot Walls, Portsmouth
5. Knowle Lane, Fair Oak
6. Guildhall Square, Southampton
7. West Quay, Southampton
8. Bell Street, Romsey
9. Lepe Country Park
The Judging process will be completed over the summer, and award winners will be
announced in the Autumn.

Creative Network South
Creative Network South is continuing to assist PWC’s work in review the contribution
of the creative industries to the Solent Economy as part of the underpinning research
supporting the Local Industrial Strategy. PWC are currently reviewing a series of
creative industry case studies.
Charles Freeman has organised a round table meeting with the Solent Apprenticeship
Hub to explore how the apprenticeship Hub can support creative and digital
businesses.
RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:a) APPROVE the Statements of Common Ground between Eastleigh Borough
Council and PfSH (Appendix A) and between Havant Borough Council and
PFSH (Appendix B).

[4]
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b) APPROVE the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Partnership (SRMP) Annual
Report (Appendix C)
c) NOTES the matters for Information outlined in Part B of this report

Appendices:

Appendix A – Draft Statement of Common Ground on the
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016 – 2036) between Eastleigh
Borough Council and the Partnership for South Hampshire
Appendix B – Havant BC Statement of Common Ground
Appendix C – Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership SRMP
Annual Report

Background Papers:
• None
Reference Papers:
• None
Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:
Paddy May (PfSH Co-ordinator)
Tel. No. 023 9283 4020
E-mail: paddy.may@portsmouthcc.gov.uk

[5]
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APPENDIX A
Eastleigh BC Statement of Common Ground
Draft Statement of Common Ground on the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan
(2016 – 2036) between Eastleigh Borough Council and the Partnership for
South Hampshire
1.

Summary

1.1

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is between Eastleigh Borough
Council (EBC) and the rest of the Partnership for South Hampshire (PFSH)
authorities. PfSH consists of the Councils within South Hampshire. The Solent
LEP, Environment Agency and Homes England are co-opted members. PfSH
has been established to enable local authorities, local partners and government
to work together for the greater good of South Hampshire.

1.2

This SoCG has been prepared on a ‘without prejudice’ basis with PfSH as a
whole and does not fetter the ability of individual local authorities to comment
on the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 (EBLP).

1.3

The Partnership for Urban South Hampshire and Eastleigh Borough Council
agree that:
a) The PFSH Spatial Position Statement June 2016 plays an important role in
demonstrating the operation of the ‘duty-to-cooperate’ between the South
Hampshire planning authorities and other statutory bodies and agencies
and is an important contextual document in the preparation of the EBLP;
b) With proposed delivery of new housing equating to 747.5 dwellings per year
over the period 2016 – 2036, the EBLP proposes to exceed both the PfSH
estimate of Objectively Assessed Housing Need (580 dwellings per year,
2011 – 2036) identified through the PFSH Strategic Housing Market
Assessment and the Spatial Position Statement target equating to 650
dwellings per year (2011-2034);
c) The proposed Strategic Growth Option north of Bishopstoke and north &
east of Fair Oak identified in Strategic Policy S5 and the proposed new link
road identified in Strategic Policy S6 of the EBLP are consistent with the
Spatial Position Statement’s approach to the Strategic Development
Locations set out in Position Statement SDL1;
d) Employment provision in the EBLP of 144,050m2 net over the period 2016 –
2036 is consistent with the Position Statement E1 allocation to Eastleigh
Borough of 114,000m2 in the period 2011-2034;
e) The focus of new employment provision in the EBLP on the Southampton
Airport Economic Gateway is consistent with the stipulation of Position
Statement E2 and, specifically, E2.1;
f) The approach taken to the selection and allocation of new sites for
development in the EBLP is consistent with the Spatial Position Statement’s
Key Principle A on Cities / Urban Areas first;
g) Strategic Policy S8 of the EBLP on the Protection of Countryside Gaps and
the approach taken to selecting housing sites for allocation in the local plan
[7]
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APPENDIX A
Eastleigh BC Statement of Common Ground
accord with the provisions of Position Statement S1 on Strategic
Countryside gaps;
h) With regard to the provision of Green Infrastructure, EBLP Strategic Policy
S10 accords with the priorities and principles set out at Position Statement
G1;
i) Policies DM2 and DM10 (as proposed to be modified) accord with the SPS
approach to environmental & resource sustainability in committing that the
authorities will continue to work together and with their partners to devise
and implement consistent cross-boundary approaches on matters related to
water supply, waste water disposal, water quality, flood risk management
and energy efficiency;
j) Overall the policies and provisions of the EBLP are in ‘general conformity’
with those of the PfSH SPS.
k) There is joint commitment to review the SPS during 2019.
2.
2.1

Introduction
This SoCG has been prepared between EBC and PfSH in view of the
importance of the PFSH Spatial Position Statement June 2016 (SPS)
(Examination Document HOU001) in shaping the strategy of the Eastleigh
Borough Local Plan 2016 – 2036 (EBLP). PfSH did not make any
representations on the ‘regulation 20’ consultation on the EBLP.

2.2

The SoCG focuses primarily on the degree of general conformity between the
policies and provisions of the EBLP and the housing and employment land
supply targets set out in the SPS. However, it also covers the broader, more
contextual policies and spatial principles & objectives of the SPS which have
influenced the spatial distribution of development proposed in the EBLP; in
particular the area of search for strategic scale development, the framework for
countryside gaps, green infrastructure, prioritisation of the use of previously
developed and ‘brownfield’ sites, environmental and resource sustainability.

3.
3.1

Status of the PFSH Position Statement
The EBLP is being assessed against the provisions of the 2012 NPPF under
the transitionary arrangements set out in Annex 1 to the 20919 NPPF. The SPS
proposes development targets for both housing and employment provision for
those full and part districts which fall within the PfSH area. The preparation of
the SPS plays an important role in demonstrating the operation of the ‘duty-tocooperate’ between South Hampshire planning authorities. The ‘duty-to-cooperate’ is a statutory legal requirement. The SPS is therefore an important
consideration in the preparation of the EBLP. Nonetheless, it is a non-statutory
strategy which has never been subject to public consultation or independent
scrutiny or testing and so does not carry the full weight of the statutory
development plan.

[8]
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4.
Housing Provision
4.1 The PfSH SPS covers the period 2011-2034. In terms of housing provision it is
based on a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (Examination
Document HOU002) and an Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update
(Examination Document HOU003) which cover the period 2011-2036. Position
Statement H1 of the SPS identifies a housing target for Eastleigh borough of at
least 14,950 dwellings for the period 2011-2034. This equates to an annual
average of 650 dwellings per year. It is derived from an Objectively Assessed
Housing Need (OAHN) figure for the borough identified in the PfSH SHMA and
OAHN update of 580 dwellings per year, uplifted to reflect the SPS strategy and
approach to the distribution of housing across the sub-region.
4.2 As set out in the published Housing Trajectory Background Paper (June 2018)
(Examination Document HOU007) the EBLP makes provision for the delivery of
14,950 dwellings over the period 2016 – 2036 (747pa). This is a surplus of 374
dwellings against a target of 14,576 (729pa). The target of 14,576 over the
period 2016–2036 is derived from the PfSH target of 14,950 over the period
2011-2034, carrying forward under-delivery in the 2011-2016 period and prorataring the SPS 650 target forward two years from the 2034 end-date of the
SPS to the EBLP end-date of 2036.
4.3 Accordingly the level of housing provision identified in the EBLP is consistent
with that identified in the SPS in that it is higher than both the OAHN and the
SPS Position Statement H1 allocation.
5.
Strategic Development Locations
5.1 Position Statement SDL1 of the SPS identifies the ‘Northern Part of Eastleigh
Borough’ as a new strategic development location identified for mixed use
development. Paragraph 5.38 identifies that:
“There is potential capacity in the northern part of Eastleigh Borough to
accommodate new development, subject to significant investment in the
infrastructure, particularly transport improvements. On this basis an
additional potential growth location is identified in the northern part of
Eastleigh Borough. This area provides opportunities for mixed use
development, incorporating new housing, employment, local services &
amenities and associated infrastructure. The location of strategic growth
in Eastleigh Borough will be determined through the local plan process”.
5.2 The EBLP proposes a new Strategic Growth Option (SGO) comprising at least
5,300 dwellings (of which approximately 3,350 are likely to come forward within
the plan period) in Strategic Policy S5 along with a new link road to connect the
development to the M3 at junction 12 in Strategic Policy S6. It also includes
other environmental and infrastructure improvements including new schools,
retail centres, employment opportunity, green infrastructure and ecological and
environmental mitigation enhancements.
5.3 The EBLP therefore accords with the provisions of the SPS insofar as the
spatial distribution of strategic scale development is concerned.
[9]
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6.
Employment Provision
6.1 Position Statement E1 of the PfSH SPS requires the EBLP to make provision
for a net increase in B-class employment over the period 2011 – 2034 of
114,000m2 which is made up of 40,000m2 of B1a office floor space and
74,000m2 of other B-class floor space. It equates to an annual average figure of
4,957m2.
6.2 The EBLP proposes to make provision for a net increase of 144,050m 2 of Bclass floor space in the period 2016-2036 (which includes 42,710m2 of office
floor space). This equates to an annual average provision of 7,203m2. This
target is derived from the PfSH SPS target but takes into account the additional
2 years of the EBLP period (2034 – 2036) and also losses of employment floor
space both in terms of those which have already occurred in the 2011-2016
period and those anticipated to occur during the remainder of the plan period.
These losses tend to occur as former employment sites are redeveloped for
non-employment (mainly residential) uses and need to be re-provided to ensure
the net overall target is met.
6.3 A detailed site by site and year by year analysis of employment permissions,
allocations and losses is set out in the Employment Background Paper /
Trajectory (June 2018) (Examination document ECON001). It shows that, in all
likelihood, more than 144,050m2 of net new employment floor space will be
delivered during the plan period. There is some uncertainty surrounding the
precise extent of land which will be developed at the Southampton Airport
Economic Gateway (SAEG) within the plan period. The SAEG alone has the
potential to deliver approximately 131,900m2 of new floor space. Only
c30,000m2 of this needs to come forward during the plan period to meet the
EBLP target.
6.4 The site is also identified in Position Statement E2 (E2.1) of the SPS as an
employment location of sufficient scale to have sub-regional importance and
which should be protected for B-class development from competing
development pressures through appropriate policies in local plans. In spite of
the uncertainty surrounding the precise extent and timing of delivery of land at
the SAEG the council considers that it is reasonable to rely on the SAEG as it is
a sub-regionally important employment site in a prime location with unrivalled
accessibility characteristics.
7.
7.1

Urban Area and Brownfield Prioritisation
A key component of sub-regional planning policy in South Hampshire over
many years has been ‘cities first’ which, in its broadest sense, means a focus
on existing built up areas and on ‘brownfield’ sites before considering
development on greenfield sites and land outside defined urban areas. This is
captured in Key Principle A of the SPS. The council has followed the same
approach in the EBLP through Strategic Policy S1 and the establishment of a
settlement hierarchy. It is also evident in the Development Distribution Strategy
[10]
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& Principles (DDS&P) (Examination Document ORD012) which helped inform
the approach to selecting potential sites for allocation in the EBLP. This DDS&P
document notes:
▪ The borough’s settlement hierarchy should be the main
consideration in making decisions about the spatial distribution of
new development to ensure that development is located in areas
which provide the widest range of employment opportunities,
community facilities and transport infrastructure and in order to
support, enhance and reinvigorate those areas;
▪ Development will be focused first on suitable brownfield sites within
the defined settlement boundaries of the borough’s most
sustainable settlements;
▪ However, given the tightly drawn boundaries of those settlements
and the scale of development likely to be required over the plan
period, the plan will need to make provision for a significant scale of
new greenfield development;
7.2

Clearly ‘cities first’ does not equate to ‘cities only’ and the EBLP does allocate
new greenfield sites for development; not least in the form of the proposed
SGO. However, it has only been necessary to consider allocating development
on new greenfield sites because there is not sufficient capacity within the
borough’s existing settlements and on sustainable brownfield sites to
accommodate the quantum of new dwellings needed to meet the housing
target.

8.
8.1

Countryside Gaps
Another key aspect of ‘cities first’ and the council’s approach to selecting sites
for allocation in the EBLP the desire to retain the separate identity of individual
towns, villages and local communities and to prevent their coalescence by
retaining open and undeveloped countryside gaps between them. Position
Statement S1 of the SPS reflects this important principle. It makes provision for
local authorities to identify in local plans strategic countryside gaps of subregional significance as well as local countryside gaps which are of
fundamental local importance.

8.2

Strategic Policy S8 of the EBLP sets out to do this and identifies 15 countryside
gaps where development, which would physically or visually diminish the gap or
have an urbanising effect detrimental to retaining its openness, its character or
the separate identity of adjoining settlements, will not be permitted.

8.3

The DDS&P document notes that:
▪ The separate identity of settlements and local communities should
be safeguarded by ensuring the retention of undeveloped
countryside gaps between them and avoiding decisions which
would result in their coalescence;
[11]
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9.
Green Infrastructure
9.1 Position Statement G1 of the SPS commits the PfSH local authorities and their
partners to continue to work together to plan, provide and manage connected
networks of multi-functional green spaces including existing and new green
infrastructure (GI). It is derived from and supported by a PfSH GI strategy which
was adopted in March 2017 and updated in July 2018. This sub-regional picture
is reflected in Strategic Policy S10 of the EBLP which seeks to provide, retain
and enhance a wide range of multi-functional green infrastructure including
major landscape-scale links, major country parks and open spaces, all manner
of green links, stepping stones and inter-connected wildlife and habitat
corridors. Significant new GI will be provided as an integral part of the SGO to
the north of Bishopstoke and the north & east of Fair Oak as identified in
Strategic Policy S5 of the EBLP (criterion 15).
10. Environmental & Resource Sustainability
10.1 In terms of water supply, waste water disposal and energy efficiency, Policies
DM2 and DM10 of the EBLP seek to deliver the ambitions of the SPS in terms
of working together to facilitate the sustainable use of resources across the
wider sub-region. In turn these reflect the ambitions of the water company
Water Resource Management Plans and the plans and proposals of the
Environment Agency and other bodies to both reduce water use and improve
water quality. Policy DM2 specifies energy efficiency and water consumption
targets which reflect the environmental impact of new development in the
relatively built-up sub-region and the fact that it is an area of water stress. The
council will modify Policy DM10 in response to representations received so that
it seeks to phase new development alongside improvements to new water
supply and/or wastewater disposal infrastructure where this is necessary to
comply with the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and/or the Water
Framework Directive. It will also address the issue of nutrient neutrality.
10.2 The council is committed to continuing to work with PfSH, its constituent local
authorities and other relevant partners to devise and implement appropriate
measures to address matters related to water supply, wastewater disposal,
water quality, flood risk management and energy efficiency through work on
projects such as the PFSH Integrated Water Management Study, Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment and the Solent Energy Strategy.
11. Review of the Spatial Position Statement
11.1 At the PfSH Joint Committee meeting on 4th December 2018 a report was
considered which discussed the need to scope out a review of the PfSH SPS in
the light of the publication of the new NPPF in July 2018. It was noted at
paragraph 9 of that report that the “timetable for doing this work needs to
stretch over months rather than years”. A follow-up report to the 5th February
2019 meeting initiated that scoping process looking at the potential
geographical footprint for the work and options for funding the work. Work is in
progress through the PfSH Planning Officers Group and the Hampshire & Isle
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of Wight Planning Officers Group to undertake this review. EBC is fully
committed to this work.
12. Conclusion
12.1 While it is a non-statutory document, the PfSH SPS (and the evidence which
underpins it) have been important documents in providing the framework for the
development of the EBLP. The council has co-operated proactively and
effectively with PfSH, its constituent local authorities and other PfSH Partners
and agencies in producing the SPS and has incorporated its key provisions in
the EBLP. It will continue to do so moving forward to address strategic issues in
the light of the 2019 NPPF. Accordingly PfSH and EBC consider the EBLP to
be in ‘general conformity’ with the PfSH SPS.
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Statement of Common
Ground
Havant Borough Council & the rest of the
Partnership for South Hampshire authorities

June 2019
[14]
Page 25

APPENDIX B
Havant BC Statement of Common Ground
Parties
The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)1 is comprised of:
▪ Hampshire County Council
The unitary authorities of:
▪ Portsmouth
▪ Southampton
And district or borough authorities of:
▪ Eastleigh
▪ East Hampshire*
▪ Fareham
▪ Gosport
▪ Havant
▪ New Forest
▪ Test Valley*
▪ Winchester*
Those district or borough authorities marked by a star (*) are partly within PfSH.

1

Membership true as of 4th June 2019
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Introduction
This Statement of Common Ground is a jointly agreed statement between Havant Borough
Council and the rest of the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) authorities2. It sets out
how the local authorities in South Hampshire have successfully worked together on
strategic planning matters, how they continue to do so and the common areas of strategic
agreement which have informed the production of the Pre-Submission Draft Havant
Borough Local Plan 2036 (HBLP 2036). This statement represents the position of PfSH,
and without prejudice to the separate completion of Statements of Common Ground with
individual PFSH authorities. A plan is provided at Appendix 1 which shows the location of,
and the administrative area covered by PfSH which includes Havant borough.

Background
The Partnership recognises the benefits of working together and brings together local
authorities in the South Hampshire region to support sustainable development, economic
growth and coordinate strategic planning activities.

Whilst the membership has altered slightly over the years, the membership has remained
broadly consistent. HBC has been a member of PfSH since its formation in 2003.
The Partnership was heavily involved in the preparation of the South-East Plan. The PfSH
authorities have since collectively produced a framework, namely the PfSH Spatial
Position Statement, to guide future local plans and housebuilding in the sub-region.

The ethos of collaborative cross boundary working has continued, and the partnership has
a successful track record in providing effective strategies for sub-regional planning. As well
as working jointly between member authorities, PfSH works with partner agencies in the
sub region as well as key Government departments to deliver joint strategies and pool
resources.

At the meeting of the PFSH Joint Committee on 4 June, the decision was made to revise the name from ‘Partnership for Urban South
Hampshire (PFSH)’ to ‘Partnership for South Hampshire’ (PFSH) reflecting a change in membership to encompass the whole of the
New Forest, including the National Park.
2
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Both signatories consider that PfSH represents an excellent way for local authorities in
South Hampshire to work positively and proactively collaboratively on cross-boundary
issues, including planning matters.

Havant Borough Council is committed to remaining a PfSH member and working with
partner authorities on PfSH’s goals in its vision3. The actions of the PfSH partnership are
also guided by an adopted constitution4.

Whilst PFSH did not formally respond to the consultation on the Pre-Submission HBLP
2036, the following sections set out agreed matters between PfSH and HBC. There will, of
course be further statements prepared which set out the agreed strategic issues with other
PfSH authorities alongside this Statement of Common Ground with PfSH.

PFSH Spatial Position Statement
The Joint Committee noted the completion of the PfSH Spatial Position Statement (SPS)
on 7th June 2016 and authorised its publication. The statement is not a statutory
development plan, but provides a framework for, and means of coordinating decisions
about long-term development and infrastructure across the sub-region.

A process note describing how the Spatial Position Statement was put together is
available on the PfSH website5. This shows the comprehensive and collaborative way in
which the work was undertaken.

The SPS forms a significant part of the statutory duty to cooperate that the Council and
PfSH authorities have with one another and has informed the strategic matters in the
HBLP 2036 accordingly.

3

https://www.PfSH.gov.uk/partnership/vision/
https://www.PfSH.gov.uk/partnership/working-arrangements/governance/
5
https://www.PfSH.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Position-Statement-Process-Paper-2016.pdf
4
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The evidence base for the SPS sets out that PfSH includes three separate housing market
areas (HMAs). These are the Isle of Wight HMA, the Southampton HMA (which includes
Southampton, New Forest, Test Valley, Eastleigh and western parts of Winchester and
Fareham) and the Portsmouth HMA (which includes Portsmouth, Havant, Gosport, East
Hampshire and eastern parts of Winchester and Fareham). Whilst the SPS was prepared
in line with the 2012 NPPF, it is agreed that the HMAs remain relevant for the purposes of
the duty to cooperate.

The PfSH Strategic Housing Market Assessment indicates an overall objectively assessed
need figure of 121,500 dwellings, whilst the PfSH Economic and Employment Land
Evidence Base Paper indicates a need for 971,000 sq. m of B-Class floor space between
2011 and 2036. The latter being informed by the Solent Enterprise Partnership’s Solent
Economic Plan.

Whilst Southampton and Portsmouth are identified to deliver a significant number of
homes, the SPS recognises that the scale of housing need cannot be fully met in
Portsmouth which is densely built up within a “peninsula” geography. This is particularly
significant given that Havant borough borders the north-eastern extent of the City.

A key role of the SPS has therefore been to consider the capacity of different areas within
PfSH to accommodate housing. This should inform Local Plans where there is the ability to
meet unmet need from the relevant housing market area provided it is it is reasonable to
do so. On this basis, the SPS considers that only 104,350 homes could realistically be
provided in the period up to 2034, recognising the environmental and infrastructure
constraints across PFSH.

The following table sets out the agreed Position Statement (H1) sets out the housing
distribution across South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight:
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Position Statement H1 has been superseded with the publication of the Government’s
standard methodology set out in the 2019 NPPF. This is considered in detail below.

Reviewing and updating the PfSH Spatial
Position Statement
The SPS is being reviewed to bring it in line with updated development needs.
On 15th October 2018, the PFSH Joint Committee resolved to review the PfSH Spatial
Position Statement. This will bring it up to date and in line with the revised NPPF. Havant
Borough Council are committed to inputting into this review. This will include considering
with PFSH and partner authorities how to meet housing needs that cannot accommodate
their own.

PfSH authorities are at various stages of reviewing their local plans with Eastleigh Borough
Council and New Forest District Council having submitted their Plan for Examination,
however they have done so under the 2019 NPPF transitional arrangements.
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PfSH is supportive of authorities proceeding with local plans before the SPS review has
concluded and recognises the importance of local authorities of having up-to-date local
plans.

Havant Borough Council would be the first authority in the Portsmouth HMA to submit a
local plan for examination and the first PfSH authority to have submitted a plan outside of
transitional arrangements.

Housing need in Havant Borough
The following table sets out how Havant borough’s housing need has evolved since 2016:
Housing requirement

Dwellings per annum

Housing supply over
period

SHMA 2016 update

450

11,250 from 2011 to 2036

2016 Spatial Position

398

9,170 from 2011 to 2034

463

9,260 from 2016 to 2036

471

9,420 from 2016 to 2036

512

10,231 from 2016 to 2036

Statement
Government’s standard
methodology (Sept 2017)
Government’s standard
methodology (March 2019)
Proposed housing supply in
Pre-Submission Draft

Significantly, the PfSH SPS sets a proportionately reduced housing figure for Havant
recognising the extent of environmental constraints affecting Havant borough. As set out in
the process note3, this was based on analysis of relevant constraints agreed through
multiple meetings of planning officers, chief executives and elected representatives, and
subsequently informed the Council’s first iteration of the Housing Constraints and Supply
Analysis6. The Council’s Local Plan Housing Statement 2016 reflected this, identifying a

6

Available at www.havant.gov.uk/localplan/evidence-base
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difference or gap of 4,809 homes between the Borough’s established housing need and
suitable housing sites available to meet that need.

Nevertheless, since that time the Council has persevered to assess the suitability of land
and is in a position to demonstrate that it can accommodate its objectively assessed
housing need in full. As set out above, the Pre-Submission Draft HBLP 2036 provides for a
total of 10,231 dwellings between 2016 and 2036. On this basis, the Plan would provide
for objectively assessed needs, with a buffer of 971 homes to contribute towards unmet
needs within the housing market area. Significantly, however, this buffer will be reduced to
811 homes taking any revised development need based on the latest affordability ratio into
account.

Unmet housing need in Portsmouth HMA
Whilst the review of the PfSH work is ongoing, it is accepted that Portsmouth City is
unable to meet its housing need in full based on the 2016 SPS.
Notwithstanding the updated development needs within respective PfSH authorities
(including Havant borough), it is agreed that the Pre-Submission Draft HBLP 2036 has
maximised the potential for housing delivery within Havant Borough so far as sustainable
development can still be achieved. Both signatories consider that any buffer from the
Borough’s proposed housing supply should contribute towards Portsmouth City’s unmet
housing need. This reflects the close physical and functional geography of Havant and
Portsmouth within the Portsmouth Housing Market Area.

A separate Statement of Common Ground is in production with Portsmouth City Council
which sets out this position in full.

Employment need in Havant Borough
The PfSH SPS (E1) indicates a net change of employment floor space in Havant of
110,000 square metres of employment floor space development from 2011 to 2034. This is
split between 55,000 sqm of office floor space and 55,000 sqm of mixed B-Class
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floor space. The SPS (E2) also highlights Dunsbury Hill Business Gateway (now generally
referred to as Dunsbury Park) as a strategic development location.
The PfSH Spatial Position Statement’s approach to employment provision was informed
by the PfSH Economic and Employment Land Evidence Base Paper (March 2016). This
provides a high-level assessment of where growth could be located based on trend based
labour demand forecasts at a sub-regional level. However, this did not take into account
local circumstances of employment land supply and land availability which exist in the
Borough. On this basis, the Council has undertaken its own assessment of local
employment need through the Employment Land Review (ELR)7. This was prepared in
association with Lambert Smith Hampton.

This work highlighted that the Borough continues to be a secondary office location by
virtue of the lack of credible demand for high quality office accommodation, and the
resulting residual land values which do not currently support speculative development.
Hence it is not felt that an office floor space of 55,000 sq. m is achievable over the plan
period.

The Pre-Submission Draft (Policy DR1) does not distinguish between use classes
providing flexibility over the plan period should market conditions improve. As part of this,
the majority of commercial allocations in the HBLP 2036 provide for Class B1 and/or Class
B2/B8 floor space. On this basis, it is considered that there are adequate opportunities to
secure high quality office development as part of new employment provision. This is
particularly pertinent as market conditions continue to improve to ensure there is a
sufficient choice and availability of employment sites to attract and encourage companies
from outside of the Borough to invest.

Based on the local analysis in the ELR, an employment floor space requirement of 82,870
square metres is proposed in the Local Plan. Nonetheless, the Pre-Submission Draft

7

http://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Employment%20Land%20Review%20December%202017.pdf
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HBLP 2036 provides for 96,759 square metres provides for some flexibility over the plan
period, recognising that Portsmouth City Council may not be able to meet their need for
employment. It would however, fall slightly short of meeting the target in the PfSH SPS.
PfSH is content that whilst the specific target of 110,000 sq. m (E1) will not be met through
the Local Plan, the Council has taken forward the principles in the SPS and used local
evidence to refine the need for employment provision in Havant Borough.

Governance of PfSH
The groundwork for the PFSH Spatial Position Statement in particular was undertaken by
the PfSH Planning Officers Group, a working group of planning officers from each of the
partner authorities together with Solent Transport and the Environment Agency
(representing the DEFRA family of agencies).

The work of the Planning Officers is overseen by the PfSH Chief Executives Group, which
is comprised of all of the Chief Executives of partner authorities. Ultimately decisions by
PfSH, such as the adoption of the PfSH Spatial Position Statement, are made by the PfSH
Joint Committee. This is a member group comprised of a councillor from all of the partner
authorities, generally the Leader.

Review of this Statement
Both PfSH and Havant Borough Council are committed to continuing an effective working
relationship. This Statement of Common Ground will be reviewed periodically as and when
necessary.
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Signatories
This statement has been prepared and agreed by the following organisations
Havant Borough Council

Partnership for Urban South
Hampshire

Signature (when complete)

Signature (when complete)

Simon Jenkins

Name

Director of Regeneration and Place

Title

Date

Date
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Appendix 1: PfSH area
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Mitigation Strategy
Fifth Annual Report on Implementation

June 2019
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Solent coast stretches from near Lymington to West Wittering and includes
the northern shore of the Isle of Wight from near Colwell to Whitecliffe Bay near
Bembridge. It is internationally important for birds, with 125,000 waders and
over 10 per cent of the global population of Dark Bellied Brent Geese. Many of
these birds travel thousands of miles to spend the winter here. Three Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) were designated on the Solent to protect these overwintering waders and wildfowl.
1.2 A substantial amount of housebuilding is planned around the Solent and
research shows that this new housing is likely to have potential impacts on the
SPAs. One of these potential impacts is increased recreational activity at the
coast resulting from population increases associated with the new homes.
Increased recreational activity is likely to lead to increased disturbance to the
birds within the SPAs. Such disturbance interrupts their feeding which can
mean they have insufficient energy to survive the winter and complete their
migratory journey back to their summer-time breeding habitats. If that occurred,
there would be a reduction in the bird population.
1.3 The Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership (here after known by its outward
facing brand name of Bird Aware) aims to prevent the additional recreational
activity from harming the birds. Since 2014, it has been operating under an
Interim Strategy, but in December 2017, the longer term, more comprehensive
Strategy was endorsed by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire and was
subsequently approved by each local planning authority as a basis for seeking
financial contributions to mitigate the impact of housebuilding on the coastline.
The new charging rate associated with this long term Strategy came into effect
on 1st April 2018. This Strategy is set to run until 2034, and includes an in
perpetuity element which will enable mitigation to continue until 2114.
1.4 This is the fifth annual report on implementation of the Partnership's work. It
describes the progress made during the year 2018/19 and sets out the
Partnership's plans for the year 2019/20.
1.5 This reporting period covers a time of great progress as it marks the start of the
Partnership operating under the long term Strategy, increased staffing levels
facilitating greater outreach and more monitoring work being undertaken.
Additionally, the work Partnership has been recognised as exemplary by the
Royal Town Planning Institute, with it winning the South East Regions 'Planning
for the Natural Environment Award' and the overall 'Regional Winner' award.
1.6 The Partnership comprises the fifteen Solent local planning authorities, Natural
England, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Hampshire & Isle of
Wight Wildlife Trust, and Chichester Harbour Conservancy. The authorities are:
Chichester District Council, East Hampshire District Council, Eastleigh Borough
Council, Fareham Borough Council, Gosport Borough Council, Hampshire
County Council, Havant Borough Council, Isle of Wight Council, New Forest
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District Council, New Forest National Park Authority, Portsmouth City Council,
Southampton City Council, South Downs National Park Authority, Test Valley
Borough Council, Winchester City Council.
1.7 Political governance is provided by the Joint Committee of the Partnership for
South Hampshire (PfSH) with the involvement of the representatives of the
three non-PfSH authorities8. The PFSH Joint Committee approved the 2019/20
budget at its 4th December 2018 meeting.
1.8 More information about the mitigation strategy and the Partnership can be seen
at: www.birdaware.org
2.

PROGRESS DURING 2018/19

Overview
2.1 The main strategic focus for the Partnership this year has centred on growing
the work and role of the Partnership now that it has a stronger footing through
the political endorsement and local approval of the long term Strategy.
2.2 The outreach work of the Ranger team has reached new audiences as their
work and interactions have benefitted from a larger team, the strength of the
Bird Aware brand, the quality of the website and increased presence on social
media platforms.
2.3 Monitoring work has again been undertaken on behalf of the Partnership and
the second tranche of Access Management Assessments (detailed
assessments of high priority sites) have taken place.
2.4 The Partnership's expenditure during the year is set out in Appendix 1.
2.5 Bird Aware started operating under the long-term Strategy on the 1st April
2018. This offers a comprehensive approach to mitigating against rising
recreational pressures on the birds. It draws a higher level of Developer
Contribution than the Interim Strategy did, thus affording this more
comprehensive approach.
2.6 There is an anticipated delay between the higher charge levels being
implemented, and a higher level of income stream (due to the nature of how
some of the Developer Contributions are collected, they may not be payable
until the point of development starting on site, which can be a considerable time
after the granting of the relevant planning permission). This has therefore
meant that a phased approach to implementing the wider work streams has
been adopted and this is outlined below.

8

Chichester District Council, New Forest and South Downs National Park Authorities
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Mitigation measures
2.7 The key mitigation measure is a team of rangers who patrol the coast. The
rangers aim to reduce bird disturbance by helping people to better understand
the importance of the over-wintering birds and their vulnerability to disturbance.
They advise people on how small changes in their behaviour can be hugely
beneficial to the birds.
2.8 The ranger team was expanded in January 2018 and now consists of the Lead
Ranger, two permanent Rangers and further support from 3 additional seasonal
rangers employed for the winter period (their employment is from early
September until the end of March, thus allowing for a period of induction and
training before the winter season officially starts on 1st October). This is still a
relatively small team to cover 254 kilometres of coast, so the rangers continued
to give priority to visiting coastal sections where there was the greatest
potential for bird disturbance, and those sections that afford high levels of
public interaction.
2.9 During the 2018/19 winter period, the rangers carried out the following
engagement activities:
Achievement
Site visits
Total number of people engaged with during site visits
Percentage of people who responded positively to
Rangers on site
Leaflets distributed by rangers during site visits
Leaflets distributed via leaflet boxes/local organisations
Community events attended
Number of people engaged with at events
Twitter followers at 31st March 2018
Facebook followers at 31st March 2018
Instagram followers at 31st March 2018

Figure
729
12,811
89
5,324
2,518
40
1,881
1,139
714
348

2.10 The rangers are employed by Hampshire County Council (HCC) on the
mainland coast and the Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIOWWT) on
the Isle of Wight coast under Service Level Agreements. These current
arrangements expire on 31st July 2019 and proposals are being worked up to
secure a new contract for a further 5 year period, with options to extend this if
agreeable to all parties.
2.11 With guidance from procurement colleagues within the Partnership, the
proposal being developed is for HCC to employ all the Ranger team, and to
work closely with HIOWWT so that the Ranger team continues to benefit from
their expertise as well as their network of contacts.
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2.12 Outreach work focused on initiatives to encourage responsible dog walking has
been further trialled by the Ranger team this year, with them manning stalls at
events targeted at the dog walking community. Evidence shows that dogs,
especially those off-lead, account for 47% of all instances of bird disturbance
resulting in major flights, therefore this is a key group for the Partnership to
work with.
2.13 Furthermore, the Project Board has given approval to recruit a dedicated officer
to lead on dog initiatives. Havant Borough Council will host this post for the
Partnership and the role is currently undergoing job evaluation before
recruitment will begin. It is anticipated that this new post holder will start in
summer 2019 and they will lead on this area of work.
2.14 Previously undertaken dog walking market research and other surveys show
some people may be willing to walk at inland sites instead of at the coast. The
range of recreational greenspaces around the Solent is being enhanced
through the Solent Local Growth Deal funding secured by the Partnership.
Construction of a country park at Horsea Island commenced in autumn 2016,
which will complement the facilities created at Alver Valley and Manor Farm
Country Parks during 2015/16.
2.15 The pathway resurfacing and installation of interpretation boards at Shoreburs
Greenway in Southampton (also funded by Growth Deal money) has continued
apace this year, with the works now principally complete and a public relaunch
due this Summer.
2.16 Additionally, a business case was approved by the LEP to allow the reallocation
of Growth Deal funding to assist in the creation of a Brent Goose refuge in
Havant. This will comprise of a permanent fenced refuge containing a mix of
improved grassland and winter wheat, as well as bird hides and interpretation
boards. Havant Borough Council is currently in detailed negotiations with the
landowner and expect to advance this project in the coming year.
Monitoring
2.17 Monitoring the effectiveness of the mitigation measures is vital. During winter
2018/19, there were counts of the number of visitors and their recreational
activities at selected coastal sites, including counts of vehicles in coastal car
parks together with counts of people, dogs on/off lead, and activities being
undertaken (viewed from vantage points at/near selected car parks) in order
that this data can be compared with previous counts and any further counts in
later years, so that changes in visitors and their activities can be measured.
2.18 The other monitoring work focused on a study of the effect of the rangers'
presence on peoples' behaviour. This concentrated on observation of people
numbers, activities, bird numbers, and disturbance levels at ten locations with
regular ranger patrols. Over time, this work will show if there has been a
reduction in disturbance over time due to the ranger's presence.
[30]
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2.19 In terms of direct monitoring of birds, low tide bird counts were undertaken in
Southampton waters by volunteers mobilised by Partnership contacts.
2.20 Finally, the 10 footfall counters installed at key points in 2017 completed their
data collection within this period.
Information and Communications
2.21 Effective communications are key to the Partnership's aim of raising awareness
and achieving behavioural change amongst people who visit the coast. Having
the Bird Aware branding (i.e. moving away from the less understandable Solent
Recreation Mitigation Partnership label) and the website (www.birdaware.org)
have been instrumental in helping us have our messaging understood and
actively promoted.
2.22 During this reporting period, the Partnership core team has been extended to
include a dedicated Brand and Communications Lead (appointed on a 3 year
contract), who joined us in July 2018.
2.23 This post holder has created the Bird Aware marketing strategy which was
approved in January 2019 by the Steering group. Its purpose is to create,
connect and seize opportunities to engage with the users of the Solent coast
and create a legacy of positive behaviour. Commencing in April 2019 for five
years, it concludes at the end of the 23/24 migration season.
2.24 The strategy targets the full range coastal users from dog walkers, through to
hard to reach users such as paddle boarders and cyclists. It utilises a range of
communication channels such as print, press, digital and social media and
covers all of the Bird Aware key messages.
2.25 Since October 2018 a series of press releases have been distributed to local
newspapers, media groups and news organisations. To date the take up of
these has been sporadic, but coverage has been secured in a number of
significant publications including; The Daily Echo; The Portsmouth News; The
Isle of Wight Observer and The Isle of Wight County Press.
2.26 In February a press release about Half Term events was picked up by ‘That’s
Solent TV’ which led to the Lead Ranger being interviewed for a short news
Item that was aired on 12th February – watch here - https://bit.ly/2YGu2wk –
This piece was also covered by The BBC Breakfast Show on 13th February with
a reported audience of 1.5 million.
Social Media
2.27 The Partnerships presence on social media has grown impressively over the
past year. Facebook followers are up 53% to 746, Instagram followers have
risen by 44% to 347 and Twitter is up 66% to 1,144 followers. Growth on each
platform has largely been achieved through engaging, informative and varied
content, consistently being added.
[31]
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2.28 All Partners are reminded that they can help boost our social media outreach
and following still further by ensuring that their organisations follow us and
share/retweet content.
2.29 On Twitter the highest performing tweet reached over 34,000 profile pages,
was viewed over 9,000 times and engaged with (retweeted, liked or
commented on) over 1,400 times. The Tweet covered a real life struggle of the
birds in their environment. View the tweet here - https://bit.ly/2YGu6Mz
2.30 Facebook’s best performing post reached over 8,000 people and was engaged
with 654 times. The post highlighted why being a ranger is so rewarding and
fascinating. See the post here – https://bit.ly/2UpjqCE
2.31 Another post that received an excellent social media reaction was the Rangers
version of ‘12 days of Christmas’. View it here - https://bit.ly/2UfHgRt
Financial contributions
2.32 The Partnership's expenditure (excluding major projects which use Growth
Deal funding) is funded by developer contributions in association with planning
permissions for new housing around the Solent. From the 1st April 2018, the
Partnership started charging the fees set out in the long-term Strategy. These
are set on a sliding scale based upon bedroom numbers, ranging from £337 for
a one bedroom property to £880 for a five or greater bedroom property. These
will be revised annually in line with RPI and rounded to the nearest whole
pound. They will also be reviewed every two years.
Planning permissions and appeals
2.33 Developers whose schemes will have a recreational impact on the Solent SPAs
have the option of paying a developer contribution towards mitigation measures
as set out in the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy, or providing their own
mitigation. During 2018/19, planning permission was granted for 2,864
dwellings which were assessed as requiring mitigation. As far as we are aware,
all of the planning applicants opted to contribute to the Strategy, as opposed to
developing their own bespoke mitigation scheme in consultation with their
relevant planning authority and Natural England.
2.34 It is now the established norm in planning appeals for the planning inspector to
endorse the principle of the developer contribution or cite the absence of
mitigation as a ground for dismissing the appeal. The Partnership is not aware
of any planning appeals during the year where the inspector did not support the
need for a developer contribution to Solent recreation mitigation.
The Bird Aware Brand
2.35 Bird Aware and Bird Aware Solent are now registered trademarks, affording us
a level of protection from others misusing the brand.
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2.36 The Bird Aware branding has attracted significant interest from 3 rd party
mitigation schemes and the benefits of sharing it with 3rd parties would include
having a louder collective voice, more media exposure and economies of scale
ensuring that mitigation measures are more effective
2.37 Following targeted emails promoting the opportunity for other similar Mitigation
Partnerships to join the Bird Aware brand (with their own regional emphasis)
the Partnership Manager and the Brand and Communications Manager held
meetings with several of the other partnerships.
2.38 This has led to a request from the currently titled 'Essex Recreational
Avoidance Mitigation Scheme' to move to the more public facing name of 'Bird
Aware Essex Coast'. This request is currently being accommodated and formal
agreements being drawn up.
2.39 Furthermore, Pagham Harbour local nature reserve is looking to extend their
staffing levels, with new Rangers joining the team under the Bird Aware
branding. Again, this request is being accommodated and formal agreements
being drawn up.
2.40 There has also been strong interest from a couple of other suitable partnerships
and once they have the equivalent of their Board approval to proceed, the
Partnership will be in a position to share which ones they are.
Mitigation Meet-up
2.41 The Partnership hosted the 2nd Annual Mitigation Meet-Up in Havant on the
15th November. This event was well attended, gave us the opportunity to
showcase our work as a Partnership and prompted great feedback from
delegates.
2.42 The day was attended by 64 people and we were joined by 14 different
partnerships/regions along with delegates from NE and the RSPB.
Award News
2.43 In November 2018, the Partnership was announced as the winner of the Royal
Town Planning Institute (South East region) 'Planning for the Natural
Environment' award.
2.44 This was then followed by the Partnership being announced as the overall
'Regional Winner' for 2018. The judges' comments related to the Partnership
stated that they were 'impressed by the collaborative approach' and 'positive
outcomes' which is strong recognition for how we operate.
3.
PLANS FOR 2019/20.
3.1 The local authorities are pooling the developer contributions through the
Partnership. To ensure sound financial management, the Partnership sets its
annual budget on the basis of the amount of developer contributions received
[33]
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during the preceding year. On that basis, a budget has been set for 2018/19
totalling £1,175,000. This budget (reproduced in appendix 2) will fund the
implementation of mitigation measures and associated costs including the parttime Partnership officer.
3.2 The mitigation measures described above are being funded by developer
contributions from the housing planned in Local Plans over the next 10-15
years, but legislation requires the measures to be provided in-perpetuity. The
Partnership is addressing this investing a proportion of the developer
contributions received in order to create an investment pot which will fund the
mitigation measures in-perpetuity. It has been calculated that nearly 60% of the
developer contributions received needs to be invested in that way in order to
provide sufficient future income to fund the mitigation measures in-perpetuity.
3.3 The decisions, mitigation measures and other initiatives which are planned to
be undertaken during 2019/20 include:• Allocation of the first round of funding for the Site Specific Projects. The
Partnership has set aside £2 million every 5 years to fund series of capital
projects designed to further the aims of the strategy through the provision
of visitor management techniques, enhanced bird habitats, enhanced
strategic recreational space or public engagement and education initiatives.
Project bids have been submitted and will be reviewed during this period;
• Negotiation of a new Service Level Agreement to support the provision of
Rangers to the Partnership;
• Recruiting a dedicated Dog Initiatives Lead officer to implement initiatives
to encourage responsible dog walking;
• Implementing the first year of the agreed Marketing Strategy, growing our
reputation and sphere of influence.
• Actively promoting the use of the Bird Aware brand to 3 rd parties
• Completing the third series of site specific access management
assessments
• Undertaking the fifth phase of data collection to monitor the effectiveness of
the mitigation measures.
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Annual Report Appendix 1: ACCOUNTS 2018/19
£'s

Income from contributions:

£'s

812,178

Expenditure:
Rangers
Operating costs
Monitoring Costs
Marketing Costs
Brand & Communication Costs
Partnership coordination officer

(200,657)
(6,636)
(49,397)
(8,831)
(35,202)
(31,484)

Total Expenditure:

(332,206)

Balance before transfer to in-perpetuity fund:
Transfer to in-perpetuity fund

479,972
(450,000)

Total contribution to reserves 18/19

29,972

Balances at 31/3/2018
Reserves brought forward @ 31/03/18
Contribution to reserves 18/19
Reserves carried forward @ 31/03/19

848,293
29,972
878,264

In-perpetuity fund @ 31/03/18
Transfer in 18/19
Interest received
In-perpetuity fund @ 31/03/19

534,774
450,000
6,163
990,937

[35]
Page 46

APPENDIX C
SRMP Annual Report
Annual Report Appendix 2: 2019/20 BUDGET

Item

000s

Rangers

210

Dog initiatives

20

Partnership Manager

30

Operating budget

10

Monitoring

50

Brand and Communications Lead

40

Comms operational budget

10

Graphic Design Support

15

Dog Initiatives Lead Officer

40

Sub-total

425

Contribution to in-perpetuity fund

750

Total budget

1175
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Item 7

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee

Date:

31 July 2019

Report of:

David Bibby, Principal Planning Officer (Strategy),
Test Valley Borough Council
-on behalf of PfSH Water Quality Working Group (WQWG)

Subject:

PFSH NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY UPDATE
SUMMARY

This report outlines the work which Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) is
undertaking with partners to address the issues of achieving nutrient neutrality from
development across the region. This follows from advice from Natural England that
there is a likely significant effect on the Solent’s European designation sites due in
part from to the increase in wastewater from new housing and overnight
accommodation. The aim is to achieve a PfSH wide strategic approach to mitigation
in order to achieve nutrient neutral development and deliver the planned housing
compliant with the Habitats Regulations.
There is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and phosphorus in the Solent
water environment with evidence of eutrophication at some designated sites. This
must be addressed as required by the Habitats Regulations. The achievement of
nutrient neutrality, if scientifically and practically effective, is a means of ensuring the
development does not add to existing nutrient burdens.
Officers from PfSH local authorities through the WQWG (and in liaison with the PfSH
Planning Officers’ Group), have been working with colleagues from Natural England,
the Environment Agency and Southern Water to investigate the potential mitigation
options.
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RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the responsibilities conferred on PfSH authorities under the Habitats
Regulations, particularly in the light of recent case law, and NOTES the
implication of the nutrient issue on development in the PfSH region.
b) AUTHORISE continuing work to undertake a desktop review of existing
information and evidence to clarify the scale and scope of the issue as it
affects development, and to explore potential options for strategic avoidance
and mitigation solutions
c) Continues to ENSURE through the Chairman of PfSH to the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), relevant government
agencies (including Natural England) and other bodies to provide an efficient,
central solution to the need to ensure nutrient neutral development takes
place.
d) SEEK a meeting with Government (MHCLG and DEFRA) to achieve a ‘one
public estate’ approach to delivery of strategic mitigation in the PfSH area, and
FACILITATE the identification of land for strategic mitigation across the PfSH
area amongst all public organisations with an allocation mechanism that
supports the PfSH Spatial Strategy for development
e) SEEK to meet with OFWAT and the Environment Agency to discuss the
Southern Water licensing and permit regime following their ‘under reporting’ of
discharges and to explore new and reduced nitrate permit limits as part of their
future business plan and licensing regime
f) AUTHORISE the development of a long term water quality and mitigation plan,
to achieve nutrient neutral development
g) AUTHORISE the investigation of potential sources of funding to support the
provision of short and long term mitigation options
h) REQUIRES a further report to be brought to the October meeting of the Joint
Committee to provide an update of progress of recommendations 2-8 in
developing potential mitigation options and preparing a PfSH wide strategic
approach to mitigation.
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INTRODUCTION
1.

The South Hampshire Integrated Water Management Study (IWMS) was
considered by the Joint Committee at meetings in March and June 2018. At
that time it was recognised that there remained uncertainties over the potential
need for mitigation of the impact of development after 2020 on water quality,
water resources and in order to satisfy the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations (2017, as amended) (hereafter referred to as the Habitats
Regulations) 1. This included the known potential need to achieve nutrient
neutral development in the future.

2.

However, a subsequent Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU)
judgement, generally known as the Dutch Case 2, and consequent revisions to
Natural England’s (NE) advice on planning applications, now means that
achieving nutrient neutral development has become an immediate and critical
issue.

3.

How to achieve nutrient neutral development and the science behind it is a
complex issue where the position is evolving and there remains a significant
degree of uncertainty over how best it is addressed. The way the waterbodies
within the Solent interact are unique, adding to the complexity. Given the
sensitivity of the Solent to water quality and the fact that this is recent case law
means that there is effectively no best practice to refer back to and learn from.
This report therefore sets out an update on officers’ best knowledge and
understanding of the position as it stands at present. In informing this position
it should also be noted that there is a reliance on the technical expertise and
experience of statutory bodies and water quality specialists.

4.

Following the IWMS it was agreed that a WQWG be established comprising all
PFSH local authorities, together with Natural England, the Environment
Agency, Southern Water and Portsmouth Water to take forward the IWMS
Action Plan. In line with the joint Position Statement, it was agreed to set out
the commitment to collective joint action and inform its remit and work. The
WQWG, in liaison with the PFSH Planning Officers’ Group has been working
on potential options on how to address the issue. This is challenging because
of its complexity, and is not something that can be resolved quickly. Work is
being led by local authorities in the eastern Solent, working with NE, with a
view to this forming the basis of a future PFSH-wide approach. This report is
written on behalf of the WQWG and the PFSH Planning Officers’ Group.

BACKGROUND
5.

Excessive nutrients (principally nitrogen and phosphates) in the Solent’s
European Sites is causing eutrophication, leading to an increase in algae
growth. This has an adverse impact on the habitats and species within the
European nature conservation designation sites 3 in and around the Solent, to

Available at www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents/made
Full reference is Cooperatie Mobilisation for the Environment UA and College van gedeputeerde
staten van Noord-Brabant (Case C-293/17 and C294/17) available at https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:62017CA0293.
3 This would comprise as a minimum, the Chichester and Langstone Harbours Special Protection Area
(SPA) and Ramsar, Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar, Solent and Southampton Water SPA and
1
2
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which the Habitat Regulations apply. The impact on the condition of the sites
due to this issue is relevant in the context of their conservation objectives and
achieving favourable conservation status.
6.

Excess nutrients come from a number of sources including agriculture (faeces
and fertiliser), and waste water from development and other background
sources. The largest source, potentially 70-80%, comes from agriculture. It
can take decades for nitrogen in the upper reaches of river catchments to
reach the sea. However, as the Habitats Regulations apply to planning
decisions, a new focus has been placed on the impact of new residential
development (and any new overnight accommodation such as hotels and
student accommodation) in order to avoid exacerbating an existing issuenotwithstanding that the impact on this is relatively minor overall. Achieving
nutrient neutral development will not address an existing problem, but in order
to satisfy the Habitats Regulations it needs to be established that planning
decisions will not make it worse. Any increase is deemed significant however
small (due to the in-combination impact), therefore small sites cannot be
screened out despite NE’s initial assertion last year, that nutrient neutrality
would only be sought on sites of 50 units or more.

7.

The Habitats Regulations are the UK’s transposition of European Union
Directive 92/43/EEC on the ‘Conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna
and flora’ (the Habitats Directive). There are significant responsibilities
conferred on Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) as a ‘competent authority’
under the Habitats Regulations. Chiefly, it requires LPAs to only approve plans
or projects (such as planning applications or a local plan) if there is no adverse
effect on the integrity of the site. The first stage is to establish if there are likely
significant effects. If there is, then an Appropriate Assessment is undertaken to
examine the likely significant effects and mitigation measures and will
ultimately determine if there is an adverse effect on the integrity of the site. If
this is the case, the local planning authority can only approve plans or projects
if the derogation tests 4 have been met, i.e. a project could be approved if there
was a likely significant effect, provided there was mitigation and no adverse
effect on the integrity of the site.

8.

An established principle under law is that Appropriate Assessments must use
the ‘precautionary principle’. An Appropriate Assessment must enable the local
planning authority to apply the regulation 63(5) ‘integrity test’ on a
‘precautionary basis’. Authorisation may only be given if the competent
authority has made certain there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of
the site and where no reasonable scientific doubt remains. Conversely, that
means where doubt remains as to the absence of an adverse effect on the
integrity of the site linked to the plan or project being considered, the
competent authority would have to refuse authorisation. It is also necessary to
consider not only the impact of a single plan or project in isolation but where
there is any likelihood of a significant effect in combination with other plans

Ramsar, Isle of Wight Lagoons SPA and Ramsar, Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
and the Solent and Dorset Coast Potential Special Protection Area (pSAC).
4 The Habitats Directive provides a derogation under article 6(4) which allows such plans or projects to
be approved provided three tests are met: a) there are no feasible alternative solutions which are less
damaging, b) there are “imperative reasons of overriding public interest” (IROPI) to proceed, c)
compensatory measures are secured to ensure that the overall coherence of the network of European
sites is maintained
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and projects as well, beyond individual local authority administrative
boundaries.
9.

It is also important to note that this is a legal requirement as oppose to a
material planning condition. It must be shown that there would not be a likely
significant effect in order to lawfully grant planning permission or approve a
local plan. If a local planning authority chose to disregard its obligations or not
fulfil under the Habitats Regulations or did not discharge them correctly, there
would be a risk of judicial review of the decision made.

10.

The need for Habitats Regulation Assessment has existed since 2004 when
the original regulations came into force. In the context of the Solent, the Joint
Committee will be familiar with the need for mitigation for the impact on bird
species from an increase in recreation. That new development leads to an
increase in recreation pressure at the coast and that this has an impact on the
birds which use the coastal mud flats to feed and roost has been recognised in
recent years as a ‘likely significant effect’). As a result, mitigation is required
from all new development which is then used to fund the Bird Aware
Partnership. This has become an established part of the development process
at the Solent. The issue of nutrient impact has now similarly arisen.
Recent Case Law

11.

There have been a number of recent CJEU decisions regarding the
assessment of elements of a proposal aimed towards mitigating adverse
effects on designated sites and the need for certainty that mitigating measures
will achieve their aims. One decision relates to the Dutch cases2 which are
concerned with a national approach to tackling nitrogen disposition in the
Netherlands, and covers the concept of ‘project’ and ‘appropriate assessment’
and the future beneficial effects of conservation measures. This decision has
implications for areas where designated sites are exceeding environmental
benchmarks or capacity and there are future pressures on the designated sites
from new development.
Natural England’s Position

14.

Natural England has advised that there is a likely significant effect on the
Solent’s European sites due to the increase in wastewater from new housing.
They have also advised that any development proposed through any planning
application providing overnight accommodation which would discharge into the
Solent would also be likely to cause a significant effect. There is uncertainty as
to whether the increase in wastewater from new housing in the Solent’s
catchment will have an adverse effect on the Solent’s European sites.

15.

Their advice is that there is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and
phosphorus in the Solent water environment with evidence of eutrophication at
some designated sites. They recommend that any new proposals which
include overnight accommodation have inevitable waste water implications.
These implications, and all other matters capable of having a significant effect
on designated sites in the Solent, must be addressed in the ways required by
regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations.
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16.

They recommend that the waste water issue is examined within the
Appropriate Assessment process and that the existing nutrient and
conservation status of the receiving waters be taken into account. The
achievement of nutrient neutrality, if scientifically and practically effective, is a
means of ensuring that development does not add to existing nutrient burdens.
Natural England Draft Methodology

17.

Natural England has prepared an advice note 5 (Appendix 1) which includes
draft methodology providing a detailed calculation of the nitrogen load derived
from new residential development. This has been revised in the light of
ongoing consultation and emerging best practice and knowledge, but remains
draft. It takes account of nitrogen stripping to decrease the discharge at Waste
Water Treatment Works (WwTW) where a nitrogen permit limit is in place.
Whilst the methodology provides practical guidance for greenfield sites, on
smaller sites and brownfield sites achieving nitrogen neutrality on site is
difficult to achieve and will generally necessitate other measures in order to
offset the nitrogen off-site, elsewhere within the catchment. This predominately
affects urban areas, especially the two cities, and potentially undermines the
‘cities first’ focus of the PfSH Spatial Position Statement. Investigation and
discussion of options for potential mitigation measures to achieve nutrient
neutrality is ongoing as discussed in detail later in this report.
Southern Water

18.

As part of discussions to find potential solutions for this issue the WQWG now
includes both Southern Water and Portsmouth Water. Southern Water is of
particular relevance to the nutrient issue given that it is the only waste water
treatment company serving the PfSH area. It is regulated by a permit system
consented by the Environment Agency which limits the amounts of nitrates
and phosphates which can enter the natural water system. The permitted
levels of nitrogen vary significantly between WwTW. Many, including those
which discharge into the rivers flowing into the Solent, do not have a nitrogen
permit limit. Therefore, there are already permitted levels of nitrates entering
the Solent which have already been consented by the EA. Consequently, an
understanding of how Southern Water can significantly reduced future
permitted levels using the best available technology is going to be a critical
issue that needs to be considered, together with a review of the permit levels
by the EA.

19.

In June 2019, OFWAT (the water services regulation authority) published its
report entitled ‘Notice of Ofwat’s proposal to impose a financial penalty on
Southern Water Services’. It identifies that Southern Water have been
responsible for widespread waste water failures over the period between 2010
and 2017, which has led to significant unpermitted and premature spills of
wastewater from its treatment works for thousands of hours. These matters
are of significant concern to PfSH particularly as there has been ‘widespread
and deliberate measures’ taken by the company including senior management
to misreport data about the performance of its WwTW. As a result of these
actions OFWAT has proposed a financial penalty on Southern Water of £126
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This is available on the Havant Borough Council website www.havant.gov.uk/nitrogen
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million, of which £123 million of this will be a customer rebate spread over the
next five years, with the remaining £3 million being the actual fine.
20.

OFWAT invited representations from interested parties to comment on its
report including the financial penalty by 19 July 2019. Given the severity of the
breaches raised by the report and the significance of the nutrient issue faced
by the PfSH authorities it has been considered necessary to register our
substantial concerns regarding the scale and widespread nature of Southern
Water’s actions.

21.

The letter together with a more detailed submission highlights a number of
issues that PFSH has identified to OFWAT which needs further consideration.
These matters concern: a) the need for further information about the scale of
the incidences; and b) the balance between the proposed fine and customer
rebate, such that the financial penalty should be in the form of a fine to use for
remediation measures in the area(s) where harm has been caused.

22.

The letter states that PfSH is prepared to discuss further with OFWAT the
issues faced in the Solent area and potential ways in which an Environmental
Remediation Fund would operate.

23.

It is considered necessary for PfSH to make this robust representation on this
matter which could assist in finding a practical solution for the nutrients issue.
It is acknowledged that Southern Water have started to improve its practices
and consequently PFSH would welcome a constructive and positive
relationship with Southern Water to implement appropriate measures to enable
development to proceed and protect the quality of our environment.
Role of Government

24.

Representations have been made to government, as the issues raised go
beyond the direct scope of local authority responsibilities and raise much wider
matters. PfSH authorities, including Havant and East Hampshire, have written
to relevant ministers in MHCLG and DEFRA to ensure that the issue has the
attention of government. There is a centrally based solution which could
potentially be explored, such as a review of the consents for WwTW.
However, this could only take place through government. It is understood that
such reviews have taken place in the past due to the Habitats Regulations.
However, it should be noted that any review, or any changes to WwTWs,
would need to comply with the statutory regulation of those facilities through
OFWAT and the Environment Agency and will take time to resolve.

25.

The regulation of the water industry and permitted levels of nitrogen discharge
are matters for government and its agencies. Similarly the regulation of
agriculture which is the largest source of nitrogen inputs is also a matter for
government. Any long term solutions to achieve both nutrient neutral
development, and to address the existing impacts on European sites from too
much nutrients entering that water, will likely require much wider and more
significant action than can be undertaken by local authorities through the
planning system.

26.

Natural England remains in active contact with MHCLG and DEFRA. MHCLG
understands the situation and are very interested in the methodology and
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advice. They intend to facilitate a cross-government conversation about the
wider nutrient issues arising from existing housing and agriculture. Natural
England will keep local planning authorities informed about major updates.
IMPLICATIONS FOR HOUSING DELIVERY
27.

The current position of not issuing planning permission is likely to have a
significant potential impact on current and future housing delivery. The advice
from Natural England applies to all sites which don’t have planning permission.
This has implications for meeting local housing needs and on being able to
maintain a five-year housing supply going forward and meeting government
targets for delivery in the future. This also has a consequent impact on the
future health and resilience of the construction industry, particularly for small
and medium sized enterprise (SME) developers.

28.

For example, Fareham Borough Council has 52 undetermined planning
applications (excluding Welborne) for new residential development under
formal consideration. In total these applications propose 3,185 dwellings. An
HRA/AA must be carried out on all of them. Twelve of the planning
applications, comprising 922 dwellings, have a resolution to grant planning
permission from the Council’s Planning Committee, pre-dating Natural
England’s current advice. Similarly, Gosport Borough Council have planning
applications for approximately 100 dwellings which are not currently
progressing. This is approximately 60% of their annual Local Plan housing
requirement. For Portsmouth City Council, planning applications for 1,652
dwellings are awaiting a decision.

ACHIEVING NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY
29.

The objectives of the work which the WQWG has been undertaking, building
upon the work of Natural England and local authorities in the eastern Solent is
to identify short and medium/long term mitigation measure in order to enable
residential development to be permitted. This will necessitate all partner
organisations to be committed including Natural England, the Environment
Agency and Southern Water, together with other public bodies with
landholdings.

30.

Some development can achieve neutrality though the change in land use from
agriculture which emits nutrients into the environment.
However, for
development on non-agricultural (particularly brownfield land), it is generally
not possible to provide mitigation as part of the proposed development. As a
result, off-site specific or strategic solutions will be required.

SHORT TERM POTENTIAL MITIGATION OPTIONS
31.

The Habitats Regulations require mitigation to be in place on the ground prior
to the occupation of development. In order to address the issue of achieving
nutrient neutral development where this cannot be achieved on-site,
alternative off-site mitigation measures to secure this elsewhere within the
catchment are being investigated. There are a number of potential short-term
mitigation options currently under consideration. These are intended to enable
development to take place straight away once they are in place.
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32.

Given the gravity of the situation and the issue, some local authorities are
exploring local short-term solutions. However, it is considered that a long-term
strategic solution is the most appropriate way to achieve nutrient neutral
development across the Solent.
Creation of new offsetting nature conservation or recreation sites

33.

The creation of wetlands, SANG, woodlands, nature reserves and other Green
Infrastructure (GI) from agricultural land, leading to a change in land use to a
lower level of nitrogen input within the same catchment and securing this in
perpetuity. There could be a potential increase in the provision of GI secured
from development than would otherwise be the case. Such provision would
have wider environmental and recreation benefits for the community and
wildlife and offsetting for nitrogen can be an indirect consequent of new
provision for these primary benefits. Woodland planting would also have
carbon capture and climate change benefits. It is also possible for mitigation
schemes to have multiple benefits. For example, a Brent Goose and Wader
refuge, without any added nitrogen (e.g. spraying), could mitigate Brent Goose
and Wader habitat loss and water quality, and SANG provided for New Forest
recreational mitigation could also mitigate for Solent nutrients.

34.

Where there is a change in use from existing agricultural land, priority in land
acquisition would be given to land in the lower Agricultural Land Classification
(ALC) grades, in order that the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land
is kept in production. This would also be less expensive to acquire.

35.

To explore this option would include working with Hampshire County Council
and other public bodies through the ‘One Public Estate’ partnership to identify
potential public landholding which could be used to provide mitigation sites.
Working with Government through this model to release public land
appropriate for mitigation to be identified and released could provide for
strategic mitigation across the PfSH area. In the absence of Government
intervention, PfSH would work with all public bodies to identify land for
strategic mitigation. Other options might include working with partners through
the Local Nature Partnership, Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership and Solent
Waders and Brent Goose strategy.

36.

However, there remains a potential risk of a lag period of residual nitrate
leaching from converted agricultural land, expected to be c.30 years (and the
potential for challenge on this) as a risk for this mitigation option. These
residual nitrates from historic agricultural use will need to be addressed by the
wider conservation and preventative measures that are necessary to achieve
favourable conservation status of the designated sites.
Taking land proposed for development out of agricultural production earlier

37.

Taking agricultural land out of production some time prior to development
commencing would remove agricultural nitrogen at an earlier stage. This is an
interim time limited option to give additional headroom, before the nitrogen
associated with development occurs.

38.

Whilst this is potentially an appropriate mitigation strategy, it is questionable as
to whether this meets the ‘test’ of being in place prior to the development. This
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is on the basis that it will potentially take a number of years for nitrate
discharge form previous agricultural land to cease entering the water cycle.
By changing agricultural land, it is possible to prevent future nitrogen outputs
from the land.
Catchment sensitive farming
39.

Another option is paying farmers to reduce nitrogen use or release, though the
government's agri-environment schemes, or working with water companies. A
post of 'Catchment sensitive farming (CSF) officer' could be created, together
with a capital fund. However, this is currently done by voluntary arrangement
with farmers and not secured in perpetuity. As such, the level of certainty of
delivery is low. Cover crops can also be planted in fallow years, in order to
avoid nitrogen leaching. This is a measure which water companies already
support. However, this is also only an interim time-limited option to give some
additional capacity.

40.

Wider CSF work to address previous and future agricultural inputs is on-going,
but this is more general than that needed for nutrient neutrality. It is important
to ensure that measures to reduce inputs from agriculture should not affect the
outcome of the conservation and preventative measures that are necessary to
reduce these inputs so that favourable conservation status for the Solent
European sites is achieved.
Water efficiency

41.

Retrofitting existing housing stock with upgraded water efficiency measures
from their fixtures and fittings, potentially focusing on local authorities’ own
housing stock, is an option. NE’s methodology for determining the nitrogen
load of proposed development is calculated from the proposed scale of water
use; therefore, theoretically, if less water is sent to WwTWs for processing,
less treated wastewater can be released under their respective permitting
concentration limits for nitrogen (measured in milligrams per litre) where these
apply. The water savings from retrofitting existing properties can be used to
provide mitigation capacity for new development. New development will also
be required to have a higher level water efficiency (of no more than 110 litres
per person per day) as secured by planning condition. Together these
measures should ensure that there is no overall net increase in the output of
an area to its WwTW(s).

42.

Water efficiency measures could help to enable housing delivery in the short
term where it is reasonably considered that such measures can be secured in
perpetuity, and if funding sources/mechanisms can be identified and secured.
Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW) Permit Limits

43.

The Environment Agency should be requested to commence review of the
permits of WwTW earlier and undertake robust AA on the permits. It is
understood that this is currently planned for 2024. It would however take time
for the any new permit limits to be implemented and for works to secure them
to be undertaken. It would be a first stage of assessing whether WwTW
nutrient discharges could be reduced.
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MEDIUM/LONG TERM POTENTIAL MITIGATION OPTIONS
44.

There are also a number of potential medium and long-term mitigation options
currently under consideration. These include major works and wider land use
changes.
New Wetlands

45.

These could be created in order to reduce nitrogen release and would be of
particular benefit downstream of WwTW to treat discharge flows to reduce
nitrogen post treatment. Inception wetlands can also remove nitrogen on
drainage pathways from farmland higher up in the catchment. This has the
potential to also offer significant social benefits in terms of green infrastructure
(GI), for example the de-culverting of watercourses to create open areas with
recreation opportunities. Similarly, the routes of watercourses could be altered
to de-canalise them in order to reduce runoff and increased wetland areas
associated with streams and rivers. However, this is a longer-term project
given the level of preparatory work that would be required.
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)

46.

SuDS can be used to create wetland environments that would act as a
nitrogen sink and can effectively remove a large amount of nutrients form
surface water. These need to be designed appropriately to ensure their
effectiveness. For example, the proposed vegetation would need to be
continuously wet and so swales and ponds would be suitable whereas deep
ditch solutions are not likely to be. Stormwater wetlands could be created by
amending SuDS to include greater nitrogen removal from development sites.
The identification of sites would need to be closely linked to the location of new
development.
Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW)

47.

Continue to work with Southern Water, the Environment Agency and OFWAT
on whether permit level limits for nitrogen could be introduced on those WwTW
which do not currently have such a permit and therefore where no nitrogen
stripping is taking place. Consideration could also be given to further reducing
the permit limit for nitrogen at WwTW, where there is a current limit already in
place. The potential required land-take implications would also need to be
understood. This option is linked to Southern Water’s future Business Plan
(regulated through OFWAT) and future review of WwTW permit limits
(regulated through the Environment Agency). This would follow on from the
short-term option of an early review of existing permit limits.

48.

With regard to funding, a tariff style approach on new development to fund
mitigation solutions could be considered.
The Solent LEP are also
investigating whether they may be able to fund mitigation measures to enable
development to take place.
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CONCLUSION
49.

NE have advised that there is a likely significant effect on the Solent’s
European sites due to nitrogen levels and this could be exacerbated by the
increase in wastewater from new housing and overnight accommodation. Their
advice is that there is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and
phosphorus in the Solent water environment with evidence of eutrophication at
some designated sites. The implication of having a significant effect on the
designated sites must be addressed as required by the Habitats Regulations.
They recommend that the wastewater issue is examined within appropriate
assessments and that the existing nutrient and conservation status of the
receiving waters be taken into account. The achievement of nutrient neutrality,
if scientifically and practically effective, is a means of ensuring the
development does not add to existing nutrient burdens.

50.

Officers from PfSH local authorities through the WQWG (and in liaison with the
PFSH Planning Officers’ Group), working with colleagues from Natural
England, the Environment Agency and Southern Water will continue to
undertake further work to investigate the potential mitigation options for both
the short term and medium/long term. The aim is to achieve a PfSH wide
strategic approach to mitigation in order to achieve nutrient neutral
development and deliver the planned housing compliant with the Habitats
Regulations.

51.

A further report providing an update on progress in developing potential
mitigation options and preparing a PfSH wide strategic approach to mitigation
will be presented to the next meeting on the PfSH Joint Committee on 15
October 2019.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the responsibilities conferred on PFSH authorities under the Habitats
Regulations, particularly in the light of recent case law, and NOTES the
implication of the nutrient issue on development in the PfSH region.
b) AUTHORISE continuing to undertake a desktop review of existing information
and evidence to clarify the scale and scope of the issue as it affect
development and to explore potential options for strategic avoidance and
mitigation solutions
c) Continues to ENSURE through the Chairman of PfSH to the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), relevant Government
agencies (including Natural England) and other bodies to provide an efficient,
central solution to the need to ensure nutrient neutral development takes
place.
d) SEEK a meeting with Government (MHCLG and DEFRA) to achieve a ‘one
public estate’ approach to delivery of strategic mitigation in the PFSH area and
FACILITATE the identification of land for strategic mitigation across the PfSH
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area amongst all public organisations with an allocation mechanism that
supports the PfSH Spatial Strategy for development
e) SEEK to meet with OFWAT and the Environment Agency to discuss the
Southern Water licensing and permit regime following their ‘under reporting’ of
discharges and to explore new and reduced nitrate permit limits as part of their
future business plan and licensing regime
f) AUTHORISE the development of a long term water quality and mitigation plan,
to achieve nutrient neutral development
g) AUTHORISE the investigation of potential sources of funding to support the
provision of short and long term mitigation options
h) REQUIRES a further report to be brought to the October meeting of the Joint
Committee to provide an update of progress of recommendations 2-8 in
developing potential mitigation options and preparing a PfSH wide strategic
approach to mitigation

Appendices: -

Appendix 1: Advice on achieving nutrient neutrality for new
development in the Solent region, for local planning authorities,
Natural England, June 2019

Background Papers:
Item 10: South Hampshire Integrated Water Management Study, 5 June 2018 Joint
Committee
Item 10: South Hampshire Integrated Water Management Study, 28 March 2018
Joint Committee
Reference Papers:
Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:
David Bibby, Principal Planning Officer (Strategy), Test Valley Borough Council
T: 01264 368105
E: dbibby@testvalley.gov.uk
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ADVICE ON ACHIEVING NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT IN THE
SOLENT REGION
for
Local Planning Authorities

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The water environment within the Solent region is one of the most important for
wildlife in the United Kingdom. The Solent water environment is internationally
important for its wildlife and is protected under the Water Environment Regulations1
and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations2 as well as national
protection for many parts of the coastline and their sea.3 There are high levels of
nitrogen and phosphorus input to this water environment with sound evidence that
these nutrients are causing eutrophication at these designated sites. These nutrient
inputs are currently caused mostly by wastewater from existing housing and
agricultural sources. The resulting dense mats of green algae are impacting on the
Solent’s protected habitats and bird species.

1.2

There is uncertainty as to whether new growth will further deteriorate designated
sites. This issue has been subject to detailed work commissioned by local planning
authorities (LPAs) in association with Natural England, Environment Agency and
water companies. This strategic work, which updates early studies, is on-going. Until
this work is complete, the uncertainty remains and the potential for future housing
developments across the Solent region to exacerbate these impacts creates a risk to
their potential future conservation status.

1.3

One way to address this uncertainty is for new development to achieve nutrient
neutrality. Nutrient neutrality is a means of ensuring that development does not add
to existing nutrient burdens and this provides certainty that the whole of the scheme
is deliverable in line with the requirements of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).

1.4

This report sets out the planning and environmental context for this nutrient neutral
approach as well as a practical methodology to calculating how nutrient neutrality can
be achieved. This methodology is based on best available scientific knowledge, and
will be subject to revision as further evidence is obtained.

1.5

It is Natural England’s advice to local planning authorities and applicants to be as
precautionary as possible when addressing uncertainty and calculating nutrient
budgets. Using a precautionary approach to the calculations and solutions gives the
local planning authority and applicants the certainty needed for their assessments.

1

The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2017
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (England and Wales) Regulations 2017 (as amended)
3
Including Wildlife and countryside Act 1981 as amended, Countryside and Rights of Way Act 200, Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009, Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006
2

1
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PLANNING CONTEXT

Integrated Water Management Studies
2.1

In 2016, an Integrated Water Management Study (IWMS) for South Hampshire was
commissioned by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) Authorities,
with the Environment Agency and Natural England. This examined the delivery of
development growth in relation to legislative and government policy requirements for
designated sites and wider biodiversity. It updated an earlier study in 2008. Similar
studies have also been undertaken for Chichester Harbour and growth in Sussex
(2018) though this study was largely for Water Framework Directive assessments.

2.2

The IWMS for South Hampshire was completed in March 2018 and identified that
there is currently uncertainty as to whether new housing growth can be
accommodated without having a detrimental effect upon the water environment.

2.3

The updated IWMS report in March 2018 concluded that there is uncertainty about
the impact of local plan growth on the designated sites, especially after 2020. There
was uncertainty about the efficacy of catchment measures to deliver the required
reductions in nitrogen levels, and/or whether the upgrades to wastewater treatment
works will be sufficient to accommodate the quantity of new housing proposed.

2.4

To examine this issue further, local planning authorities set up a Water Quality
Working Group in South Hampshire to add to the one already in existence for
Chichester with the Environment Agency, Natural England and water companies.
The objectives of these groups include identifying and analysing the existing
evidence gaps and evaluating the need for strategic mitigation measures. The
primary focus of this work is to address the uncertainty associated with strategic local
plan growth.
Natural England’s position

2.5

Following completion of the IWMS in March 2018, Natural England has been
advising that larger development (in excess of 200-300 houses), including all EIA
development, should calculate a nutrient budget and achieve nutrient neutrality. As
larger schemes are phased over many years, there was a risk that mitigation would
be required in the later stages of the project after 2020. Early consideration of the
issues ensures that any potential risks are addressed at the outset and provides the
applicant with confidence that the development is deliverable.

2.6

During the summer of 2018, a detailed review of the condition of designated sites in
the Solent harbours was undertaken (see next section). The best available up-to-date
evidence has identified that some designated sites are in unfavourable condition due
to existing levels of nutrients and unfavourable conservation status. These sites are
therefore at risk from additional nutrient inputs.

2.7

It is Natural England’s view that there is a likely significant effect on the
internationally designated sites (Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation, potential Special Protection Areas) due to the increase in wastewater
from the new developments coming forward.

2.8

The uncertainty about the impact of new development on designated sites needs to
be recognised for all development proposals that are subject to new planning

2
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permissions and have inevitable wastewater implications. These implications, and all
other matters capable of having a significant effect on designated sites in the Solent,
must be addressed in the ways required by Regulation 63 of the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.
2.9

Where there is a likelihood of significant effects (excluding any measures intended to
avoid or reduce harmful effects on the European site), or there are uncertainties, a
competent authority should fully assess (by way of an “appropriate assessment”) the
implications of the proposal in view of the conservation objectives for the European
site(s) in question. Appropriate assessments cannot have lacunae and must contain
complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions capable of removing all
reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the works proposed on the protected
site concerned. Complete information is required to ensure that the proposal will not
affect the integrity of the international sites.

2.10

Natural England advises that the wastewater issue is examined within appropriate
assessments and that the existing nutrient and conservation status of the receiving
waters be taken into account.

2.11

LPAs and applicants will be aware of recent CJEU decisions regarding the
assessment of elements of a proposal aimed toward mitigating adverse effects on
designated sites and the need for certainty that mitigating measures will achieve their
aims. The achievement of nutrient neutrality, if scientifically and practically effective,
is a means of ensuring that development does not add to existing nutrient burdens.
Joint working

2.12

The Water Quality Working Groups draw together expertise from local planning
authorities, Environment Agency, Natural England and the water companies to
examine this uncertainty further and progress an approach that ensures that
development can progress in a timely manner whilst ensuring the requirements of the
Habitats Regulations are met.

2.13

The Habitats Regulations require any uncertainty to be appropriately recognised and
addressed. It is the Local Planning Authority, as competent authority under the
provisions of the Habitats Regulations, which requires the evidence and certainty to
undertake the appropriate assessment in order to fully assess the implications of the
proposal in view of the conservation objectives for the international site in question.

2.14

Natural England is working closely with local planning authorities to progress options
that achieve nutrient neutrality. It is appreciated that this may be difficult for smaller
developments, developments on brownfield land or developments that are wellprogressed in the planning system.

2.15

Natural England has advised affected local planning authorities to set up Boroughwide or strategic approaches that developments can contribute to thereby ensuring
that this uncertainty is fully addressed by all applications and is working closely with
affected local planning authorities to help address this issue.

3
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT

Designated sites review
3.1

During 2018, Natural England assessed designated site condition in the Solent
harbours to evaluate the levels of nitrogen within the water environment and the
associated impact on designated sites. Detailed assessments are available on
Defra’s Magic Map. An updated review is complete for designated sites in
Hampshire and Chichester Harbour. The review of the estuaries on the Isle of Wight
is on-going.

3.2

This assessment revised and updated the condition assessment for estuarine water
quality in relation to the interest features of the designated sites. It examined the
recorded levels of nitrogen in the harbours and compared this with evidence of
phytoplankton and macroalgae, specifically the percentage cover of dense
opportunistic green macroalgae. A brief summary of the condition classes follows.
Unfavourable no change

3.3

This work identified that there are sections of the designated sites in the Solent that
are unfavourable for the interest features on the weight of evidence of elevated levels
of inorganic nitrogen and biological indication of eutrophication shown by the
abundance of macroalgae. Where sites are recorded as unfavourable, the
percentage cover of opportunistic green macroalgae is greater than 75%. There is
also poor evidence of a reducing nutrient status that would be adequate to
substantially prevent the growth of dense macroalgae mats.

3.4

There are unfavourable (no change) units within the following harbours: Solent and
Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour, Chichester Harbour. In addition there is a
more detailed, follow-on assessment, to review trends in the interest features of
Chichester Harbour that is ongoing. This study is determining if there is evidence of
improving trends, of no change or if the Harbour condition is declining.
Unfavourable recovering

3.5

The review identified that there are parts of Langstone Harbour where the water
environment of the unit is assessed as unfavourable for the interest features on the
weight of evidence on inorganic nitrogen and biological indication of eutrophication
shown by the abundance of macroalgae (>75% cover density), but recovering on the
basis of a large reduction in nutrient inputs through diversion of wastewater. The unit
is considered 'at risk' of not recovering to a favourable situation on the water
environment as it is unclear whether the nutrient status will become adequate to
substantially prevent the growth of dense macroalgae mats in parts of the harbour.

3.6

There are unfavourable (recovering) units within the following harbours: Langstone
Harbour.

4
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Favourable – high risk
3.7

Some sections of the designated sites in the Solent are in favourable condition but
this is borderline and these areas are at high risk. At these sites, there is not
generally a dense cover of opportunistic green macroalgae (>75% cover density) but
dense mats occur elsewhere and the harbour overall fails to achieve WFD Good
status on macroalgae. There is elevated levels of inorganic nitrogen at these
locations and there is a future risk of failing a favourable situation on the water
environment. This is because it is unclear whether the nutrient status is adequate to
substantially prevent the growth of dense macroalgae mats in parts of these harbours
if there is change in environmental conditions.

3.8

There are favourable (high risk) units within the following harbours: Solent and
Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour, Chichester Harbour, Langstone Harbour.
Catchment work

3.9

The high levels of nitrogen and phosphorus input to the water environment is
currently caused by wastewater from existing housing and agricultural sources.
There are a number of mechanisms already in place to reduce the amount of nutrient
inputs within our rivers and coastal waterbodies.

3.10

Within the river catchments; Defra’s Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) programme
works with agriculture to reduce diffuse sources of pollution such as fertiliser and
slurry run-off. One of the aims of this work is to deliver environmental benefits from
reducing diffuse water pollution. To achieve these goals CSF delivers practical
solutions and targeted support which should enable farmers and land managers to
take voluntary action to reduce diffuse water pollution from agriculture to protect
water bodies and the environment.

3.11

In addition, Southern Water is upgrading their wastewater treatment works to reduce
the amount of phosphorus inputs from human sewage. There are agreed
improvements to phosphorus permits on four Southern Water Services on the River
Test and phosphorus upgrades at two wastewater treatment works on the River
Itchen.

3.12

Work is currently on-going to evaluate the effectiveness of this catchment work in
reducing existing inputs into the Solent’s water environment.
Type of nutrient inputs to designated sites

3.13

There is evidence that inputs of both phosphorus and nitrogen influence
eutrophication of the water environment. However, the principal nutrient that tends to
drive eutrophication in the marine environment is nitrogen and this is supported by
modelling and evidence.

5
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3.14

Research has been undertaken by the Environment Agency to understand the
relative importance of nitrogen and phosphorus in causing the growth of macroalgae
and phytoplankton within estuaries in the Solent. This work used the Combined
Phytoplankton and Macroalgae model developed by Cefas. The results of the
assessment which was undertaken at a water body level identified that strong
phosphorus limitation was only found in relation to the Medina estuary (e.g. ReesJones et al 2014 and Udal et al 20144).

3.15

The best available evidence is for focus in the Solent harbours to be on nitrogen
reduction, and reduction in both nitrogen and phosphorus in the Medina catchment.
However, this approach may be refined if greater understanding of the eutrophication
issue is gained such as thorough new research or updated modelling.

3.16

The nutrient budget in this report calculates levels of Nitrogen (N) from development.
However, N comes in different forms and measured N concentrations vary as to
exactly what is measured. These differences need to be recognised when calculating
nutrient budgets. The key measurement is Total Nitrogen (TN), ie both organic and
inorganic forms of nitrogen, because this is what is available for plant growth. TN is
the sum of the inorganic forms - nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N), nitrite-nitrogen (NO2-N),
ammonia - and organically bonded nitrogen.

3.17

Total Nitrogen is measured by WwTW where there is a permit with a TN limit
consent. However, for WwTWs without permits, measurements could be inorganic
nitrogen (nitrate + nitrite + ammoniacal N) or TN or a mix. Most river quality
monitoring by EA only records the inorganic N forms. The Farmscoper report
measures nitrate-nitrogen not TN. Nitrate is normally the largest component of TN
but quantities of organic N are significant. In the Test catchment dissolved organic
nitrogen has been found to comprise 7% of the potential biologically available
nitrogen in the river and 13% of that in the estuary (Purdie, 20055). Thus, the land
use change element of this methodology will underestimate TN leaching. We
therefore advise that this uncertainty is recognised and the recommended
precautionary buffer approach is adopted.

4

Udal I., Rees-Jones S. and Robinson K., (2014) Chichester Harbour Water Framework Directive DIN and
Ecological Impact Investigations 2007 to 2012. Environment Agency.
Rees-Jones S., Robinson K. and Udal I. (2014) Medina Water Framework Directive DIN and Ecological Impact
Investigations 2007 to 2012. Environment Agency
5
Purdie, D., Shaw, P., Gooday, A. and Homewood, J. (2005) Dissolved Organic Nitrogen in the River Test and
Estuary, University of Southampton
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3.18

For developments on the Isle of Wight that are impacting on the Medina estuary, both
a phosphorus and nitrogen budget may be required. Natural England will work
closely with the Isle of Wight Council and applicants to provide advice on a bespoke
case-by-case basis.

3.19

This approach is also supported by scientific literature which confirms that whilst both
nitrogen and phosphorus should be reduced to tackle estuarine eutrophication,
primarily the focus should be on nitrogen6. Phosphorus reduction alone does not
address the mechanisms caused by elevated nitrogen that affect sea-grass health
and the structural stability, extent and plant species diversity of saltmarsh. In
addition, most land use measures to reduce nitrogen are also likely to reduce
phosphorus concurrently.

SECTION 4

NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY APPROACH FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT

Introduction
4.1

Achieving nutrient neutrality is one way to address the existing uncertainty
surrounding the impact of new development on designated sites. Natural England
advises that a nitrogen budget is calculated for new developments. This will show
that development either avoids harm to protected sites or provides the level of
mitigation required to ensure that there is no adverse effect. Natural England
recommends that the proposals achieve nitrogen neutrality by securing the required
mitigation in compliance with the Habitats Regulations.

4.2

The nutrient neutrality calculation includes key inputs and assumptions that are
based on the best-available scientific evidence and research. It has been developed
as a pragmatic tool. However, for each input there is a degree of uncertainty. For
example, there is uncertainty associated with predicting occupancy levels and water
use for each household in perpetuity. Also, identifying current land / farm types and
the associated nutrient inputs is based on best-available evidence, research and
professional judgement and is subject to a degree of uncertainty.

4.3

It is our advice to local planning authorities to be as precautionary as possible when
addressing uncertainty and calculating nutrient budgets. This is achieved by
choosing the most precautionary option in all cases and building in an appropriate
precautionary delivery buffer. Further details of this approach are included in the
following stages of the calculation. Using this precautionary approach to the

6

E.g. Jones B.L and Unsworth R..F. (2016) The perilous state of seagrass in the British Isles. R. Soc. open sci. 3:
150596.
Turner R.E. Beneath the saltmarsh canopy: Loss of soil strength with increasing nutrient loads. Estuaries and
Coasts (2011) 34:1084
Cole S., Codling I.D., Parr W. and Zabel T. 1999 Guidelines for managing water quality impacts within UK
European marine sites. UK Marine SAC Project
Scott C.R, K. L. Hemingway, Elliot. M, de Honge V.N, Penthick J.S., Malcolm S. and Wilkinson M. Impact of
Nutrients in Estuaries – Phase 2 Environment Agency 1999
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calculations and solutions gives the local planning authority and applicants the
certainty needed for their assessments.
Type of development
4.4

This methodology is for all types of development that would result in a net increase in
population served by a wastewater system, including new homes, student
accommodation, tourism attractions and tourist accommodation. This development
will have inevitable wastewater implications.

4.5

Other commercial development not involving overnight accommodation will generally
not be included. It is assumed that anyone living in the catchment also works and
uses facilities in the catchment, and therefore wastewater generated by that person
can be calculated using the population increase from new homes and other
accommodation. This removes the potential for double counting of human
wastewater arising from different planning uses.

4.6

Tourism attractions and tourism accommodation are exceptions as these land uses
as they attract people into the catchment and generate additional wastewater and
consequential nitrogen loading on the Solent. This includes self-service and serviced
tourist accommodation such as hotels, guest houses, bed and breakfasts and selfcatering holiday chalets and static caravan sites. Other applications will be
considered on their individual merits, for example new cruise ship facilities etc.

4.7

There may be cases where planning applications for new commercial or industrial
development or changes in agricultural practices could result in the release of
additional nitrogen into the system. In these situations, a case-by-case approach will
be adopted. Early discussions with Natural England via our chargeable services
(DAS) are recommended.
Methodology
Stage 1
Calculate Total Nitrogen (TN) in kilograms per annum derived
from the development that would exit the Wastewater Treatment Works
(WwTW) after treatment
Stage1 Step 1 Calculate additional population

4.8

To determine the additional population that would use the proposed development, it
is recommended that well evidenced occupancy rates are used. Natural England
recommends that an occupancy rate of 2.4 is used in the calculation. This is based
on the latest Office for National Statistics figure that can be applied across all
affected local authority areas.

4.9

In order to be appropriately precautionary, the calculation needs to be based on
values that take account of long term trends to address the impacts of the
development in perpetuity rather than just over a local plan period.

8
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4.10

All types of new housing (market and affordable) and overnight accommodation will
increase the housing stock within the catchment, which will result in an associated
increase in population levels, leading to inevitable wastewater implications.

4.11

It is Natural England’s view that using the latest Office for National Statistics figure is
suitably precautionary and based on best available evidence. Local planning
authorities, as competent authorities, may choose to use alternative occupancy rates
in their assessments, when these are supported by evidence.

4.12

Competent authorities may also choose to adopt bespoke calculations for detailed
planning applications. For example, it may be possible to evidence alternative figures
for flats or in relation to the number of bedrooms of each household.

4.13

These are matters for each competent authority. Natural England’s advice is to take
a precautionary approach that recognises the uncertainty.
Stage 1 Step 2 Confirm water use

4.14

Determine the water use / efficiency standard for the proposed development to be
defined in the planning application and, where relevant, the Environmental
Statement. The nitrogen load is calculated from the scale of water use and thus the
highest water efficiency standards under the building regulations will minimise the
increase in nitrogen from the development.

4.15

It is recommended that each Local Planning Authority impose a planning condition on
all planning permissions for one or more net additional new dwellings requiring
construction to the optional requirement7 under G2 of the Building Regulations 2010.

4.16

A model condition is set out below:
“The dwellings shall not be occupied until the Building Regulations Optional
requirement of a maximum water use of 110 litres per person per day has been
complied with.”

4.17

The water use figure is a proxy for the amount of wastewater that is generated by a
household. New residential development may be able to achieve tighter water use
figures, with or without grey water recycling systems, and this approach is supported
from a water resource perspective (for example in support of Southern Water’s
Target 100 litres per person per day). However, the key measurement is the amount
of wastewater generated by the development that flows to the wastewater treatment
works.

4.18

If tighter water use restrictions are used in the nutrient calculation – with or without
grey water recycling systems – these restrictions must reflect the wastewater

7

The optional requirement referred to in G2 requires installation and fittings and fixed appliances for the consumption of
water at 110 litres per person per day.
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generated for the lifetime of the development. There is a risk that when kitchen and
bathroom fittings are changed by occupants over the years, less water-efficient
models could be installed. It is Natural England’s view that it would be difficult to
evidence and secure delivery of tighter restrictions at this time, to provide certainty
for the lifetime of the development. However, if sound evidence can be provided, this
will be considered on a case-by-case basis.
4.19

It is Natural England’s view that it is reasonable for the authorities to assume that
households will achieve the 110 litres per person per day target in perpetuity and this
precautionary approach should be adopted in the calculation.
Stage 1 Step 3 Confirm WwTW and permit level

4.20

Identify the Wastewater treatment works (WwTW) that the development will use and
identify the permit concentration limit for Total Nitrogen at the WwTW. If the WwTW
will have a tightened permit concentration limit for Total Nitrogen under the
company’s Water Industry Asset Management Plan by 2024 then use this tightened
value. If a new WwTW is proposed, obtain a determination from the Environment
Agency on the permit limit for Total Nitrogen that would apply to the works and when
they are likely to be built. Where the WwTW has no consent limit on Total Nitrogen
derive a value for nitrogen in the wastewater stream based on the type of wastewater
treatment at the works.

4.21

Where there is a permit limit for Total Nitrogen, the load calculation will use a worst
case scenario that the WwTW operates at 90% of its permitted limit. A water
company has the option of operating the works as close to the consent limit as
practicable without breaching the consent limit. Natural England and the
Environment Agency have agreed to take 90% of the consent value as the closest
the water company can reasonably operate works without breaching the consent
limit.

4.22

For most planning applications, the WwTW provider is not confirmed until after
planning permission is granted. The nutrient calculation should be based on the
permit levels of the most likely WwTW. In any cases where the WwTW changes, a
reassessment of the nutrient calculation will be required to ensure the development is
nutrient neutral.

4.23

For developments that discharge to WwTWs with no Total Nitrogen permit level, best
available evidence must be used for the calculation. In the first instance, Southern
Water or other wastewater provider should be contacted for details of the nitrogen
effluent levels for the specific WwTW.

4.24

However, if this data is not available, an average figure of 27 mg/l can be used. This
figure has been derived by Southern Water from nitrogen effluent levels at two
WwTWs in the Solent area. Please note this average figure may change if new
evidence becomes available.
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Stage 1 Step 4 Calculate Total Nitrogen (TN) in Kg per annum that would exit the
WwTW after treatment derived from the proposed development
4.25

The Total Nitrogen load is calculated by multiplying the water use of the proposed
development by the appropriate concentration of Total Nitrogen after treatment at the
WwTW.

4.26

The following worked example calculates the Total Nitrogen load of a development of
1000 dwellings based on a WwTW with a consent limit for Total Nitrogen of 9 mg/l.

4.27

Where residential developments also include other overnight accommodation such
as tourist accommodation and attractions, the associated water use from these
additional land uses will need to be included in the calculation. This should be based
on the water use associated with these facilities.

STAGE 1 - WORKED EXAMPLE TO CALCULATE TOTAL NITROGEN (TN) LOAD
FROM DEVELOPMENT WASTEWATER
Step
Measurement
Value
Unit
Explanation
Development
Development types that
1000 Residential
proposal
would increase the
dwellings
population served by a
wastewater system
Step 1
Additional population
2400 Persons
Uses an
average
household size
of 2.4 x 1000
dwgs
(greenfield
site).
Step 2
Wastewater volume
264,000 litres/day
2400 persons x
generated by
110 litres
development
Where
relevant,
deduct
wastewater
volume of
population
displaced by
the proposed
development
Step 3
Receiving WwTW
9.0 mg/l TN
environmental permit limit
for TN
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TN discharged after
WwTW treatment

2,138,400 mg/TN/day

Convert mg/TN to kg/TN
per day
Convert kg/TN per day to
kg/TN per year

2.1384

Kg/TN/day
781 Kg/TN/yr

90% of the
consent limit =
8.1 mg/l TN.
264000 x 8.1
Divide by
1,000,000
X 365 days

Wastewater
total nitrogen
781 kg/TN/yr
load
Table 1 – Calculating wastewater Total Nitrogen load from proposed development
Stage 2
use

Adjust Nitrogen load to offset existing nitrogen from current land

4.28

This next stage is to calculate the existing nitrogen losses from the current land use.
The nitrogen loss from the current land use will be removed and replaced by that
from the proposed development land use. The net change in land use will need to be
subtracted from or added to the wastewater Total Nitrogen load.

4.29

Nitrogen–nitrate loss from agricultural land can be modelled using the Farmscoper
model. A study commissioned by Natural England from ADAS modelled this loss for
different farm types across the river catchments that drain to the Solent (ADAS UK
Ltd. 2015. Solent Harbours Nitrogen Management Investigation).

4.30

If the development area covers agricultural land that clearly falls within a particular
farm type used by the Farmscoper model then the modelled average nitrate-nitrogen
loss from this farm type should be used. The farm types used in the ADAS model are
set out in Table 2, with the nitrate-nitrogen loss. Further details on farm classification
are included in Appendix 1.

AVERAGE NITRATE-NITROGEN LOSS PER FARM TYPE IN THE SOLENT
CATCHMENT AREA (kg/ha)
Cereals
31.2
Dairy
36.2
General Cropping
25.4
Horticulture
29.2
Pig
70.4
Lowland Grazing
13.0
Mixed
28.3
Poultry
70.7
Average for catchment area
26.9
Table 2
Farm types and average nitrogen-nitrate loss
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4.31

If the proposed development area covers several or indeterminate farm types then
the average nitrate-nitrogen loss across all farmland may be more appropriate to use.
The average figure is also included in Table 2.

4.32

The figures in the ADAS report are based on 2010 land use data and may be
updated from time-to-time as land use and agricultural practice to control nitrate loss
changes.

4.33

For sites that are in use as allotments, it is recommended that the most appropriate
farm type for allotments is the average rate of 26.9 kg/ha/yr. If evidence can be
provided to support an alternative figure, then this information will be reviewed by the
local planning authority and Natural England.

4.34

For sites that are currently in use as horse paddocks, it is recommended that the
lowland grazing figure should be used in the calculation. If evidence can be provided
to support an alternative figure, then this information will be reviewed by the local
planning authority and Natural England.

4.35

It is important that farm type classification is appropriately precautionary. It is
recommended that evidence is provided of the farm type for the last 10 years and
professional judgement is used as to what the land would revert to in the absence of
a planning application. In many cases, the local planning authority, as competent
authority, will have appropriate knowledge of existing land uses to help inform this
process.

4.36

There may be areas of a greenfield development site that are not currently in
agricultural use and have not been used as such for the last 10 years. There is no
agricultural nitrogen input onto this land and these areas should not be included in
Stage 2 of the calculation.

4.37

Where development sites include wildlife areas, woodlands, hedgerows, ponds and
lakes, these areas should also be excluded from the calculation as there is no
existing agricultural nitrogen input onto this land.

4.38

For sites, where existing land use is not confirmed, it is Natural England’s advice to
local planning authorities and applicants to be as precautionary as possible. A
worked example to calculate the nitrogen load from existing land use is set out in
Table 3.
STAGE 2 - WORKED EXAMPLE TO CALCULATE NITROGEN LOAD FROM
CURRENT LAND USE
Step
Measurement
Value
Unit
Explanation
1
Total area of existing 40
Hectares
This is the area of
agricultural land
agricultural land that
will be lost due to
development
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2

Identify farm type
and confirm nitrate
loss.

26.9

Kg/ha/yr

3

Multiply area by
nitrate loss

1,076

Kg/N/yr

The developable
area covers several
farm types therefore
an average has
been used.
Reference Appendix
1 and Table 2
40 ha x 26.9 kg/N/yr

Nitrogen
load 1,076 Kg/N/yr
current land
use
Table 3 Calculating nitrogen load from current land use
Stage 3
Adjust nitrogen load to account for land uses with the proposed
development
4.39

The last stage is to add in the nitrogen load that will result from the new development
that is not received by a WWTW. This includes the nitrogen load from the new urban
development and from the new open space including any Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG), Nature Reserves or Bird Refuge Areas.

4.40

The calculation only includes the areas of the site where there will be a change in
land use, for example from agricultural land to new urban development or agricultural
land to Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) / open space. Where there
is no proposed change to land use, this land should be excluded from the nitrogen
budget as there will be no change to the nitrogen load from this area.
Urban development

4.41

The nitrogen load from the new urban development results from sewer overflows and
from drainage that picks up nitrogen sources on the urban land. Urban development
includes the built form, gardens, road verges and small areas of open space within
the urban fabric. These nitrogen sources include atmospheric deposition, pet waste,
fertilisation of lawns and gardens and inputs to surface water sewers. The nitrogen
leaching from urban land equates to 14.3 kg/ha/yr8. Appendix 2 sets out the scientific
research and literature in relation to this figure.
Open Space and Green Infrastructure

4.42

8

Nitrogen loss draining from new designated open space or Suitable Alternative
Natural Greenspace (SANG) should also be included. The nitrogen leaching from this
land is likely to equate to 5 kg/ha/yr. Appendix 3 sets out the scientific research and

Supplementary Planning Document – Achieving Nitrogen Neutrality in Poole Harbour
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literature in relation to this figure. This figure can also be used where new nature
reserves or bird refuge areas are created.
4.43

The competent authority will need to be assured for perpetuity that this open space
will be managed as such and there will be no additional inputs of nutrients or
fertilisers onto this land. Appropriate planning and legal measures will be necessary
to ensure it will not revert back to agricultural use, or change to alternative uses that
affect nutrient inputs on the long term. It is therefore recommended that the 5
kg/ha/yr rate applies to areas of designated open space on-site of around 0.5
hectares and above. These sites will also need long term management to ensure the
provision of dog bins and that these are regularly emptied.

4.44

Small areas of open space within the urban fabric, such as road verges, gardens,
children’s play areas and other small amenity areas, should not be included within
this category. The urban development figure is appropriate for these land uses.
Community food growing provision

4.45

For any areas of the site that are proposed for community food growing provision, it
is recommended that the average farm type rate is used (26.9 kg/ha/yr).

4.46

A worked example is shown in the table below. This is based on a developable area
of 30 hectares covering land in a mix of farm types with the removal of 10 hectares of
agricultural land to create SANG.

STAGE 3 - WORKED EXAMPLE TO CALCULATE NITROGEN LOAD FROM FUTURE
LAND USES
Step
Measurement
Value Unit
Explanation
1
New urban area
30
Hectares
Area of development
that will change from
agricultural land to
urban land use
2
Nitrogen Load from
429
Kg/N/yr
30 ha x 14.3 Kg/N/yr
future urban area
3
New SANG / open
10
Hectares
Area of development
space
that will change from
agricultural land to
SANG / open space
4
Nitrogen load from
50
Kg/N/yr
10 ha x 5.0 Kg/N/yr
SANG / open space
5
Combine Nitrogen
479
Kg/N/yr
429 Kg/N/yr + 50
load from future land
Kg/N/yr
uses
Nitrogen Load future land
479 Kg/TN/yr
uses
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Table 4 – Adjust Nitrogen Load to account for future land uses
Stage 4
Calculate the net change in the Total Nitrogen load that would
result from the development
4.47

The last stage is to calculate the net change in the Total Nitrogen load to the Solent
catchment with the proposed development. This is derived by calculating the
difference between the Total Nitrogen load calculated for the proposed development
(wastewater, urban area, open space etc) and that for the existing land uses.

4.48

It is necessary to recognise that all the figures used in the calculation are based on
scientific research, evidence and modelled catchments. These figures are the best
available evidence but it is important that a precautionary buffer is used that
recognises the uncertainty with these figures and ensures the approach is
precautionary. Natural England therefore recommends that a 20% precautionary
buffer is built into the calculation.

4.49

There may be instances where it is the view of the competent authority that an
alternative precautionary buffer should be used based on a site-specific basis.

4.50

Table 5 sets out a worked example.

STAGE 4 - WORKED EXAMPLE TO CALCUATE THE NET CHANGE IN NITROGEN
LOAD FROM THE DEVELOPMENT
Step
1

2

3

Measurement
Identify Nitrogen load
from wastewater (stage
1)
Calculate the net
change in Nitrogen
from land use change subtract existing land
uses Nitrogen load
(stage 2) from future
land uses Nitrogen
load (stage 3)
Determine Nitrogen
Budget – the Total
Nitrogen wastewater
load for the proposed
development plus the
change in Nitrogen
load from land use
change (the latter
figure may be positive
ie the change in land

Value
781

Unit
Kg/N/yr

Explanation
See Table 1

-597

Kg/N/yr

479 Kg/N/yr - 1076
Kg/N/yr

184

Kg/N/yr

781 Kg/N/yr (step 1)
+ -597 Kg/N/yr (step
2)
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use will generate more
nitrogen, or negative ie
the change in land use
will generate less
Nitrogen)
Nitrogen Budget
without buffer
Divide Nitrogen
Budget without
buffer by 5.
Identify Nitrogen
Buffer with 20%
buffer

4
5

6

184

Kg/N /yr

36.8

Kg/N /yr

220.8

Kg/N /yr

Nitrogen
Budget with
20% buffer
Table 5 Nitrogen Load Budget

184 Kg/N /yr x
1.5
184 Kg/N /yr
divide by 5 =
36.8.
Add 36.8 to the
stage 4 figure

221 Kg/N /yr

Need for mitigation
4.51

If there is a Nitrogen surplus (a positive figure), then mitigation is required to achieve
nitrogen neutrality. If the calculation identifies a deficit (a negative figure), no
mitigation is required.

4.52

In the worked example above, the Nitrogen Budget with 20% buffer is 221 Kg/TN/yr.
Natural England recommends that mitigation is achieved for 221 Kg/TN/yr. Mitigation
can be ‘direct’ through upgrading sewage treatment works and through alternative
measures, e.g. interceptor wetlands or ‘indirect’ by offsetting the nitrogen generated
from new development by taking land out of nitrogen intensive uses, e.g. where
fertiliser is applied to crops. Mitigation measures will need to be secured for the
duration over which the development is causing the effects, generally 80-125 years.

4.53

The options for mitigation include a combination of the following:
(i)
(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)
(vi)

Agreement with the wastewater treatment provider that will maintain an
increase in nitrogen removal at the WwTW.
Agreement with the wastewater treatment provider or others to provide
and maintain an increase in nitrogen offsetting from catchment
management measures (this may include mini-farm interceptor wetlands).
Provide measures that will remove nitrogen draining from the
development site or discharged by the WwTW (such as wetland or
reedbed) (Appendix 4).
Increase the size of the SANGs and Open Space provision for the
development on agricultural land that removes more nitrogen loss from
this source.
Establish changes to agricultural land in the wider landholding in
perpetuity that removes more nitrogen loss from this source.
Acquire, or support others in acquiring, agricultural land elsewhere within
the river catchment area containing the development site, changing the
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land use in perpetuity (e.g. to woodland, heathland, saltmarsh, wetland or
conservation grassland) to remove more nitrogen loss from this source
and/or, if conditions are suitable, provide measures that will remove
nitrogen on drainage pathways from land higher up the catchment (e.g.
interception wetland).
4.54

Further information on the potential for nitrogen mitigation using wetlands is included
in Appendix 4. Detailed information has been provided on stormwater wetlands,
constructed wetlands taking discharges from STW and wetlands associated with
streams and rivers.

4.55

Detailed consideration will need to be given to the location and catchment of the
proposed mitigation measures in relation to the impact of the development on the
designated sites. We advise that this issue is examined on a case by case basis in
consultation with the relevant local planning authority or authorities and Natural
England.

4.56

Natural England can provide further advice on the methodology and mitigation
options through our chargeable services (DAS).

4.57

It is appreciated that achieving nutrient neutrality may be difficult for smaller
developments, developments on brownfield land or developments that are wellprogressed in the planning system. Natural England is working closely with local
planning authorities to progress Borough /District/ City wider and more strategic
options that achieve nutrient neutrality and enable this scale of development to come
forward.

4.58

This work is currently on-going and it is recommended that discussions are held with
the relevant local planning authorities with regard to these options.
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Appendix 1 – Farm Types
The UK system is based on weighting the contributions of each enterprise in terms of their
associated outputs. The weights used (known as ‘Standard Outputs’ or SOs) are calculated
per hectare of crops and per head of livestock and used to calculate the total standard
output associated with each part of the Farm Business.
Cereals
Holdings on which cereals, combinable crops and set-aside account for more than two thirds
of the total SO and (pre-2007) where set-aside alone did not account for more than two
thirds of the total SO. (Holdings where set-aside accounted for more than two thirds of total
SO were classified as specialist set aside and were included in “other” below.)
General cropping
Holdings on which arable crops (including field scale vegetables) account for more than two
thirds of the total SO, excluding holdings classified as cereals; holdings on which a mixture
of arable and horticultural crops account for more than two thirds of their total SO excluding
holdings classified as horticulture and holdings on which arable crops account for more than
one third of their total SO and no other grouping accounts for more than one third.
Horticulture
Holdings on which fruit (including vineyards), hardy nursery stock, glasshouse flowers and
vegetables, market garden scale vegetables, outdoor bulbs and flowers, and mushrooms
account for more than two thirds of their total SO.
Specialist Pigs
Holdings on which pigs account for more than two thirds of their total SO.
Specialist Poultry
Holdings on which Poultry account for more than two thirds of their total SO.
Dairy
Holdings on which dairy cows account for more than two thirds of their total SO.
Lowland Grazing Livestock
Holdings on which cattle, sheep and other grazing livestock account for more than two thirds
of their total SO except holdings classified as dairy. A holding is classified as lowland if less
than 50 per cent of its total area is in the Less Favoured Area (LFA).
Mixed
Holdings for which none of the above categories accounts for more than 2/3 of total SO. This
category includes mixed pigs and poultry farms as well as farms with a mixture of crops and
livestock (where neither accounts for more than 2/3 of SOs).
http://farmbusinesssurvey.co.uk/DataBuilder/UK_Farm_Classification_2014_Final.pdf
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Appendix 2 – Leaching of nitrogen from urban areas
The average total nitrogen leaching rate from an urban area (14.3kg/ha/yr) comes from
values for hydrologically effective rainfall (478mm - precipitation minus losses from evapotranspiration) and the nitrogen concentration of leachate (3mg/l) given in Bryan et al (2013)
the latter figure derived from an AMEC report. The value for nitrogen concentration is similar
to one quoted in House et al (1993) who give a mean event concentration of 3.2mg/l for total
nitrogen (with this value derived from other sources) with a range of 0.4-20mg/l. Thus
although it is not specified by Bryan et al (2013), it is probably reasonable to take the 3mg/l
to be total nitrogen especially since the organic component of N from urban areas is likely to
be relatively small.
Mitchell (2001) gives the following event mean concentrations in mg/l total N from urban
areas; Urban Open 1.68; Ind/Comm 1.52; Residential 2.85; Main roads 2.37.
It is recognised that the datasets that produced these figures are not large (n = 14 in this
case), a good deal of uncertainty remains and that further sampling is needed to validate
models of pollutant effects from urban runoff (Leverett et al 2013).
Typical nutrient concentrations in urban stormwater runoff in the U.S. are 2.0 mg/l for total N
(TN) (Schueler 2003). Population densities seem to be less in the most studied urban
catchments (eg Groffman et al 2004 in Baltimore, Hobbie et all 2017 in Minnesota) than
those in the UK but this does not necessarily lead to an increase in the rate of nitrogen
leaching from the catchment for the factors affecting this value are complex. Thus although
there will clearly be variation between different urban areas, there is insufficient knowledge
to be able to predict N leaching from the different characteristics of these areas. And for
practical purposes an overall N leaching figure is needed; nothing found in the literature
indicates that another value would be more representative than 3mg/l.
An N leaching figure can also be derived by using the relationship between mean stream
and river flow rate and catchment area. The ratio for the gauging station on the River Meon
at Mislingford is 0.014m3/sec/km2 and, with a TN concentration of 3mg/l, this equates to a TN
leaching rate of 13.2mg/l, similar to the value obtained when hydrologically effective rainfall
is used.
Comparison can also be made with direct measurements of TN urban outputs from studies
in the USA (Hobbie et al 2017, Groffman 2004). The values in the Hobbie paper for urban
catchments in Minnesota varied from 12.5-27.2 kg/ha/yr with a mean of 17.3 kg/ha/yr. The
outputs measured by Groffman (2004) were smaller (between 5.5 and 8.6kg/ha/yr) but these
were less urbanised catchments, several including areas of old growth forest where nitrogen
retention was very high. Thus these values are broadly of the same order as the 14.3
kg/ha/yr leaching figure initially calculated.
Nitrogen inputs in these studies come predominantly from three sources - atmospheric
deposition, pet waste and lawn fertilisation. N deposition was slightly lower in both Baltimore
and Minnesota than values from APIS in the around the Solent (23.8kg/ha/yr for hedgerows
or woodland, 14.7kg/ha/yr for grassland). No UK studies have been found to compare with
the US ones for N inputs in urban areas from pet waste or from lawn fertilisation.
References
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Appendix 3 - Estimating the leaching of total nitrogen (TN) from natural greenspace
(SANG).
A number of assumptions must be made about the management of the SANG to allow an
estimate of TN leaching to be made. These are as follows:






The vegetation of the SANG would be predominantly permanent grassland but with
an element of tree and scrub cover (this will of course vary for different SANGS but a
20% average figure is used here). The degree of tree and scrub cover will not greatly
affect the result as both permanent grassland and woodland/scrub exhibit a high
degree of N retention. It matters most because of the differences in the rate of
atmospheric N deposition between the two habitats.
The grassland would be permanent (ploughing will release large amounts of N) and
is not fertilised either with artificial fertiliser or manures. It may be ungrazed or grazed
very lightly (<0.1LU/ha/yr) with no supplementary feeding (even without
supplementary feeding, grazing can increase N leaching because N retention is
lower when N is delivered in the form of cattle urine and dung [Wachendorf et al
2005]).
The grassland may be cut with the cutting regime dependent on other factors.
Cuttings may be left or removed from site as the case may be but should not
gathered and composted in heaps on site. Any gorse within the scrub should be
controlled so it is no more than rare across the mitigation area since a significant
amount of nitrogen fixation occurs within gorse stands.

A generic leaching value for N concentration from AMEC for ‘rough grazing’, quoted in Bryan
et al (2013), is 2mg/l. Using this concentration together with a value of 478mm for the
hydrologically effective rainfall (HER) gives a leaching value for N of 9.6 kg/ha/yr. A similar
value (8.8kg/ha/yr) is obtained if the relationship between mean stream flow and catchment
area (0.014 cumecs/km2 which is the ratio for the gauging station on the nearby River Meon
at Mislingford) is used instead, keeping the same N concentration of 2mg/l. It is not clear
whether these AMEC concentrations are for total nitrogen or for inorganic nitrogen.
The particular grassland management regime for which the 2mg/l N concentration applied is
not known. However, even though studies of N leaching from natural unfertilised grasslands
are rare in the literature (most are of agricultural grasslands with fertiliser inputs of some
sort) it seems likely that this value is higher than might be expected from a natural grassland
with no fertiliser inputs such as a SANG. Thus for example TN leachate concentrations were
between 0.44 and 0.67 mg/l in an extensively managed montane grassland (that still had
one slurry application per year) and the equivalent mean TN loss was 1.0, 2.6 and 3.1
kg/ha/yr for three different areas (Fu et al 2017).
Adjusting for a SANG with 20% woodland/scrub, using the AMEC woodland generic leaching
value of 0.5mg/l (Bryan et al 2013) for the woodland/scrub component, results in an N output
of 8.1 kg/ha/yr.
The 0.5mg/l value is also much higher than the very low nitrate concentrations in streams
from purely forested catchments (Groffman 2004) and from those reported by for a large
sample of forested streams by Mulholland et al 2008 where the mean nitrate-N
concentrations were <0.1mg/l. All but a few of the samples from an unfertilised suburban
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lawn had nitrate-N concentrations below the detectable limit of 0.2mg/l (Gold et al 1990).
The same was true for a forest plot and the average nitrate-N losses from both home lawn
and the forest plots averaged 1.35 kg/ha/yr over 2 years. These studies of both grassland
and woodland nutrient cycling suggest that the AMEC generic leachate concentration of
3mg/l, resulting in an N output of 9.6kg/ha/yr, is too high when applied to a SANG.
Despite there being no direct N fertiliser inputs on a SANG, N inputs will still occur from three
main sources. These are atmospheric deposition, pet waste and N fixation from legumes
and estimating the contribution of each of these sources, together with the proportion of N
retained, is an alternative method of working out the N contribution from a SANG.
N deposition
The following are typical values taken from APIS for TN deposition in the Solent area. .
Improved grassland 14.7 kgN/ha/yr; Arable horticultural 14.7 kgN/ha/yr; Neutral grassland
14.7 kgN/ha/yr
Hedgerows 23.8 Kg N/ha/year; Broadleaved, Mixed and Yew Woodland 23.8 Kg N/ha/year
Using the value for hedgerows and woodland for the 20% scrub component of the
hypothetical SANG and the neutral grassland value for the rest results in a deposition rate of
11.76 + 4.76 = 16.5 kg/ha/yr.
Pet waste
SANGs are specifically designed to attract increased levels of public access particularly dog
walkers so the potential inputs of N from dog waste are likely to be significant.
Hobbie et al (2017) give a figures for TN inputs from this source for entire urban areas and
these vary between 3.56 and 21.2kg/ha/yr for 7 urban catchments with a median of
6.9kg/ha/yr. A figure of 17kg/ha/yr can be gleaned from Baker 2001 which was worked out
using information on pet numbers, nutritional needs, pet weights etc; 76% of this was from
dogs.
The heavy use of SANGS by dogs suggests that N inputs would most likely be higher than
these figures averaged over the whole urban area. Nevertheless, inputs to the SANG from
this waste means that it is not deposited elsewhere in the urban area where N may anyway
end up in the same receiving water.
TN retention in grasslands will also be higher than the average over other parts of the urban
area but the characteristics of the inputs from dogs is likely to lower the amount of TN
retained because the concentrated patchy nature of the input will reduce the proportion of
TN retained compared with more evenly spread inputs, as mentioned above.
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Picking up dog faeces will obviously reduce the input from but not remove inputs from urine.
Dog urine has a high N content.
In these circumstances there is clearly uncertainty about the level of input from this source
the highest figure from Hobbie et al (21.2kg/ha/yr) has been used but adjusted downwards
because not all of this will be from dogs resulting in an overall value of 16.1 kg/ha/yr.
This has also been done on the basis that funding, together with a binding commitment, is
provided for in perpetuity collection of dog waste and enforcement of pick up rather than
relying on direct LA resources which could stop at any time.
TN fixation
Hobbie et al (2017) give a value for this of 17.5kg/ha/yr from direct investigation of
unfertilised urban parks and this is the value used. Fixation would only be in the grassland
part of the SANG which reduces the figure to 14 kg/ha/yr.
TN retention
A number of studies have shown high TN retention in urban areas (eg 80% Hobbie et al
2017) thought to be mainly attributable to TN retention in urban grasslands and lawns which
may be in turn related to high carbon within organic matter in the soils. The release of large
quantities of N when permanent grassland is ploughed illustrates the capacity of these
grassland for N storage (eg Howden et al 2011).
Direct measurements of total N outputs from urban grasslands in the Groffman et al (2009)
studies in Baltimore also show high N retention in urban grassland but there are difficulties in
applying these results directly to SANGs partly because the plots were either quite heavily
fertilised or may have had unmeasured N inputs from neighbouring land. Nitrate-N losses
from an unfertilised home lawn averaged 1.35 kg/ha/yr over 2 years (Gold et al 1990).
Generally the complex processes and uncertainties about how the management of these
grasslands might affect the degree of TN retention and TN output makes estimation of the
proportion retained difficult. Nevertheless a value of 90% given in Groffman et al (2009), and
supported by a number of references given there, would seem reasonable considering also
that overwatering and over fertilising, neither of which would happen on a SANG, seem to be
factors that lead to more leaching.
Woodland and scrub. N retention measured in forest plots in Baltimore was very high (95%)
Groffman (2004). N percolation losses measured by Gold et al 1990 in forest plots were low
and similar to those in unfertilised lawn. However, it is probably not valid to equate a
scrub/woodland part of a SANG with the forest plots measured in the Groffman studies in
Baltimore for these were old growth well established forests. Nevertheless there is still likely
to be high N retention in these areas even if not as much as 95%.
Given all of the above, a 90% TN retention rate over the SANG as a whole has been used in
the calculation belowInputs
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N Deposition (APIS) = 16.5 kg/ha/yr
Pet waste 16.1 kg/ha/yr
N fixation 14 kg/ha/yr
Total = 46.6 kg/yr
Watershed retention of TN 90%
Total TN output = 4.66 kgN/ha/yr

Conclusion
The question of estimating TN outputs from a SANG has been approached from different
angles. These investigations all indicate that the value used so far – 13 kg/ha/yr is too high.
Instead an TN output of 5 kg/ha/yr is considered to be close to the true value but still
sufficiently precautionary.
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Appendix 4 – Potential for N mitigation using wetlands

Where N budget calculations indicate that N outputs from proposed developments are
greater than pre development conditions, the use of new constructed wetlands to retain
some of the N output is one mitigation option.
There are a number of possibilities for different types of constructed wetland. Wetlands can
be designed as part of a sustainable urban drainage (SUDs) system, taking urban
runoff/stormwater; discharges from STWs can be routed through wetlands; or the flow, or
part of the flow, of existing streams or rivers can be diverted through wetlands.
Wetlands receiving nitrogen-rich water can remove a proportion of this nitrogen through
processes such as denitrification and sedimentation. This has been demonstrated in
numerous studies; a recent systematic review of the effectiveness of wetlands for N (and P)
removal (Land et al 2016) used data from 203 wetlands worldwide of which the majority
were free water surface (FWS) wetlands (similar in appearance and function to natural
marshes with areas of open water, floating vegetation and emergent plants). The median
removal rate for wetlands that were included in this review was 93g/m2/yr (or just under a
tonne/ha/year). The proportion of N removed is termed the efficiency and the median
efficiency of wetlands included in the Land review was 37%.
Many factors influence the rate of N removal in a wetland the most important being hydraulic
loading (HLR - a function of the inlet flow rate and the wetland size), inlet N concentration
and temperature. Together inlet N concentration and flow rate determine the amount of N
that flows through the wetland which ultimately limits the amount of N saving that can be
achieved.
The rate of removal can also be expressed in terms of the amount of N removed per unit
wetland area. This removal rate will typically increase as the inlet N concentration increases,
at least within the normal range of inlet N concentrations. Thus wetlands that treat the N rich
discharges, for example from STWs, or water in rivers where the N concentrations are high,
will remove more N per unit area than say, wetlands treating water in a stream where water
quality is very good and the N concentration is low. Thus if space is at a premium, and the
goal is to remove as much N as possible, it makes sense to site wetlands where N
concentrations are high.
For wetlands to work well, specialist design input based on sound environmental information
will be necessary. There will be a need for consultation with relevant statutory bodies. These
processes are likely to be easier where wetlands are an integral part of a larger
development. Wetlands do offer additional benefits above offsetting but will also require
ongoing monitoring, maintenance and adjustments beyond any particular developments
completion. Consideration of the long term security of facilities and their adoption at an early
stage is advisable.
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There are a number of publications which advise about constructed wetlands. For example,
Kadlec and Wallace (2009) is a comprehensive source of information covering all stages
related to the implementation of different types of constructed wetland. The many papers
relating the results from detailed monitoring over many years of the performance of two
constructed wetlands in Ohio, USA are also instructive (eg Mitsch et al 2005, 2006, 2014).
Stormwater wetlands
These are what is termed event-driven precipitation wetlands with intermittent flows. There
will normally be baseflow and stormwater components to the inputs.
For such wetlands Kadlec and Wallace state that:‘A typical configuration consists of a sedimentation basin as a forebay followed by some
combination of marshes and deeper pools’
However, ponds are usually less effective at removing N (Newman et al 2015) than shallow
FWS wetlands so the emphasis here should be on the latter although a small initial
sedimentation basin is desirable since is likely to reduce the maintenance requirement for
sediment removal in the FWS wetland. One advantage of this type of wetland is that it can
be designed as an integral part of SUDs for the development and therefore is subject to
fewer constraints.
Some wetlands with intermittent flows are prone to drying out and may need provisions for a
supplemental water source. In some circumstances, this may be possible through
positioning the wetland bottom so that there is some connection to groundwater. However
many varieties of wetland vegetation can withstand drying out although there may be a small
reduction in water quality improvement (Kadlec and Wallace 2009). Nevertheless base and
stormwater flows to each wetland should be worked out to ensure that it is viable.
Wetlands need to be appropriately sized taking into account the HLR and N loading rates.
To give a general idea of the areas involved, a wetland 1ha in area would serve a
development area of about 50ha.
Calculating the potential N retention in such wetlands involves first determining the
proportion of the HER that will pass through the wetland because a percentage of the water
carrying N will go directly into groundwater, bypassing storm drains and SUDs and the
constructed wetlands. This percentage will depend on such factors as the proportion of hard
surface within the development and the geology. Then, assuming the inlet TN concentration
is 3mg/l, a proportionate reduction of 37% can be used to work out the amount of N retained.
Provision is needed to control tree and scrub invasion, for wetlands with emergent
vegetation medium height such as Typha and reed had higher rates of denitrification than
those dominated by trees and woody shrubs (Alldred and Baines 2016).
Other critical aspects of design are the water control structures - inflow and outflow
arrangements with water level control – and the need or otherwise for a liner. This last issue
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is related to soil permeability. A variety of emergent wetland plants, not only reed, can be
effective within wetlands. Wetlands with a number of different plant species, rather than
monocultures, are desirable both for biodiversity reasons and because they are more
resilient against changes in environmental conditions; different species will have different
tolerances. Guidance concerning planting can be found in Kadlec and Wallace (2009);
allowance should be made in planting ratios and densities for different rates of expansion of
different species. Another approach is to use material containing wetland plant seeds from a
nearby wetland with a species composition similar to the one preferred. However, unless the
donor site is carefully monitored, this would obviously increase the risk of importing
unwanted alien plants.
Sedimentation will eventually compromise some aspects of the wetland’s function and
rejuvenation measures will be necessary (Kadlec and Wallace 2009). The same authors
indicate a sediment accretion rate in the order of 1 or 2cm/yr and give examples of
rejuvenation after 15 and 18 years but other wetlands have not needed any significant
restoration in similar timespans. Various different options for the management of sediment
accumulation are given by Qualls and Heyvaert (2017). There of course needs to be
provisions to ensure that appropriate maintenance and restoration measures, guided by
monitoring, are periodically carried out.
Other sources of information about stormwater wetlands include Wong et al (1999, available
on line). The papers about a stormwater wetland in the Lake Tahoe Basin in California are
also useful (Heyvaert et al 2006, Qualls and Heyvaert 2017).
Constructed wetlands taking discharges from STW
Many of the considerations discussed above for stormwater wetlands apply equally here.
There will obviously be constraints on the location and size of such a wetland because of
land availability in the area of the STW. The flow from the STW together with the N
concentration in the discharge are needed to determine the approximate size of a wetland.
We would recommend a wetland area that gives an N loading of about 500 g/m2/yr or lower.
Because many of the discharges from STW have a high N concentration the potential for N
retention in such wetlands is also high. The concentration of N in the outflow will be variable
but the purpose of such wetlands is to retain N overall rather than to provide a specific
constant standard of water quality in the outflow.
Wetlands associated with streams and rivers
Diverting part of the flow of a stream or river through a wetland, with the outflow returning to
the watercourse, provides another opportunity for N saving. For obvious reasons such
wetlands would mostly need to be located on the river floodplain. The inlet flow rate can be
controlled so it is appropriate for the size of the wetland created and so that the ecology of
the watercourse is not compromised in the section affected.
There can be other concerns in relation to the potential effects on the stream or river. An
abstraction licence will almost certainly be required.
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Item 8

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

31 July 2019

Report of:

Claire Upton-Brown, Chairman of PfSH Planning Officers Group

Subject:

UPDATE ON STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND (SOCG)
SUMMARY

This report explains the work involved to produce the Statement of Common Ground,
which will update the 2016 Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Spatial Position
Statement, and the evidence base that supports it through the production of a PfSHwide Joint Strategy. The need for this work was agreed by Joint Committee in
December 2018.
RECOMMENDATION
The Joint Committee is asked to:
a) NOTE the procurement of a full-time PfSH Project Manager. The post will
be supported by the Chairwoman of PfSH Planning Officers Group (POG)
and PfSH Planning Co-ordinator - along by officers attending the PfSH
POG.
b) APPROVE that the PfSH evidence work streams identified in this report are
undertaken and commissioned by the PfSH Project Manager, who will
report progress regularly at future Joint Committees in order to inform
production of a PfSH Joint Strategy.
c) AGREE that PfSH produces its first SoCG in October of this year for Joint
Committee to approval, and update regularly at future Joint Committees as
evidence work streams progress and when the PfSH Joint Strategy is
finalised.
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INTRODUCTION
1.

This report explains the implications of key recent changes to national planning
policy. In particular the impact of the Government’s standard approach to housing
need and meeting unmet need that raise the need for cross-boundary working on
strategic issues. It also outlines the key PfSH evidence work streams that need to be
undertaken to inform a future PfSH Joint Strategy, as well as the need to update ongoing PFSH-wide technical work streams. It concludes with an explanation of the
need for a PfSH Statement of Common Ground to be produced to help enable PfSH
authorities to comply with the statutory duty to co-operate. This would effectively
provide a comprehensive and robust public audit trail of agreement throughout the
process of producing and agreeing a PfSH Joint Strategy, supported by Habitats
Regulations Assessment and Appropriate Assessment.
RECENT CHANGES TO NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

2.

National planning policy provided through the latest National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), published in February 2019, makes it clear that Local Plans
should contain strategic policies that, as a minimum, meet their own needs for
housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring
areas.
CHANGES TO NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY: NEED FOR STRATEGIC
POLICIES

3.

The NPPF states that strategic policies should set out the overall strategy for the
pattern, scale and quality of development. They should also set out sufficient
provision for housing, employment, retail, leisure and other commercial development.
Strategic policies should also make sufficient provision for infrastructure for transport,
telecommunications, security, waste management, water supply, wastewater, flood
risk and coastal change management, and the provision of minerals and energy
(including heat) and community facilities (such as health, education and cultural
infrastructure). They should also make provision for conservation and enhancement
of the natural, built and historic environment, including landscapes and green
infrastructure, and planning measures to address climate change mitigation and
adaptation.
CHANGES TO NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY: NEED FOR A JOINT STRATEGY

4.

The NPPF explains that strategic policies can be produced in different ways,
depending on the issues and opportunities facing each area. They can be within joint
or individual local plans, produced by authorities working together or independently.

5.

Updating of the 2016 PfSH Spatial Position Statement (SPS) through producing a
new PFSH Joint Strategy (JS) would enable a strategic vision for South Hampshire to
be produced relatively quickly. It would also allow the future PfSH JS to be delivered
through PfSH authorities individual statutory Local Plans. The merits of a joint
statutory plan to cover all authorities that are party to this work has been considered
but concluded that it would not be sufficiently flexible to allow individual authorities to
progress their individual local plans in line with their existing timetables (i.e. published
Local Development Schemes).
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6.

This is an opportune time to review the 2016 PfSH SPS, including its overarching
strategy and key principles (e.g. ‘cities/urban areas first’) in light of the new 2019
NPPF and the challenges it presents, but also update the strategic evidence base
that will support a new PfSH JS.
CHANGES TO NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY: THE GOVERNMENT’S
STANDARD APPROACH TO HOUSING NEED AND UNMET NEED

7.

Since the 2016 PfSH SPS was produced and agreed, as reported to the October
Joint Committee last year, the Government has introduced the standard method of
calculating housing need. This presents South Hampshire with the challenge of an
increased housing need requirement from the Government, as well as project
managing the dynamic of meeting unmet need between neighbouring authorities in
light of capacity considerations.

8.

In order to inform the production of the future PfSH Joint Strategy, the following
paragraphs of this report details the key PfSH evidence work streams that need to be
undertaken. On behalf of PfSH, Portsmouth City Council is procuring a full time
project manager for a period of 18 months to undertake the work involved to
complete these work-streams. This person will commission the associated studies
needed and liaise closely with all of the LPAs across the PfSH membership to do this.
The cost of the post will be shared across the membership, the amounts for each
member having been apportioned fairly according to population size in which the
studies will take place.
FIRST PfSH EVIDENCE WORKSTREAM:
PfSH ASSESSMENT OF STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY AREAS
(INCLUDING
TRANSPORT
MODELLING
AND
TRANSPORT
IMPACT
ASSESSMENTS)

9.

The first significant task is to agree a PfSH-wide working (interim) housing need
figure, based on the Government’s standard approach to housing need. This working
figure will need to be future-proofed to ensure sufficient flex in order to adapt to any
changes in household projections and affordability.

10. PfSH authorities will need to identify and assess existing supply commitments, some
of which will be planned beyond 2036, the time horizon (at least 15 years) most
individual local plans are looking to cover. This will be followed by the identification of
areas of search for strategic development opportunity areas. Once these opportunity
areas have been identified, an assessment will be undertaken to establish if the area
has the potential to accommodate further strategic mixed-use development sites
beyond its existing commitments (e.g. Welborne). When this assessment is complete,
transport modelling and transport impact assessment will be undertaken to test
whether the transport network could support these potential strategic development
sites.
SECOND PfSH EVIDENCE WORKSTREAM:
PfSH HOUSING MARKET AREAS HOUSING PRODUCT DELIVERY REPORT
11. South Hampshire has two Housing Market Areas, Portsmouth and Southampton, and
individual authorities by their inherent nature and market forces, provide different
types of housing products. For example, put simply, the cities can provide flatted and
student accommodation more readily than the more rural areas of PfSH. A report is
needed to establish how different housing products could be delivered across PfSH.
Page 93

12. This second workstream will run alongside the first (PfSH Assessment of Strategic
Development Opportunity Areas) and existing supply commitments.
THIRD PfSH EVIDENCE WORKSTREAM:
PfSH ECONOMIC, EMPLOYMENT & COMMERCIAL NEEDS STUDY (INCLUDING
LOGISTICS)
13. Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) are currently developing Local Industrial
Strategies. A Local Industrial Strategy should set out clearly defined priorities for how
cities, towns and rural areas will maximise their contribution to UK productivity. Local
Industrial Strategies should allow places to make the most of their distinctive
strengths and better coordinate economic policy at the local level and ensure greater
collaboration across boundaries. The Solent LEP, for instance, anticipate a draft of
the Local Industrial Strategy being produced in November this year following
consultation with all interested parties, including local authorities.
14. It is vital that PfSH authorities work with the LEPs to ensure the productivity can be
delivered through a future PfSH Joint Strategy and individual PfSH local authorities
Local Plans. Therefore, the strategic economic, employment and commercial needs
evidence base will require an update.
15. The Solent ports, for example, are key economic assets - that have a significant
benefit to the wider Solent economy and UK economy. Their future needs to be
considered and supported by a future PfSH Joint Strategy. The future demand for
office, manufacturing and warehousing and distribution, as well as retail and
commercial uses also needs to be considered at a strategic level through updating
the PfSH evidence base, particularly where logistic provision operates principally
through ports, rail, freight and motorway networks that span the sub-region and
beyond. It is vital that there is a coherent economic strategy embedded within the
future PfSH Joint Strategy to ensure it builds a strong, competitive economy, meeting
the aspirations of the LEPs and Government.
16. This third workstream will also run alongside the PfSH Assessment of Strategic
Development Opportunity Areas and existing supply commitments.

FOURTH PfSH EVIDENCE WORKSTREAM:
PfSH URBAN CAPACITY ASSESSMENT (FOCUSED ON CITIES AND TOWN
CENTRES)
17. South Hampshire is likely to experience significant change in future years. For
example, there will be changes in retail and leisure provision, particularly within the
cities and major towns, where there could be potential to revitalise experience retail
and new commercial investment, but also deliver significant levels of new housing.
18. This fourth workstream will be undertaken whilst existing supply commitments are
being considered, reporting at the end of the year.
FIFTH PfSH EVIDENCE WORKSTREAM:
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PfSH JOINT STRATEGY HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT AND
APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT
19. Finally, there is the need for the future PFSH Joint Strategy to be supported by
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Appropriate Assessment to ensure it can
support individual Local Plans and take its key principles forward.
20. This fifth workstream will run throughout the process of producing a PfSH Joint
Strategy.
ON-GOING PfSH-WIDE TECHNICAL ASSESSMENTS
21. Key strategic PfSH evidence bases will need to be updated on an on-going basis,
especially given the lapse of time since some of the shared PfSH evidence was
produced. For example, Officers have identified the need to update the PfSH
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.
EXPLORING THE NEED FOR A PFSH INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT PLAN
22. The PfSH October Joint Committee last year tasked Officers with exploring
undertaking an Infrastructure Investment Plan.
23. PfSH authorities, including Solent Transport, are in an excellent position to update
evidence on infrastructure, working closely with Hampshire County Council and as
part of the wider HIPOG work. South Hampshire is in the main, highly congested, and
it is apparent that PfSH local planning authorities need to work closely with the
highway authorities to assess capacity for strategic development opportunity sites as
they transpire under the first workstream. Please note this work will build on or
complement Transport Impact Assessments (TIAs) undertaken by local planning
authorities for emerging Local Plans.
24. It is important that PfSH authorities through a future Joint Strategy set out a transport
strategy, as well as strategic priorities in relation to education, health, public safety,
telecommunication (including broadband) and utilities (including renewable energy). It
will be necessary, particularly under the first and fourth work streams, to identify
infrastructure necessary to deliver these opportunities - not just through transport
improvements and provision of schools, but also environmental and social
infrastructure.
25. PfSH have long considered that the protection of its natural and historic environment
is a crucial component of any strategy and in October last year Joint Committee
received a specific item on Green Belts. It was agreed that part of this work would
include consideration of further green belt designation or similar environmental
protections within South Hampshire
26. Since then, the NPPF’s has placed emphasis on minimising impacts on and providing
net gains for biodiversity, and the importance of retaining valued landscapes and
blue/green infrastructure provision for the benefit of the environment and human
health and welfare. It is vital when producing a PfSH Joint Strategy and the strategic
development opportunities that all aspects of infrastructure provision are assessed.
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THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE (STATUTORY REQUIREMENT)
27. As the 2019 NPPF states, local planning authorities and County Councils are under a
duty to co-operate with each other, and with other prescribed bodies, on strategic
matters that cross-administrative boundaries.
28. The Joint Committee in October last year made the decision that the PfSH authorities
should work together, under the Duty to Co-operate, to seek to produce a Statement
of Common Ground (SOCG). It is clear that an update of the PfSH evidence base,
and its maintenance, is essential to the progression of the future PfSH Joint Strategy
from the 2016 PfSH SPS.
WHAT IS A STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND (SoCG)?
29. The key purpose of a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is to identify and
document cross-boundary matters that are being addressed jointly by PfSH
authorities (i.e. strategic policies on unmet need issues), as well as chart the
progress made in cooperating to address these. SOCGs should be made publicly
available throughout the process to provide transparency. A PfSH SoCG would act
to support local planning authorities, demonstrating they have complied with the ‘duty
to cooperate’.
30. This report recommends PfSH produce its first SoCG this October. It will be a live
document that will be updated through approval at PfSH Joint Committee when the
PFSH Joint Strategy is produced, and when key elements of the joint evidence base
reach critical decision-making stages. However, if strategic issues require clarity
from local planning authorities at examination, PfSH can provide representations on
progress to date on the SoCG. Every version of the SoCG will be made available on
the PfSH website.
WHAT WOULD A PfSH STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND CONTAIN?
31. In line with national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the SoCG will describe the
South Hampshire location and administrative areas it covers, listing the local plan
making authorities and the parties involved (additional signatories e.g. LEPs). It will
explain the governance arrangements and timetable for the cooperation process. The
Joint Committee will make the decision whether to approve the PFSH SoCG, which
will act to support the local plan making authorities individual Local Plans. It will
identify the strategic matters PfSH intends to address, such as unmet housing need
for the PfSH area.
32. In relation to housing need, it will set out the standard housing requirements for all
PfSH authorities, charting commitments through emerging Local Plans, as well as
PfSH’s joint work on potential strategic development opportunities. This SoCG and
subsequent SoCGs will ensure that progress on agreeing the distribution of strategic
development needs is explained and progress charted, acting as a record of where
agreements have or have not been reached on key strategic matters throughout the
process. Any additional strategic matters that need to be addressed, but have not
yet been addressed, will be described by each version of the SoCG, up until
agreement is reached.
33. The development capacity of each plan-making authorities within PFSH needs to be
establish, as well as to what extent unmet need can be redistributed within the wider
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PfSH area covered by the SoCG. At this point in time, PfSH authorities are unclear
as to what total strategic development capacity the PfSH authorities have, especially
in light of environmental issues and other economic and social considerations.
THE BENEFITS OF A PfSH STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND
34. It is for the above reasons that a robust strategic evidence base is needed to support
a PfSH SoCG and Joint Strategy. Without an overarching PfSH SoCG, PfSH Joint
Strategy and supporting PfSH Evidence Base, there is a real risk that PfSH local
authorities will fail to meet their duty to co-operate. Furthermore, with a SoCG
supported by a sufficiently comprehensive shared evidence base to support
individual PfSH authorities not meeting their needs and evidence that neighbouring
authorities (within those housing market areas or functional economic areas they fall)
have fully explored their capacity to meet the shortfall, will ensure the duty to
cooperate has been complied with.
PfSH WORK PROGRAMME (TIMETABLE)
35. Appendix 1 presents the proposed work programme, timetabling the key evidence
work streams required to inform a PFSH Joint Strategy, as well as an indicative
programme of progressive Statements of Common Ground to be produced during the
process.
An important initial workstream will be a series of workshops with PfSH POG, then
Chief Executives and Leaders to agree the principles of the PfSH JS
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RECOMMENDATION
The Joint Committee is asked to:
a) NOTE the procurement of a full-time PfSH Project Manager. The post will
be supported by the Chairwoman of PfSH POG and PfSH Planning Coordinator - along by Officers attending PfSH POG.
b) APPROVE that the PfSH evidence work streams identified in this report
are undertaken and commissioned by the PfSH Project Manager, who will
report progress regularly at future Joint Committees in order to inform
production of a PfSH Joint Strategy.
c) AGREE that PfSH produces its first SoCG in October of this year for Joint
Committee to approval, and update regularly at future Joint Committees as
evidence work streams progress and when the PfSH Joint Strategy is
finalised.
Appendices: -

Appendix 1 – SOCG Timetable

Background Papers:
Reference Papers:

Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:
Name: Claire Upton-Brown
Position: Chairman of PfSH Planning Officers Group
Authority: New Forest District Council
E: Claire.upton-brown@nfdc.gov.uk
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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND (SoCG)
SoCG Version 1
SoCG Version 2
SoCG Version 3
SoCG Version 4

Evidence gather with LPAs, County Council and partners.
Procure and select consultants for assessments.
Undertake assessments of strategic development
opportunity areas.

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Write tenders for transport modelling and Transport Impact
Assessments for strategic development opportunity areas.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Procure and select consultants for transport modelling and
Transport Impact Assessments for strategic development
opportunity areas.

X

Undertake transport modelling and Transport Impact
Assessments for strategic development opportunity areas.
Finalise assessments
2. PfSH HOUSING MARKET AREAS HOUSING
PRODUCT DELIVERY REPORT

X

Establish in-house PfSH Officer Team to HMAs Housing
Product Delivery Report working with specialist commercial
advisers.
Write tender and procure specialist housing advisers.
Undertake HMAs Housing Product Delivery Report.
Finalise report
3. PfSH ECONOMIC, EMPLOYMENT & COMMERCIAL
NEEDS STUDY (INCLUDING LOGISTICS)

X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Evidence gather with LPAs, LEPs, County Council and
other partners. Write tender, procure and select
consultants for study.
Undertake Economic, Employment & Commercial Needs
Study
Report into Workstream 1.
Finalise Study
4. PfSH URBAN CAPACITY ASSESSMENT (FOCUSED
ON CITIES AND TOWN CENTRES)

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

Establish in-house PfSH Officer Team to Urban Capacity
Assessment working with specialist commercial advisers.
Write tender and procure specialist commercial advisers.
Undertake Urban Capacity Assessment.
Finalise assessment
5. PfSH JOINT STRATEGY HABITATS REGULATION
ASSESSMENT AND APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT
Evidence gather with LPAs, County Council and partners.
Write tender and procure HRA and AA for PUSH Joint
Strategy and associated work.

JULY

X

OPPORTUNITY AREAS (INCLUDING TRANSPORT
MODELLING AND TRANSPORT IMPACT
ASSESSMENTS)
Establish strategic development opportunity areas and write
tenders for assessments of strategic development
opportunity areas.

JUNE

MAY

MARCH

FEBRUARY

JANUARY

DECEMBER

2020
NOVEMBER

OCTOBER

SEPTEMBER

AUGUST

JULY

2019

APRIL

APPENDIX 1:
KEY PfSH WORKSTREAMS

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X
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X

Undertake on-going HRA and AA.
* PfSH TECHNICAL ASSESSMENTS (ON-GOING)
PfSH JOINT STRATEGY
Draft PfSH Joint Strategy
Finalise PfSH Joint Strategy
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X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

Item 9

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 sitespecific 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.
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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
Yr 2 Projects
Yr 3 Projects
Site
Location

LHFM and
LHOB

LHSM
LHWT,
LHBT,
LHOB.
CHMA –
Marina

CHEH

£322,600
£313,450
£324,900
Proposer

RSBP

HIWWT

Havant BC

Chi DC

Chi DC

CHFI
Chi DC
Fishbourne

SWBM

HCC

Type

Bird refuge
and habitat
creation

Summary

Shingle recharge of key
winter roosting sites and
associated wintering
bird interpretation/
messaging.

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision

Southmoor Refuge and
Habitat Provision

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision

Hayling Island Brent
Goose and Wader
Refuge

Site specific
visitor
management

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

Bird refuge
and site
specific
visitor
management

Creation and extension
of board walk and
fencing at East Head

Site specific
visitor
management

Boardwalks at
Fishbourne meadow

Site specific
visitor
management

Bunny Meadows
Footpath and Circular
Footpath

Page 104

Total
score

Project
cost £s

Notes

Total:

0

23

55,000
in year
1,
45,000
in year
100,000 2

21

22,000

21

222,000

20

3,000

20

20,600

19

10,000

19

150,000

4 of 8

Site
Location

IWMW

CHPR
Prinstead

CHEH

12.

IoW Council

Chi DC

Chi DC

SWWS -

SWWS

Proposer

Southampton
CC

Southampton
CC

Type

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision
Public
engagement
and
education
initiatives
Bird refuge
and site
specific
visitor
management
Public
engagement
and
education
initiatives

Summary

Total
score

Project
cost £s

Total:

0

19

324,900

18

17,000

18

6,000

18

38,350

18

47,100

Notes

Bird Refuge

Fencing and hedge
planting at March farm
spit
Sand art and sculpture
workshops at East Head
– Visitor Engagement-

New and
enhanced
strategic
greenspace

Peartree Green
Footpath upgrade

New and
enhanced
strategic
greenspace

Shoreburs Greenway –
NE section

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
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Map 1
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Bird Aware Site-specific projects scoring April 2019
Table 1: Projects listed by score (highest to lowest)
Site Location

Proposer

Type

Summary

Weighted scores
E'ness Cost Deliv.

Scale

LHFM and LHOB

RSBP

LHSM

HIWWT

LHWT, LHBT, LHOB.

Havant BC

Bird refuge and habitat
creation
Bird refuge and habitat
provision
Bird refuge and habitat
provision
Site specific visitor
management

Shingle recharge of key winter roosting sites and
associated wintering bird interpretation/
messaging.
Southmoor Refuge and Habitat Provision
Hayling Island Brent Goose and Wader Refuge
Additional fencing, hedge-laying and signage at
Apuldram Manor farm

CHMA – Marina

Chi DC

CHEH

Chi DC

Bird refuge and site specific Creation and extension of board walk and
visitor management
fencing at East Head

Chi DC

Site specific visitor
management

CHFI Fishbourne

SWBM

IWMW

CHPR Prinstead

HCC

IoW Council

Chi DC

Site specific visitor
management

Boardwalks at Fishbourne meadow

Total
Project cost £s
Notes
Monit. score
Total:
0

6

6

2

3

23

4

6

6

2

3

21

22,000

6

6

4

2

3

21

222,000

4

6

6

3

1

20

3,000

4

6

6

2

2

20

20,600

4

4

6

3

2

19

10,000

Bunny Meadows Footpath and Circular Footpath

4

4

6

2

3

19

6

6

4

1

2

19

4

6

4

2

2

18

Bird refuge and habitat
provision Public
Bird Refuge
engagement and education
initiatives

Bird refuge and site specific
Fencing and hedge planting at March farm spit
visitor management
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55,000 in year 1,
100,000 45,000 in year 2

6

NE And Bird Aware
staff to meet with
HCC to query if
proposal is so
attractive that it
creats
proportionally more
150,000 visitors to the SPA?
This proposal
appears to offer
excellent value for
money, but IoW
Council need to
firm up finances
behind this if we're
able to commit to
324,900 it.

17,000

Table 1: Projects listed by score (highest to lowest)
Site Location

Proposer

Type

Summary

Weighted scores
E'ness Cost Deliv.

Scale

CHEH

SWWS -

Chi DC

Public engagement and
education initiatives

Southampton CC

New and enhanced
strategic greenspace

SWWS

Southampton CC

SWBM

HCC

SWHL

Fareham BC

New and enhanced
strategic greenspace
Bird refuge and habitat
provision

Site specific visitor
management

SWHL

CHCO Cobnor

SWIN Itchen North

RSPB

Fareham BC

Project cost £s

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

Peartree Green Footpath upgrade
Shoreburs Greenway – NE section
Bunny Meadows Bird Refuge

2

6

2

2

18

4

4

6

3

1

18

38,350

4

4

6

3

1

18

47,100

4

6

4

2

1

17

2,900

Proposal is to install approx. 980m of stock proof
fencing where currently barbed wire is in place,
preventing free dog access around parts of Hook
with Warsash LNR.

Site specific visitor
management

Erecting a dog proof stock fence either side of a
permissive path to prevent disturbance of SPA

Site specific visitor
management

Install approximately 1,700m of stock proof
fencing around the boundary of a partially
unfenced field on Chilling Cliffs. The field in
question has been identified in the 2018 Solent
Wader and Brent Goose Strategy as a Core Area

Chi DC

Site specific visitor
management

Bird Hide and Hedgerow improvement Cobnor
Point to Easton farm

Eastleigh BC

Enhanced strategic
greenspace

Access improvements at Itchen Valley Country
Park
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6

4

2

1

17

Notes

Although this will
be a shortterm
event, there is a
level of support
because the
National Trust can
offer national
coverage of the
event for an
6,000 extended period

6

4
IWBM

Total
Monit. score

NH and proposer
to undertake a site
visit to pin down
exactly what is
needed here. NH
to also be
accompanied by
the Southern Sites
from HCC.
10,920 team
AP have

2

6

4

3

2

17

10,940

4

6

4

1

1

16

17,850

4

4

4

1

2

15

22,000

4

4

2

3

2

15

315,218

discussions with
IoW Council re if
this is project,
a planning
Great
but
the reality is the
current farmer
uses bird scarers,
so currently it is
doubted that it will
Full support for the
hedge, would like
other funding
sources explored
for
hide we
Pullthe
outbird
strands
are most
interested in and

Table 1: Projects listed by score (highest to lowest)
Site Location

Proposer

Type

Summary

Weighted scores
E'ness Cost Deliv.

Scale

LHHL and LHML

Portsmouth CC

Bird refuge and habitat
creation

Portsmouth CC

Public engagement and
education initiatives

NFEL

Chi DC

New Forest DC

Site specific visitor
management

New and enhanced
strategic greenspace

4

2

1

2

2

2

3

2

15

15

Suport for the
project concept,
but propose that
there would be
alternative options
for counting and or
35,000 funding.

Access improvements at Thornham Point

2

4

4

2

1

13

2

4

2

2

2

12

Bartley Water, Totton, alternative recreational
space
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Notes

Way too expensive
for our needs, if
considerable match
funding came
forward, then we
would be happy to
continue discussions
332,500 with them.

Update of Solent Birds app/website

6

CHTI Thorney Island

Project cost £s

High tide wader roost island

6

All

Total
Monit. score

Map supporting
application wasn't
easy to fully
understand
proposal from.
Monotoring
information is
superficial. This
appears to be a
'least worst' option
rather than a
strong option in its
25,000 own right.
Unclear as to what
exactly is
expecting to be
funded and for
1,650,000 what price

Table 1: Projects listed by score (highest to lowest)
Site Location

Proposer

Type

Summary

Weighted scores
E'ness Cost Deliv.

Scale

SWBM

SWSB/SWBR Stokes
Bay/Browndown

SWHL

SWHL/SWCH

Fareham BC

Gosport BC

Fareham BC

HCC

Increase the existing vegetation cover where
possible on both sides of Footpath 3a which runs
from Passage Lane Car Park in Warsash to
Universal Marina in the north (through Hook
with Warsash Local Nature Reserve also known
as Bunny Meadows). As identified in the Access
Management Assessment

Site specific visitor
management

Enhanced strategic
greenspace

Alver Valley SANG flooding improvement

Site specific visitor
management

Seasonal fencing and interpretation restricting
public access to ‘Hook Spit’.

All

Project cost £s

2

4

0

2

1

9 xxxx

2

4

0

1

2

9

2

0

4

1

1

8

0

2

0

2

1

5

Solent coastal centre.

Not Capital projects
Good support for the project
Not full support
Would consider part funding most relevant items.
Incomplete submission or unsupported project
YEAR
Yr 1 Projects
Yr 2 Projects
Yr 3 Projects
Projects on reserve list
Total
Threshold for discussions is a score of 15 and above.

Total
Monit. score

COST
£322,600
£313,450
£324,900
£960,950
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Notes

Incomplete
submission
Over spec'd for
Bird Aware
496,176 purposes
Focus is on
protecting summer
birds so falls
outside the scope
7,750 of Bird Aware
NE consider the
current proposal
would fail an
appropriate
2,000,000 assessment

