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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 31 July 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 MANAGERS 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. It will also provide updates from
the Delivery Panel Chair.

7. PfSH JOINT COMMITTEE AGREEMENT

To receive a report outlining the revisions to the PfSH Joint Committee
Agreement which will be tabled at the meeting.

8. PfSH NITRATE NEUTRALITY UPDATE

To receive a report outlining the work that PfSH is undertaking to address the
impact of the nitrate neutrality on housing development across the region.

9. STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND

To receive an update on the progress of work on drafting a joint Statement of
Common Ground.

10. SOLENT LEP: LOCAL INDUSTRIAL STRATEGY

To receive a presentation outlining the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership’s
work on developing a local industrial strategy.

3



44



Minutes of the 

Partnership for South Hampshire 

(PfSH) Joint Committee 

Minutes of a meeting held on 31 July 2019 
in the Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fareham 

Members: Authority Represented: 

Councillors: Seán Woodward (Chairman) Fareham BC 
Judith Grajewski Hampshire CC 
Neil Cutler  Winchester CC 
Nick Adams-King 
Stephen Philpott 
Michael Wilson 
Derek Pretty 
Christopher Hammond (Vice-Chairman) 
Ken Moon 

Test Valley BC 
Gosport BC 
Havant BC 

Eastleigh BC 
Southampton CC 

East Hants DC 

Officers: Authority Represented: 
Peter Grimwood Fareham BC 
Roger Tetstall Test Valley BC 
Laura Taylor Winchester CC 
Stuart Jarvis Hampshire CC 
Claire Upton-Brown New Forest DC 
David Hayward Havant BC & East Hampshire DC 
Nick Tustian 
David Williams 

Eastleigh BC 
Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC 

Co-opted Members:       Organisation represented: 
Paddy May PfSH 
Colette Heggie Environment Agency 
Richard Jones Solent LEP 
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For further information, please contact Democratic Services at Fareham Borough 
Council Tel: 01329 824594 
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP

Apologies for absence were received from:
Councillor Keith House (Eastleigh Borough Council) with Councillor Derek Pretty
deputising; Councillor Edward Heron (New Forest District Council); Stuart Baker
(Solent Local Enterprise Partnership); James Humphrys (Environment Agency)
with Colette Heggie deputising; Bruce Voss (Homes England); Bob Jackson (New
Forest District Council) with Claire Upton-Brown deputising; Sandy Hopkins
(Southampton City Council) and Gill Kneller (East Hants and Havant Borough
Council) with David Hayward deputising; Gary Jefferies (Solent LEP) with Richard
Jones deputising; and Councillor Gerald Vernon-Jackson (Portsmouth City
Council).

Changes to Joint Committee Membership:
Councillor Neil Cutler has been formally appointed as the representative for
Winchester City Council.

2. MINUTES

RESOLVED that the minutes of the PfSH Joint Committee meeting held on 04
June 2019 be confirmed and signed as a correct record.

3. CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS

The Chairman reminded Members that at the last Joint Committee meeting, it had
been agreed to invite the New Forest National Park to join the Partnership for
South Hampshire.  The Chairman was pleased to announce that the New Forest
National Park, which is a Planning Authority that now sits wholly in the PfSH area,
will, subject to ratification at the National Park Authority meeting on the 29 August,
be joining PfSH.

The Chairman announced that following agreement at last meeting where the
Chairman undertook to write to the Secretary for State for DEFRA and the Ministry
for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG), he has received no
acknowledgement from DEFRA but had received a letter from Kit Malthouse
(previous Housing Minister) and officials from the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government have agreed to meet all of the PfSH Planning
Officers on the 20th August to discuss the ongoing nitrate neutrality issue.

4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

A non-pecuniary interest was received from Councillor J Grajewski on Minute item
6, part A – Statement of Common Ground - as Councillor Grajewski in her role as
Councillor for Eastleigh Borough Council, has voted against their Draft Local Plan
for the last seven years.  If discussion takes place on this item, Councillor
Grajewski will not take part in any debate, nor vote.

5. DEPUTATIONS

There were no deputations made at this meeting.
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6. PfSH MANAGER’S REPORT

The Joint Committee received a report by the PfSH co-ordinator, 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.

A non-pecuniary interest was received from Councillor J Grajewski on Minute item
6, part A as Councillor Grajewski in her role as Councillor for Eastleigh Borough
Council, has voted against their Draft Local Plan for the past seven years.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:

a) APPROVES the Statements of Common Ground between Eastleigh Borough
Council and PfSH, as at Appendix A, and between Havant Borough Council
and PfSH as at Appendix B;

b) APPROVES the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Partnership (SRMP) Annual
Report, as at Appendix C; and

c) NOTES the matters for information outlined in Part B of this report.

7. UPDATE ON STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND

At the agreement of the Chairman this item was brought forward on the agenda to
allow the PfSH Nitrate Neutrality Update to be heard last.

The Joint Committee received a report from Claire Upton-Brown, Chairman of the
Partnership for South Hampshire Planning Officers’ Group which gave the
Committee an update on the progress of work in respect of the drafting of the joint
Statement of Common Ground.

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:

a) NOTES 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) APPROVES 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; and

c) AGREES that PfSH produces its first Statement of Common Ground 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.

8. SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY (SRMP)

At the agreement of the Chairman this item was brought forward on the agenda to
allow the PfSH Nitrate Neutrality Update to be heard last.
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The Joint Committee received a report from Paddy May and Anna Parry in respect 
of the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Strategy (SRMP).    This report 
sought endorsement from the Joint Committee in respect of the SRMP’s proposed 
allocation of site specific funding for the next three financial years and their 
proposed schedule for the allocation of funding. 

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee: 

a) NOTES and ENDORSES that SRMP’s proposed allocation of site specific
funding for the next three financial years; and

b) NOTES and ENDORSES that SRMP’s proposed schedule for the allocation of
funding being subject to no foreseen disruption to developer contribution levels
owing to issues relating to nitrates.

9. PfSH NITRATE NEUTRALITY UPDATE

At the agreement of the Chairman this item was moved to the last item on the
Agenda.

The Joint Committee received a report from David Bibby, Principal Planning
Officer at Test Valley Borough Council on the work that PfSH is undertaking to
address the impact of nitrate neutrality on housing developments across the
Region.

Members had been provided with a Technical Guidance Note from the
Environment Agency which provided them with information in respect of
wastewater treatment capacity for new development in the south area and is
appended to these Minutes.

At the beginning of this item, the Chairman asked the Committee to consider two
additional recommendations be added to this item, being the Joint Committee:

AUTHORISES that the PfSH Water Quality Working Group consider necessary
revisions to the Integrated Water Management Study in the light of updated
information on population growth and occupancy rates; and

REQUESTS an increase in Southern Water’s allowance towards infrastructure
investments and environmental improvement obligations to help address the
Solent nitrate issue.

At the invitation of the Chairman, Chris Nelson from Southern Water addressed
the Joint Committee.

Chris outlined the reduction of water consumption in new housing and
development - up to 125 litres per head, per day and promoting reduction in water
consumption which are both positive. Chris explained that Southern water can set
its rates, which are auditable by OFWAT (The Water Services Regulation
Authority), and low water consumption would be £200 per property but this is
reduced to zero if there is low water efficiency.  Southern Water are trying to
address the amount of water both in the system and that which is getting into
Southern Water Treatment Works.
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Turning to Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS), Chris stated they are aware 
that Water UK have been charged with producing codes of adoption and a 
sewerage code has been submitted to OFWAT for consideration and within that is 
the Waste Water Sewerage Act.   The code will become incorporated into the Act 
and will become mandatory for water companies to look at new developments.   
The code for adoption does introduce the potential for SuDS to be adopted by 
water companies.  It is expected this will be passed in September and 
implemented in April 2020.  This is to give water companies time to adopt SuDS 
systems on dwellings. It is felt this will benefit some developers who already have 
a business model where they ask Southern water to adopt their drainage systems.  
They would do this to ensure they are fully compliant with their Pillars, one of 
those being quality treatment which effectively go some way to help the nitrate 
problem.   Technical standards are a series of standards for compliance and there 
are associated codes for construction.  These are short-medium term measures to 
help address this issue. 
 
Chris turned to the long term, looking at ways of how this problem can be 
addressed and he stated that developers and interested party enquiries as to 
which catchments a development would go into are being made and there are 
requests for detailed information.    Southern Water is committed to working with 
Hampshire County Council and the Environment Agency and have issued a 
technical guidance and a position statement to try and get information out to 
developers to show they are working in partnership. 
 
Chris explained that Southern Water is a private company who is highly regulated 
and not a statutory consultee in the planning process.  They do actively engage in 
the planning process but are reliant on planning authorities making approaches 
and working in partnership.  Chris indicated that other planned work is in its PR19 
for the period 2020 – 2025 and stated that all water companies in the UK are 
subject to PR19.  
 
Chris stated there does need to be some perspective as to Southern Water’s 
involvement and he understands run off from agricultural land is biggest source of 
nitrates and there is potential that nitrates could be associated with some 
treatment works for which there are both Southern Water and private treatment 
works that discharge into the Solent.  Whilst there are other causes to be 
addressed, and other sources of nitrates, Southern Water don’t want to minimise 
this and acknowledge that Southern Water must be part of the solution and are 
happy to work in partnership with both the Environment Agency and Natural 
England.   
 
At the invitation of the Chairman, Allison Potts from Natural England addressed 
the Committee.  
 
Allison explained to the Committee that Natural England and Environment Agency 
work to different legislative drivers and policies and so they are not currently in 
agreement about the potential for new development to adversely affect the 
designated sites. She recognised that whilst is not helpful to Local Planning 
Authorities (LPAs), it is also frustrating for Natural England and Environment 
Agency especially as, at the moment, short-term positions cannot be brought 
closer together.  Allison went onto explain the difference stems from Natural 
England’s role to provide advice under the Habitats Regulations and the recent 
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Judgement underlines two of the important principals that run through that 
legislation; one being the precautionary principals which is built in by law, so a 
precautionary approach must be taken; and the other underlines what you do in 
the face of uncertainty.  Allison stated that if there is uncertainty, because you 
don’t have a full evidence base, then the compliant approach is one that 
recognises the uncertainty and enables competent authorities to make decisions 
on a precautionary basis. Natural England is obliged to provide its advice on the 
basis of the best available evidence, and to ensure that the advice takes accounts 
of the relevant legislation and case law. 
 
Allison stated that whilst Natural England and Environment Agency have not been 
able to reach an aligned position in the short-term, the letter sent by PfSH to the 
MHCLG has been helpful in starting a national conversation which it is hoped will 
address some of the differences. 
 
In terms of the water quality problem in the Solent, there is a need to work 
together to address this and that was the basis for the Water Quality Working 
Group, particularly how steps are taken to understand the scale of the issue, what 
measures need to be taken and to plan beyond 2020.  Allison stated that Natural 
England want a long term strategic solution, regret that dealing with the short term 
issue has diverted resource, but are hopeful that the experiences gained by 
working through shorter term options will enable the Water Quality Working Group 
to agree a better long term programme.  
 
Allison gave the Committee an update on Natural England’s work since the 
Committee met last.  Natural England have prioritised the actions they are taking 
to support LPAs, looking at delivering sustainable development with the initial 
focus on making the nutrient neutral methodology available.  Discussing this with 
LPA officers to understand what it means in a local context has helped to identify a 
list of potential measures to enable neutrality.   Natural England has produced a 
summary of potential measures and suggested which of those could be helpful in 
the short term, which might come into effect for the medium term and which need 
development now for the longer term.  Feedback from discussions have been 
positive on these documents and people are finding them helpful in terms of giving 
a way to work through the options and actions that could be put in place to 
minimise the risk when granting permissions in the future. Natural England have 
also been commenting on Cabinet papers, draft strategies, press releases as well 
as planning consultations, and they met with all LPA’s where requested to do so.  
Allison stated that Natural England remain willing to help and support Local 
Planning Authorities to get short term solutions in place quickly as possible. 
 
At the invitation of the Chairman, Hannah Hyland from the Environment Agency 
(EA) addressed the Committee.  
 
Hannah explained that the technical guidance note was circulated because of the 
enquiries which the EA has received in relation to this issue and it was their view 
that they needed to get their message out which is their position based on their 
role as regulator and granting environmental permits for discharges into the water 
environment.   
 
Hannah stated that from the EA point of view, the permits which operate around 
the Solent are still considered to be environmentally protective and they have 
assessed those up to the finite amount on their permit and that impact and in their 
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view, there was no adverse effect on the Solent as a result of that which is why the 
EA position stands that if the development can be accommodated within those 
permits, that is deemed ok.  

Hannah explained that longer term there will be some challenges for delivering 
waste water treatment beyond the permitted headroom’s.  Several of the works 
that discharge directly into the harbours are operating at what’s considered to be 
best available technology for nitrogen at this time, but technology may change in 
the future.  Hannah stated that, at this moment in time, the consideration is you 
cannot heighten the standards much more so that doesn’t enable additional flow 
headroom going into those works.   

Hannah stated that the Environment Agency understands the position of Natural 
England’s precautionary approach, but the Environment Agency have no intent to 
review the consents around the Solent.  At a national level, discussions are 
happening to consider the impact of European judgments for the EA across the 
board and predominantly that’s around our new authorisations or any new permits 
coming through.  Existing permits are deemed fine as those assessments have 
been done and that is the Environment Agency’s position at this time as regulator 
and in terms of permits.  

During questions being asked to Natural England, Southern Water and the 
Environment Agency, responses included: 

The Environment Agency confirming that when the Habitats Regulations came into 
place, there was a sector-wide review of consents which included all discharges 
into the Solent.  At that time, significant investment went in to a lot of waste water 
treatments works owned by Southern Water and some permits were abandoned 
as they were deemed inappropriate and the results of that investment is now 
coming through the environment. This review included private treatment plants of 
which the Environment Agency hold a record of permitted private treatment plants.  

Reiteration was given that it is for competent authorities to consider whether there 
is likely to be a significant effect on sites and that the Dutch case states it is where 
a designated site is failing to meet its objectives, so it is not in good condition 
because of the impact of a particular pollution, for example nitrates, that the 
potential to add additional pollution to that site must be limited.  It was explained 
that the idea behind nutrient neutrality is a pragmatic attempt to give planning 
authorities a way to demonstrate that new development is not adding to the 
existing burden on the designated sites and, in that situation, despite the 
uncertainties that exist , the advice from Natural England is you can be content 
that those new developments will not have a significant effect on the sites alone or 
in combination.  When asked to define significant, Allison from Natural England 
stated there is a low bar in the Habitats Regulations particularly when considered 
in combination with the Dutch case.  Allison confirmed their interpretation is that if 
you already have a problem, you cannot add anything to it without it being 
considered significant.  The site should be considered through Appropriate 
Assessment at the first stage where the consideration is whether there is likely to 
be a significant effect, through to the second stage test where the consideration is 
whether there is likely to be an adverse impact on the integrity of the site. 
Whether the significant effect will generate and adverse effect on integrity is where 
the uncertainly lies.   Allison stated that is for the decision makers to decide the 
level of risk they are comfortable with.  Natural England’s advice is there is a way 
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to avoid that risk and be certain that your permissions will not have an impact on 
the environment and that is by adopting nitrate neutrality.  

Hannah from the Environment Agency confirmed that technical guidance note 
referred to the direct discharges into the harbour.  In setting the EA’s permits, the 
Environment Agency look at a range of environmental legislation which includes 
the water framework directive and the urban waste water treatment directive which 
is done by considering the location of the discharge and the impact, and that was 
done in consultation with Natural England and will determine whether a permit 
needs a nitrogen limit on it.  Hannah stated that at this point in time, the EA’s view 
is that all of the permits are okay - they are environmentally protective and would 
not cause an adverse effect on the designated sites and they are not looking for 
further investment at this point in time.  

The Environment Agency stated approaches have been made to Government to 
ask how there could be resolution to the differences between Natural England’s 
precautionary approach and their reference to legislation, and the Environment 
Agency’s risk-based approach and they recognise that at this time, LPAs’ 
decisions are erring towards Natural England’s more precautionary approach.  

In response to a question about burden of proof and the relation between scientific 
evidence and the precautionary approach, Natural England stated that where 
LPAs do not have complete scientific evidence, there exists uncertainty and when 
there is uncertainty in the Habitats Regulations, a precautionary approach must be 
assumed as a matter of law.  Natural England’s view is that if there is uncertainty 
in calculations, to account for that, the Nutrient methodology suggests a 10% 
buffer, although it is within the gift of LPA’s to apply a different figure.  

With the agreement of the additional two recommendations as proposed by the 
Chairman, it was RESOLVED that the Joint Committee: 

1) 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;

2) AUTHORISES 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;

3) Continues to MAKE REPRESENTATIONS 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;

4) SEEKS a meeting with Government (MHCLG and DEFRA) to achieve a ‘one
public estate’ approach to delivery of strategic mitigation in the PfSH area, and
FACILITATES 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;
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5) SEEKS 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;

6) AUTHORISES the development of a long-term water quality and mitigation
plan, to achieve nutrient neutral development;

7) AUTHORISES the investigation of potential sources of funding to support the
provision of short and long-term mitigation options;

8) 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;

9) AUTHORISES that the PfSH Water Quality Working Group consider
necessary revisions to the Integrated Water Management Study in the light of
updated information on population growth and occupancy rates; and

10) REQUESTS an increase in Southern Water’s allowance towards infrastructure
investments and environmental improvement obligations to help address the
Solent nitrate issue.

(The meeting started at 6:00pm and ended at 7:40pm). 

(NB: The next meeting of the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee will be held on Monday 14 October 2019). 
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Report to the  
Partnership for South Hampshire 

Joint Committee 

Date: 14 October 2019 

Report of: Paddy May, 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 NOTES the matters for Information 
outlined in Part B of this report. 

Item 6 
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PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION 
There are no Part A items 
 

PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION 

1) Governance 
 

1.1 When the Joint Committee previously considered governance issues (June 
2019) it was agreed that rather than Joint Committee deciding how scrutiny 
should work it should be up to the Overview & Scrutiny to sort out arrangements 
for themselves. Cllr Glass, the new Chairman of Overview & Scrutiny, set up a 
special meeting on 13th August 2019 to consider what the approach should be. 
Overview & Scrutiny agreed that they would move from retrospective scrutiny 
of Joint Committee reports to looking at reports before the meeting of Joint 
Committee. A summary of each agenda item is sent to Members of Overview 
& Scrutiny and the final Joint Committee report is available before the actual 
meeting. This enables the forward scrutiny to take place. They also agreed that 
the Chairman of Overview & Scrutiny would attend Joint Committee (when 
appropriate) to feedback the committee views on agenda items to the Joint 
Committee. This is the first meeting where Overview & Scrutiny will have 
undertaken this forward scrutiny of Joint Committee reports.     

1.2 At the meeting of New Forest National Park Authority (NFNPA) Board on 29 
August, the Board agreed to accept the invitation from PfSH to become 
members. The Chairman, and Deputy Chairman - Oliver Crosthwaite-Eyre and 
Patrick Heneghan respectively, were nominated to represent the Authority 
interchangeably at Joint Committee meetings. Discussions will take place with 
Alison Barnes, the NFNPA Chief Executive, about the formal arrangements that 
need to be made to ensure representation at PfSH meetings. 
 

2) Planning & Infrastructure 
 

2.1 Statement of Common Ground 
2.1.1 An update on progress towards developing a PfSH-wide Statement of Common 

Ground and regional 'vision' is included on the main agenda for the Joint 
Committee Meeting  

2.2 Strategic Recreation and Mitigation Partnership (Bird Aware) Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) 

2.2.1 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 July - 31 August their outreach activities can be 
shown as: 

Events attended - 12 
Events Engagement Hours - 87 
People Engaged with - 1385 
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2.2.2  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
o Twitter – 32 – 3%
o Facebook – 47 – 6%
o Instagram – 29 – 7%

• Impressions (number of times seen) for each social media platform
o Twitter –115.9k
o Facebook – 34,735
o Instagram – 10,417

• Number of posts on social media
o Twitter - 148
o Facebook - 73
o Instagram posts and stories – 31

• Press releases
o 1 each month

• The number of web stories uploaded
o 4 added to the section ‘Blog’

2.3 Water Management 
2.3.1 An update on progress towards developing a strategy for achieving nutrient 

neutrality for new housing development across the PfSH region is included on 
the main agenda for Joint Committee 14 October. 

2.4 Green Infrastructure 
2.4.1 A meeting was held with the Chairman of the Bishop's Waltham to Botley 

Bridleway Project Working Group in August to discuss how the scheme can be 
taken forward. A further meeting will take place in December. The project is one 
of the schemes outlined in the Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan that 
was agreed at the Joint Committee 4 June. The issue that remains is how this 
scheme can be funded although it is clearly an important access route to green 
infrastructure for local communities 

3) Update from Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment
3.1 The following update has been provided by the PfSH panel lead on this

workstream. 
3.2 Solent Design awards 
3.2.1 The public vote went live and will be completed 4 October. Final judging will 

take place in parallel - and so results are expected to be announced later in the 
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month. A copy of the Solent Design Awards press release announcing the 
voting opportunity has been posted on the PfSH website in support. 

3.3 Hampshire Chamber of Commerce 
3.3.1 David Joel president Hampshire Chamber of Commerce has taken over from 

Marian Frost as Chairman of Creative Network South. 

3.4 Local Industrial Strategy 
3.4.1 Work to integrate the contribution of the creative economy into the Solent LEP 

local industrial strategy (economic strategy) is ongoing. PWC is drafting a sector 
report which is expected to be released shortly.  

3.5 Digital Apprenticeships 
3.5.1 Creative Network South and local providers have met with the Solent 

Apprenticeship Hub, which has agreed to promote take up of digital 
apprentices. Initial focus will be on digital marketing, digital content production 
and event management. A further meeting on 20 September looked in to how 
an initiative might be launched and promoted.  

3.6 Business Support 
3.6.1 Creative Network South is working to develop a triangulated approach to 

providing creative industries sector specific business support. Creative Growth 
Southampton is offering support to businesses and freelancers drawn across 
the PfSH area.  

4) Energy and the Green Economy
4.1 A number of PfSH Local Authorities have declared Climate Emergencies. In line

with the PfSH business plan this is an area of work that PfSH wishes to be more 
engaged with. An officer meeting on how this might best be taken forward is 
scheduled for October and a report is planned to be taken to the December 
Joint Committee. 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for Information 
outlined in Part B of this 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
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 Item 8 

Report to the  

Partnership for South Hampshire 
Joint Committee 

 
 
Date:  14 October 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 provides a further update on progress made to date on work that PfSH is 
undertaking with partners to address the issues of achieving nutrient neutrality from 
development across the region. In light of advice from Natural England the aim 
continues to be 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 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 have continued to work with colleagues from Natural England, the 
Environment Agency, Southern Water and other partners to investigate the potential 
mitigation options.  A meeting has been held with officials from the Ministry of 
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG).  Whilst positive progress is 
being made and some of the identified potential mitigation options look favourable, no 
firm mitigation solutions have yet been found that would enable a PfSH wide strategic 
approach to be put in place.  Best endeavours to achieve this continues. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is RECOMMNDED that the Joint Committee: 
 

a) REQUESTS to MHCLG that the period for the end of the transitional 
arrangement for the Housing Delivery Test (as specified in the National 
Planning Policy Framework) be extended beyond 2020, so that completions in 
2022/23 can be counted;  
 

b) CONTINUES to work closely with MHCLG to find both short and medium/long 
term mitigation solutions and to SEEK support to assist us in achieving these;  
 

c) CONTINUES to work closely with Natural England and the Environment 
Agency, including focusing on efforts to SEEK a resolution of the difference in 
approach to the nutrient issue with within DEFRA achieve an agreed position;   
 

d) CONTINUES to ENGAGE with Ofwat as opportunities arise through 
consultations on their regulatory functions, with regard to Southern Water’s 
future infrastructure investment, including the potential for wastewater 
treatment upgrades to order to reduce nutrient discharges and increase 
capacity to accommodate development;  
 

e) AUTHORISES that a PfSH wide assessment of nitrate budgets and a package 
of potential mitigation measures be undertaken; 

 
f) AUTHORISES that the Integrated Water Management Study be updated in the 

form of an addendum, including a review of Appendix E Main Water Quality 
baseline and modelled data; 
 

g) CONTINUES to SEEK potential options for funding to support potential 
mitigation measures; and 
 

h) AUTHORISES the continued investigation of potential medium/long term 
mitigation solutions to provide a strategic PfSH wide approach, including with 
wider local authority partners beyond PfSH members.   

 

2020



 

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 Case2, and consequent revisions to 
Natural England’s (NE) advice on planning applications, has meant that 
achieving nutrient neutral development became an immediate and critical 
issue for PfSH local authorities early this year. The background to this issue, 
together with implications of the current position was considered by the Joint 
Committee on 31 July 2019.  This also included discussion of the consequent 
investigation of potential mitigation options in order to provide a solution to 
enable development to proceed in a nutrient neutral manner.  Work on 
assessing such measures has been ongoing since that time.   

 
3. How to achieve nutrient neutral development and the science behind it is a 

complex issue. The position is evolving and there continues to be 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 recent case law means that 
there is still effectively no best practice to refer back to and learn from.   

 
4. The Water Quality Working Group (WQWG) was established to take forward 

the IWMS Action Plan. It comprises all PfSH local authorities, together with 
Natural England (NE), the Environment Agency (EA), Southern Water and 
Portsmouth Water. It has continued to work on potential options to address the 
issue, in the light of the resolutions of the 31 July 2019 Joint Committee.  
Chichester District Council and the South Downs National Park Authority have 
also been participating. A meeting has been held with MHCLG officials, in light 
of correspondence to government from PfSH and member authorities. Despite 
positive progress being made and significant priority and urgency being given 
to the issue, and whilst some of the identified potential mitigation options look 
favourable as possible ways forward, no firm mitigation solutions have yet 
been found that would enable a PfSH wide strategic approach to be put in 
place, and best endeavours to achieve this continue.   
 

5. This report (on behalf of PfSH WQWG and PfSH POG) sets out an update on 
progress made to date, in light of officers’ best knowledge and understanding 
of the position, which continues to evolve. In informing this position, there 
continues to be a reliance on the technical expertise and experience of 
statutory bodies and water quality specialists.   

 
BACKGROUND 
                                            
1 Available at www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents/made 
2 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/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:62017CA0293. 
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6. Excessive nutrients (principally nitrogen and phosphates) in the Solent’s
international sites is causing eutrophication, leading to an increase in algae
growth. This has an adverse impact on the habitats and species within these
sites3 in and around the Solent, to which the Habitat Regulations apply. The
impact on the condition of the sites is relevant in the context of their
conservation objectives and achieving favourable conservation status.

7. 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 in order to avoid exacerbating an existing issue- notwithstanding
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.

Natural England’s Position and Draft Methodology

8. NE has advised that that there is a likely significant effect on the Solent’s sites
due to the increase in wastewater from new housing, (and any new overnight
accommodation such as hotel and student accommodation, and major tourist
facilities). This applies where the development would discharge into the
Solent, whether directly, or indirectly via one of its river catchments.  Taking a
precautionary approach, there is uncertainty as to whether the increase in
such wastewater will have an adverse effect on the Solent’s international sites,
and which therefore requires mitigation.

9. NE advice is that there is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and
phosphorous in the Solent water environment with evidence of eutrophication
at some designated sites. It recommends that where development will have
inevitable wastewater implications, these and all other matters capable of
having a significant effect on the Solent’s international sites, must be
addressed in the ways required by the Habitats Regulations.

10. It recommends that the wastewater issue is examined within the Appropriate
Assessment process and that the existing nutrient and conservation status of
the receiving water 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.

11. NE has prepared an advice note (Appendix 1 to Joint Committee 31 July 2019,
Item 7) which includes a draft methodology providing a detailed calculation of
the nitrogen load derived from new residential development. This draft
methodology has not been further developed.

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 
Ramsar, Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC, Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
and the Solent and Dorset Coast Potential Special Protection Area (pSAC).   
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PROGRESS IN INVESTIGATING THE ISSUE AND WORKING WITH PARTNERS 
ON POSITVE WAYS FORWARD 
 

12. The full WQWG has met twice since July. In addition, there has been an 
intense level of engagement with key partners on an ongoing basis. This has 
been in order to continue to increase our understanding of the issue and to 
lobby for both support and joint working to deliver a solution. As part of this 
process a number of specific meetings have been held with key organisations, 
including MHCLG. Further analysis has also been undertaken on quantifying 
the scale of the issue and its implications, together with continuing 
consideration and assessment of potential options for mitigation.  Chichester 
DC has expressed a desire to participate in any future PfSH wide mitigation 
strategy.   

 
Scale of the Issue 
 

13. In order to quantify the scale of the issue, analysis has been undertaken 
across PfSH authorities, to put a figure on the number of undetermined 
planning applications that are currently awaiting decision either solely, or 
principally due to the nutrient issue. That analysis indicates that 4,542 
dwellings are currently in a backlog awaiting consent both solely and/or 
principally (the nitrate neutrality requirement is a significant barrier) because of 
this ongoing issue. This figure does not include those applications expected in 
the next six to twelve months. However, the figure can be considered 
representative of the scale of the current problem and will increase the longer 
the issue remains live. .   
 

Calculating nutrient budgets at scale 
 

14. Fareham and Gosport Borough Councils have jointly commissioned a study 
looking to understanding the total nitrate budget of their Local Plans and 
advise on potential mitigation solutions. The study involves the development of 
a tool to be used to compare mitigation solutions for both individual 
applications and at a broader scale.  While the study is not yet completed, the 
intention is to share the report and the Excel tool with PfSH colleagues.  In 
addition, there is the potential to expand the work to a PfSH wide assessment 
to calculate a nitrate budget for the whole area to address any concerns about 
cumulative impacts.  

 
 
Implications for HDT and 5-year HLS 
 

15. The Housing Delivery Test (HDT) is a new measurement tool to understand 
how Local Authorities are delivering housing against their stated need figure. It 
considers housing delivery rates over a rolling three-year period and was 
introduced in 2018 with a pass rate of 25% of the housing need for the 
financial years of 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19.  The transition arrangements 
associated with the HDT’s introduction mean that the pass rate increases to 
45% in 2019 and 75% in 2020.   

 
16. Given that there is a severely reduced number of permissions being granted in 

the PfSH in the financial year 2019/20, it is not unnecessary to assume that 
the delivery of homes will be suppressed in the years 2020/21 and 2021/22.  
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As HDT works on a three-year rolling period, this period of reduced delivery 
coincides with the rise to a pass rate of 75%. PfSH is advised to request an 
extension to the transition arrangements so that the pass rate remained at 
45% for a further three years to allow the PfSH authorities to get back to a 
position of permitting sufficient applications to meet our respective housing 
need. Granting such an extension would be an important signal from 
Government that it recognises that PfSH authorities are doing all they can to 
deal with the nutrient issue. Such an agreement would be akin to the 
relaxation of the normal five-year housing land supply to just a three-year 
supply for authorities in Oxfordshire, agreed in March 2018, in order for them 
to control speculative development whilst they were preparing a joint spatial 
plan under the growth deal. 

 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) 
 

17. Officers have an ongoing dialogue with MHCLG. Government support is 
needed to find a solution. A meeting was held between the PfSH POG and 
MHCLG officials on 20 August 2019, which was also attended by 
representatives of NE, EA, Solent LEP and Homes England.  It was confirmed 
that ministers are fully aware of the issue. and cross-departmental discussions 
with DEFRA are being undertaken. A note of this meeting, including details of 
MHCLG’s current position on the issue and what actions were agreed, is 
attached as Appendix 1 to this report.   
 

18. Following this meeting further information on the scale of the issue, its 
implications and the current position regarding potential mitigation solutions 
considered was provided to MHCLG to further inform their understanding.  
PfSH also advised them that neighbouring authorities will also have an interest 
in the outcome of the cross-Governmental discussions, notably Chichester DC 
and the South Downs NPA.  

 
19. MHCLG have subsequently advised that they are working closely with NE, EA 

and DEFRA to understand potential resolutions to the issue.  Technical 
discussions are taking place regarding nitrate permitting. They are also 
continuing to look at the implications of recent CJEU judgements and working 
with NE towards some revisions to the method for calculating nitrate neutrality. 
Further details are expected in due course, once these are agreed and 
Government is satisfied that are European Regulations compliant. 

 
Natural England (NE), Environment Agency (EA) and Department for Environment, 
Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 
 

20. The differing positons within DEFRA between NE and EA on the fundamental 
approach to the issue, regarding the condition of the international sites and 
interpretation of the impact of recent case law, remains unresolved.  However, 
it is understood that a meeting was scheduled for 18 September 2019.   

 
21. Officers are continuing to work with EA to better understand their role and the 

regulatory process undertaken in relation to setting permits limits for WwTW 
and the appropriate assessment (AA) process undertaken as part of this 
regime.   

 
22. DEFRA has a significant role to play as the sponsoring government 

department for both NE and EA and its responsibilities for agriculture, by far 
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the largest contributor by sector of nutrients entering the Solent. PfSH 
members may look to lobby DEFRA to try to get the department to resolve its 
internal conflicts. 

 
23. A response is being drafted on behalf of PfSH to the DEFRA consultation on 

water efficiency ‘measures to reduce personal water use’.  This would support 
efforts to reduce consumption and therefore be of benefit in increasing 
potential future headroom at wastewater treatment works (WwTW) to 
accommodate further development and relieve pressures on water resources.   

 
Public Sector Landowners  
 

24. Meetings have been held with both Hampshire County Council (HCC) and the 
Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership (ESCP) to investigate whether, in addition 
to the potential of local planning authority’s own landholdings, there is any 
possible further public sector land which could be considered from other 
sources to support off-site mitigation.  For the ESCP, there is a need to create 
additional habitats along the coastline. Additional land could be brought into 
this scheme, funded by developer contributions, to create additional coastal 
habitats and offset development.   

 
OFWAT (water services regulation authority) and Southern Water 
 

25. Ofwat is another DEFRA agency. PfSH provided a response to consultation on 
the ‘Notice of Ofwat’s proposal to impose a financial penalty on Southern 
Water Services’ July 2019.  PfSH also responded to Ofwat’s ‘PR19 draft 
determination for Southern Water’ which sets the levels of infrastructure 
investment programme for the company, together with its price controls, 
service and performance standards, for the period 2020-2025.  In both cases, 
the issue of Southern Water’s past under performance and misreporting in the 
context of WwTW in and around the Solent was raised, together with the role 
which future investment in WwTW infrastructure could contribute towards 
addressing the nutrient issue specifically, alongside higher environmental 
standards more generally. 
   

26. The outcome of both these consultations is awaited.  The timescale for 
responding and the next stages are unknown, but may it take some time due 
to negotiations between Ofwat and the water companies over the proposed 
level of efficiencies and costs to customers.   

 
27. Southern Water has been fully participating as a member of the WQWG and 

making a positive contribution towards its work, giving the PfSH local 
authorities a much better understanding of the regulatory framework and 
performance standards within which it operates.   

 
Review of Integrated Water Management Study (IWMS) 
 

28. The assumptions within the IWMS were very precautionary, including five-
person occupancy rates per dwelling and that all new dwellings would be 
occupied by new residents to the sub-region. The WQWG has concluded that 
reviewing the IWMS (with more up to date housing figures and more realistic 
population projections and occupancy rates) is an important measure to 
understand accurately the likely impact from housing developments on the 
European sites in the Solent. The process of commissioning the update of the 
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IWMS is underway and the intention is to bring a verbal update to the Joint 
Committee. 

 
Funding 
 

29. There is currently no MHCLG funding to deal with this issue. As a result, PfSH 
will be putting a programme bid in to the Solent LEP Prosperity Fund to help 
provide mitigation at scale. PfSH has a strong track record in such schemes 
through Bird Aware Solent. The PfSH is able to use the existing South 
Hampshire Green Infrastructure Implementation Plan (June 2019) as a basis 
to make a business case. A bid submitted in November should allow time for 
the preparation to include the results and feedback from ongoing consideration 
of the issue by MHCLG. Grants valued between £550k and £5m are available 
from the fund. The deadlines for submitting an application is 29 November. 
  

30. The prosperity fund exists to support large capital projects and programmes 
that have the potential to transform the Solent economy. Successful 
applications must demonstrate that the result, or output, meets any one or 
more of their ten specific criteria. Of those, three in particular are most relevant 
to an application for the above: 

• Enabling/unlocking housing delivery 

• Strengthened natural capital infrastructure 

• Responding to key environmental challenges 

 
ACHIEVING NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY 
 

31. Some greenfield development can achieve neutrality through the change in 
land use from agriculture which emits nutrients into the environment.  
However, the extent to which neutrality can be achieved on greenfield sites is 
dependent upon the type of agricultural use (as this affects the existing level of 
nutrients), and whether wastewater from development will discharge to a 
WwTW with a nitrogen (N) permit limit.  In the absence of such, a permit limit 
becomes unlikely for most agriculture types. 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 mitigation solutions will be required.   

 
32. Given the complexity of the issue and the ability of some solutions to come 

forward more quickly than others, it is likely that a suite of measures will be 
needed to deliver nutrient neutrality and that these will be split between short 
term and medium/long term solutions.  The former to allow planning 
permissions to continue be granted, and the latter to form part of a strategic 
approach to mitigation.   

 
SHORT TERM POTENTIAL MITIGATION OPTIONS 
 

33. In order to provide mitigation as an interim measure for current planning 
applications, particularly where developments cannot provide on site 
mitigation, it is necessary to find solutions to meet obligations both in terms of 
meeting housing need and ensuring compliance with the requirements of the 
Habitats Regulations. A number of potential mitigation options are being 
explored by individual PfSH local authorities. In some cases, these have 
reached the stage of formal Council approval, and also the approval of NE.   
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34. The table below sets out for each authority what potential short-term options 

are currently being investigated (including their present status). 
 
 

 
Table 1 Short Term Potential Mitigation Options 
Local Authority Mitigation Measure(s) (Council) Status NE Approval 
East Hampshire • Use of Grampian 

conditions 
In accordance with 
the council's nutrient 
neutrality position 
statement 

 

Eastleigh • Council owned land 
taken out of 
agricultural use 

Approved bv 
Management Liaison 
Group 

NE consulted 

Fareham • Use of Grampian 
conditions 

• Water efficiency 
measures for council 
housing stock 

Executive meeting 
2nd September 

NE consulted 

Gosport • Water efficiency 
measures for council 
housing stock 

Report currently being 
prepared 

Not yet sought 

Havant • Use of Grampian 
conditions 

Council agreed 
position statement 
(June 2019) 

NE consulted 

New Forest • Use of Grampian 
conditions 

  

Portsmouth • Trading existing 
nitrate 'credits' 
(council 
developments) 

• Water efficiency 
measures applied to 
existing council 
owned dwellings to 
offset new 
development 

Approved by Cabinet Currently In 
consultation 
with NE 

Southampton • None 
• No developments 

currently 
'backlogged' 

N/A N/A 

Test Valley • SANG 
• Council owned land 
• Solar farms 

Under consideration Not yet sought 

Winchester • None  
• Ad hoc as necessary 

N/A Not yet sought 

 
 
MEDIUM/LONG TERM POTENTIAL MITIGATION OPTIONS 
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35. The potential medium/long term mitigation options remain limited given the 
constraints of the precautionary approach.  In order to be AA compliant and 
achieve NE support, solutions will need to be permanent/in perpetuity (at least 
80 years), as well as legally enforceable that they are implemented and 
maintained and monitored on a long-term basis. Whilst other options might be 
achievable in the future, the strategic mitigation solutions which are considered 
to have realistic potential at present are limited. Given the scale of potential 
mitigation land required, it is questionable whether the amount of land required 
is readily accessible for use for this purpose.   

 
Land purchase/taking land out of agricultural production 
 

36. This would concern the creation of SANG, nature conservation sites and other 
Green Infrastructure (GI) from existing agricultural land, leading to a change in 
land use to a lower nutrient input within the same catchment as the 
development to be offset.  The provision of GI would have wider environmental 
and recreational benefits and nutrient reduction could be an indirect 
consequence of new provision for these primary benefits.  Such sites could 
also provide multiple mitigation benefits for different purposes.   

 
Wetlands 
 

37. These would reduce nutrient release and would be of particular benefit 
downstream of WwTW to reduce discharge flows post treatment.  Inception 
wetlands can also remove nutrients from agricultural land higher up in river 
catchments.  This has the potential to generate other environmental and 
recreational benefits.   

 
38. Wetlands could also be created as part of Sustainable Drainage Systems 

(SuDS) associated with new development.  Such environments would act as a 
nutrient sink and can effectively remove a significant amount from surface 
water.   

 
Woodland planting grant scheme 
 

39. A scheme to fund tree planting and the creation of new woodlands could 
complement existing government schemes.  Tree planting would take land out 
of agricultural production, reducing nutrient inputs, and as the tree mature 
there would be a reduction in nutrient load and other positive environmental 
benefits. The Government has aspirations for a significant increase in tree 
cover as part of its wider strategy for carbon reduction and this option would 
align with this approach.   

 
Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW) 
 

40. The future review of WwTW permit limits remains a possible option if it could 
be implemented, although the current position of the EA means that it is not 
currently feasible.  However, in theory new N permit limits could be introduced 
on those WwTW which don’t current have one (those which discharge into 
rivers).  Subject to technical, scientific and financial viability constraints lower 
permit limits could also be investigated for those that currently have N permit 
limits in place. 
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41. Further consideration could also be given to whether developer contributions 
pay for WwTW upgrades beyond EA permit limit requirements. However, there 
are significant potential issues over whether this would be a financially viable 
solution, and whether it would be legally and procedurally possible for 
Southern Water to accept such contributions. At present this seems difficult to 
overcome.   

 
CONCLUSION 
 

42. An intense level of engagement is ongoing, to increase our understanding of 
the issue, including further analysis to quantify the scale of the issue and its 
implications, and to lobby for support and joint working to investigate potential 
mitigation options to delivery a solution.   

 
43. Whilst positive progress is being made and some of the identified potential 

mitigation options look favourable as possible ways forward, no firm mitigation 
solutions have yet been found that would enable a PfSH wide strategic 
approach to be put in place, and best endeavours to achieve this continues. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is RECOMMNDED that the Joint Committee: 
 

a) REQUESTS MHCLG that the period for the end of the transitional 
arrangement for the Housing Delivery Test (as specified in the National 
Planning Policy Framework) be extended beyond 2020, so that completions in 
2022/23 can be counted;  
 

b) CONTINUES to work closely with MHCLG to find both short and medium/long 
term mitigation solutions and to SEEK support to assist us in achieving these;  
 

c) CONTINUES to work closely with Natural England and the Environment 
Agency, including focusing on efforts to SEEK a resolution of the difference in 
approach to the nutrient issue with within DEFRA achieve an agreed position;   
 

d) CONTINUES to ENGAGE with Ofwat as opportunities arise through 
consultations on their regulatory functions, with regard to Southern Water’s 
future infrastructure investment, including the potential for wastewater 
treatment upgrades to order to reduce nutrient discharges and increase 
capacity to accommodate development;  
 

e) AUTHORISES that a PfSH wide assessment of nitrate budgets and a package 
of potential mitigation measures be undertaken; 

 
f) AUTHORISES that the Integrated Water Management Study be updated in the 

form of an addendum, including a review of Appendix E Main Water Quality 
baseline and modelled data; 
 

g) CONTINUES to SEEK potential options for funding to support potential 
mitigation measures; and 
 

h) AUTHORISES the continued investigation of potential medium/long term 
mitigation solutions to provide a strategic PfSH wide approach, including with 
wider local authority partners beyond PfSH members.   

2929



 

 
 
Appendices - Appendix 1: Note of Meeting with MHCLG, 20 August 2019 
  
 
Background Papers:  
Item 7: PfSH Nitrate Neutrality Update, 31 July 2019 Joint Committee 
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: None 
 
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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Appendix 1 

 
Partnership for South Hampshire 

Nitrate neutrality requirements and the impact on housebuilding across 
South Hampshire 

13.30 - 15.30 Tuesday 20 August 2019 
Council Chamber, Fareham Borough Council Civic Offices 

                 
       Note of Meeting 

 
Welcome and introductions 

• The PfSH provided a short appraisal, for the benefit of MHCLG colleagues, of 
the impact the issue is having on housing development in the south Hampshire 
region. Havant, Portsmouth, Test Valley, Gosport, East Hampshire, Eastleigh, 
Southampton, Fareham, New Forest, Natural England and Environment 
Agency contributed their individual positions. It is clear that the ability of local 
authorities to issue consents to developers for new housing is stalling 
significantly, the impact of the problem varies across the region, and there is a 
real risk to small and medium sized housing developers.  

• The PfSH advised that unless measures are taken to address the situation 
quickly, the problems will escalate even further. A key frustration for members 
is the lack of parity between the approaches and guidance offered by Natural 
England and the Environment Agency to address the situation. 

• Local authorities are looking at short-term solutions to mitigate nitrate pollution 
and that will result in resuming business as usual. A medium/long term 
strategy is required with central government buy-in and leadership. 

• The PfSH considers that housing development and local planning authorities 
are being expected to provide a disproportionate level of responsibility for 
providing solutions to pollution caused largely by other industries. 

 
MHCLG position 

• MHCLG is aware that the issue is causing real problems and confirmed that it 
is on Secretary of States 'radar' 

• Penny Mordaunt MP (Portsmouth North) met with Robert Jenrick MP (SoS 
MHCLG) 19 August at which the issue was discussed. The outcomes of that 
discussion not offered by MHCLG 

• The issue is not one of the Government's making and confirmed that, post 
brexit, ECJ judgements and EU Directives will continue to be enforced in the 
UK 

• In the short-term MHCLG felt that local authorities need to consider their 
appetite for risk to legal challenge when considering whether to issue any 
planning consent 

• Collectively and individually, local authorities need to make a decision on how 
the outcome of the 'dutch case' is interpreted 

• MHCLG understands that the housing development sector is taking an unfair 
'hit' in terms of having to address the issue and that the balance needs to be 
redressed. MHCLG is keen to explore what other action can be taken so that 
new development can continue  
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• The MHCLG preference is for a strategic medium/long term approach and 
believed that offsetting (purchase of agricultural land/taking it out of use) is not 
necessarily the answer and does not work in cities 

• MHCLG is also keen to explore options around the benefits of biodiversity net 
gain as a solution to the problem 

• MHCLG appreciated that cross-departmental (MHCLG and DEFRA) 
discussions are required to form a medium to long term solution - but could 
only confirm that those discussions would happen 'in coming weeks'  

• MHCLG cannot commit at this time to any funding for projects to look into 
mitigation measures 
 

It was agreed that: 
• Michael Bingham (MHCLG, Director of Policy) should be PfSH's main point of 

contact for ongoing discussions 
 

• MHCLG will initiate cross-departmental discussions to look at ways of finding a 
medium to long-term solution to the problem. Since the meeting (email from 
Michael Bingham 21 August) the MHCLG has confirmed that it will be looking 
at possible short-term solutions 
 

• Following enquiries from Fareham Borough Council, MHCLG agreed to 
provide advice on the process for invoking Imperative Reasons of Overriding 
Public Interest (IROPI) 

 
• PfSH should provide MHCLG with an 'appraisal' of the current and future (6 to 

12 months) impact of the problem and activity being undertaken to mitigate 
nitrate pollution. This should include: 

o clarity around expected housing need in line with expected population 
growth in the region 

o detail of what approaches local authorities were currently taking to 
address the situation 

o what are the barriers are to producing a medium to long-term mitigation 
strategy 

o Whether/which local authorities are currently issuing consents 
o Likely housing trajectory (what's in the pipeline) for the next 6-12 

months - by local authority 
o Whether/which local authorities are developing a strategy of mitigations 

and if so, what those headline mitigations are. 
o Clarity around whether mitigation measures have been approved by 

Natural England, Cabinet or are simply being investigated 
o If strategies have been approved, when it is expected that individual 

local authorities will begin issuing consents again. 
o Clarity around the whether individual local authorities have assessed 

the amount of land required for mitigation (offsetting) 
o Confirmation of the quantity of land required to relieve a) the immediate 

backlog; and b) for the life of your local plan 
 

• PfSH undertook to present the above to MHCLG on or just after 2 September 
(the occasion of the next PfSH Water Quality Working Group). Once MHCLG 
has sufficient background on the current 'state of play' it will be in a better 
position to inform further discussions internally and across government with a 
view to developing medium to long-terms solutions. 

ENDS 
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 Item 9 

Report to the 

Partnership for South Hampshire 
Joint Committee 

 
 
 
Date:  14 October 2019 
 
 
Report of: Claire Upton-Brown, Chairwoman PfSH Planning Officers Group  
 
 
Subject: DRAFT FRAMEWORK FOR PFSH STATEMENT OF COMMON 

GROUND      
 

SUMMARY 
 
This report presents a draft framework setting out how the Partnership for South 
Hampshire will produce a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) and also review 
and update the Spatial Position Statement (2016) through the production of a new 
Joint Strategy. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: - 
 

a) APPROVES the draft framework for the Statement of Common Ground, 
attached as Appendix 1 to this report, that will lead to the production of a 
PfSH Joint Strategy; and 
 

b) AGREES the additional workstream: Green Infrastructure Needs and 
Consideration of Mechanisms on how to achieve Green Belt Designation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This report follows from previous consideration of a SoCG by the Joint 

Committee in October 2018, with further reports covering the implications of 
the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in December 2018 
and February 2019, consideration of green belt designation in December 2018 
and the SoCG process in July 2019.  The last report set out details of the 
context for a SoCG and the initial work programme to commission evidence to 
lead to the production of a Joint Strategy.  These are not repeated in this 
report and reference should be made to the previous report of 31 July 
https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Item-8-Update-on-
Statement-of-Common-Ground.pdf. 
 

2. At the July Joint Committee meeting it was resolved that PfSH produces its 
first SoCG in October of this year for Joint Committee approval and that this is 
updated regularly at future Joint Committees as evidence workstreams 
progress and when the Joint Strategy is finalised.  As drafting of the initial 
SoCG progressed, it became apparent that it would be beneficial to have 
further information on the need for review of certain aspects of the existing 
evidence base and a detailed timetable for different stages of the work.  
Therefore, at this stage, the draft framework and structure of the initial SoCG 
is being presented. 
 

3. The SoCG is in line with the messages within the NPPF around the 
importance of dealing with the strategic issues across authorities and will 
enable individual local authorities in South Hampshire to collectively respond 
to pressing planning issues affecting the sub-region, in a more efficient and 
effective way than individual or bi-lateral responses, although these can still be 
relevant for local issues.  The work set out in the draft framework for the SoCG 
will enable authorities to address issues that they would not be able to solve 
themselves and are best resolved at the sub-regional scale. 
 

4. The production of the SoCG will facilitate the review of the Spatial Position 
Statement (2016) and the production of the Joint Strategy.  This will help local 
authorities to demonstrate compliance with the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ and ensure 
that they retain control of the location, form and quality of development rather 
than letting the market decide, as can happen through the appeal system 
when the plan-led system has not made adequate provision to meet needs, 
especially housing needs. 
 

5. As work progresses on the evidence base leading to the Joint Strategy, the 
infrastructure requirements necessary to deliver the level growth proposed will 
become clearer. Not only will this help inform individual local plans, but can 
assist with securing government funding, particularly where it is possible to 
demonstrate the case for unlocking development through infrastructure 
investment. 
 

PROGRESS MADE ON STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND 
 
6. PfSH has now appointed a consultant Project Manager to lead the production 

of the evidence base.  Mike Allgrove was previously Assistant Head of 
Planning Services at Portsmouth City Council and until recently was Divisional 
Manager for Planning Policy at Chichester District Council.  Mike worked 
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extensively on sub-regional planning with PUSH when previously employed by 
Portsmouth City Council. 
 

7. It is important that there is senior engagement at an early stage to set the 
vision of the type of area we are trying to deliver and to agree the strategic 
issues and priorities that the work is looking to address.  A workshop for 
Leaders and Chief Executives will be arranged to help identify and agree the 
issues that need to be resolved at a sub-regional scale and therefore the 
broad content for the Joint Strategy.  The initial framework for the production of 
a Statement of Common Ground, at Appendix 1 to this report, sets out a draft 
scope and content of the initial workstreams.  Following the workshop and as 
engagement with the partner organisations on the detail of the work 
commences, the framework document will be updated to become the initial 
SoCG.  Further information will be included on updates to the existing 
evidence base and a detailed timetable will be included.  At this stage more 
work needs to be carried out on the detailed project plan to determine how the 
work will be undertaken and critical dependencies for related tasks.   
 
A broad draft timetable for the work is set out in the table below. 

 
 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 
SDOA assessments1 
 
Identify SDOAs and scope 
assessments/transport 
commission 

X        

Procure consultants for SDOA 
assessments 

 X       

Undertake assessments   X X     
Procure transport consultants  X       
Undertake modelling & TIAs   X X     
Addition of transport results     X    
Assessments finalised      X   
Economic, employment and commercial needs (including logistic) study 
Identify existing evidence and 
scope of study 

X        

Procure consultants  X       
Undertake study   X X     
Study finalised     X    
Urban capacity assessment 
Establish scope and 
methodology for the work 

 X       

Undertake assessment   X X     
Finalise assessment      X    
Housing Market Areas Housing Product Delivery Report 
Establish scope of work   X      
Procure consultants    X     
Undertake study     X    
Finalise study and consider 
policy approach 

     X   

                                            
1 It is intended that the consultants undertaking the SDOA assessments will also undertake the 
Sustainability Appraisal (including Strategic Environmental Assessment) and Habitat Regulations 
Assessment 
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Green Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of Mechanisms on how to 
achieve Green Belt Designation 
Establish green infrastructure 
needs through SDOA 
assessments (SA/HRA) 

   X     

Consider options for policy 
approach scope and procure 
landscape assessment 

    X    

Undertake assessments and 
further consider options 

     X X  

Review evidence and 
determine approach to green 
belt designation 

       X 

 
 

8. The draft framework for the SoCG is attached at Appendix 1 for members’ 
consideration. 

 
PROPOSED CONTENT OF THE SOCG 
 
9. The draft framework for the SoCG includes an introduction and background 

which set out the context, both in terms of the sub-region itself and previous 
joint work on strategic planning, and the legislation and government policy.  
The SoCG would then be framed according to the headings in government 
planning practice guidance as to what an SoCG should contain 
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation). 
 

10. The SoCG will set out the key strategic matters that are being addressed by 
the statement.  Perhaps of most significance is the quantification of housing 
need and existing supply through to 2036, thereby establishing the scale of 
unmet housing need for South Hampshire.  The SoCG also sets out the 
evidence required to establish employment, economic and commercial needs, 
including logistics. 
 

11. However, of equal importance is the approach to infrastructure investment and 
environmental enhancement and mitigation.  Climate change and health and 
wellbeing are overarching strategic issues that need to be addressed. There 
are also more locally specific matters, the impact of nutrient and phosphate 
deposition on protected habitats and worsening air quality, that need to be 
resolved at the sub-regional scale. PfSH, using its strong track record in 
delivering environmental mitigation through the Bird Aware Solent work, will 
continue to work collaboratively to address these issues. 
 

12. The SoCG will list the authorities responsible for the joint working (i.e. the 
PfSH member authorities) as well as the organisations that the work will need 
to be undertaken in conjunction with.  The SoCG will then set out the PfSH 
governance arrangements. 
 

13. The SoCG will identify the housing requirements for the individual PfSH local 
planning authorities, with estimates for the parts of LPA areas within the PfSH.  
The current supply to 2036 is then quantified, which enables the unmet 
housing need to be calculated.  The SoCG will then set out the programme of 
work that will be undertaken to lead to the review of the Spatial Position 
Statement and the production of a new Joint Strategy.  This will include further 
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detail on the workstreams that were set out in the update report to the Joint 
Committee in July. 
 

14. An additional workstream is: Green Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of 
Mechanisms on how to Achieve Green Belt Designation. This reflects the 
resolution of the Joint Committee in December 2018 that the rationale and 
justification for an appropriate Green Belt designation be included as a core 
part of any joint work taken forward under the Duty to Cooperate. It is 
proposed that this should take place alongside consideration of the role for 
green infrastructure to meet the recreational needs of residents and provide 
environmental mitigation and enhancement. PfSH can build on the existing GI 
strategy to help resolve these complex planning issues - through a coordinated 
sub-regional approach to strategic green infrastructure provision.   
 

15. Further consideration of the evidence base needed to inform decisions on 
green belt and the timing in relation to the identification of green infrastructure 
needs will be needed before this can be included in the emerging project plan.  
The starting point will be the Green Infrastructure Strategy adopted in 2017. 
This will need updating to reflect current circumstances - and the situation to 
2036 with increases in need for development and associated environmental 
mitigation. 
 

16. The draft framework for SoCG makes clear the full scope and timing for the 
production of the Joint Strategy have yet to be established.  It also makes it 
clear that no existing SoCG either between PfSH and individual authorities or 
between individual authorities will be superseded or replaced by this SoCG. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: - 
 

a) APPROVES the draft framework for the Statement of Common Ground, 
attached as Appendix 1 to this report, that will lead to the production of a 
PfSH Joint Strategy; and 
 

b) AGREES the additional workstream: Green Infrastructure Needs and 
Consideration of Mechanisms on how to achieve Green Belt Designation. 
 

 
Appendices - Appendix 1 - Partnership for South Hampshire – Draft Framework for 

Statement of Common Ground 
 
 
Background Papers:  
 
None 
 
Reference Papers:  
 
Update on Statement of Common Ground (SOCG) – Report to the PfSH Joint 
Committee 31 July 2019 https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Item-
8-Update-on-Statement-of-Common-Ground.pdf 
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Implications of the revised NPPF for PUSH Position Statement – Report to the PfSH 
Joint Committee 5 February 2019 https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2019/01/PUSH-JC-Complete-Agenda-Pack-05-Feb-2019.pdf 
 
Implications of the revised NPPF for PUSH Position Statement & Consideration of 
Green Belt Designation – Reports to the PfSH Joint Committee 4 December 2018 
https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Agenda-Pack-04-December-
2018-2.pdf 
 
Revised NPPF - Duty to Co-operate and Infrastructure Investment – Report to the 
PfSH Joint Committee 15 October 2018 https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/Full-Agenda-Pack-15.10.2018.pdf 
 
 
 
Enquiries:  
 
For further information on this report please contact:- 
 
Claire Upton-Brown, Chairwoman PfSH Planning Officers Group 
T: 02380 285588 
E: claire.upton-brown@nfdc.gov.uk  
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Appendix 1 
 
Partnership for South Hampshire – Draft Framework for Statement of Common 
Ground 
 
1. Introduction 

 
2. Background 

 
3. Content 

a. a short written description and map showing the location and administrative 
areas covered by the statement, and a brief justification for these area(s); 

b. the key strategic matters being addressed by the statement, for example 
meeting the housing need for the area, air quality etc.; 

c. the plan-making authorities responsible for joint working detailed in the 
statement, and list of any additional signatories (including cross-referencing the 
matters to which each is a signatory); 

d. governance arrangements for the cooperation process, including how the 
statement will be maintained and kept up to date; 

e. if applicable, the housing requirements in any adopted and (if known) emerging 
strategic policies relevant to housing within the area covered by the statement; 

f. distribution of needs in the area as agreed through the plan-making process, or 
the process for agreeing the distribution of need (including unmet need) across 
the area; 

g. a record of where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key 
strategic matters, including the process for reaching agreements on these; and 

h. any additional strategic matters to be addressed by the statement which have 
not already been addressed, including a brief description how the statement 
relates to any other statement of common ground covering all or part of the same 
area. 

 
4. Signatories 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) – formerly the Partnership for Urban 
South Hampshire (PUSH) – was originally formed in 2003.  It is a partnership of 
district and unitary authorities, together with a county council, working together to 
support the sustainable economic growth of the South Hampshire sub-region.  
Whilst the membership has altered slightly over the years, the core membership 
has remained broadly consistent. 
 

1.2. The Partnership has a strong track record in collaborative working to achieve 
common goals in South Hampshire.  The Partnership was heavily involved in the 
production of a sub-regional strategy for development that formed part of the 
South East Plan.  This strategy was tested through public examination and when 
adopted by the Secretary of State, formed part of the development plan at that 
time, which subsequently informed the production of local plans. 

 
1.3. 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 joint working 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. 

 
1.4. Local planning authorities are being required to resolve cross-boundary strategic 

planning issues through their local plans.  Complying with the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ 
(National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para 17) is a fundamental 
requirement for local plans to successfully be found sound through public 
examination. 

 
1.5. In 2016 the PfSH authorities produced a framework, namely the PUSH Spatial 

Position Statement (https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PUSH-
Spatial-Position-Statement-2016.pdf), to guide future local plans and 
housebuilding and development in the sub-region.  However, the NPPF has 
recently been significantly revised, and a new, standard methodology to the 
assessment of housing needs has been issued by the Government.  In line with 
the aim of addressing the national housing crisis, the Government has made 
clear that strategic policies within development plans should provide for unmet 
needs in neighbouring authority areas, unless this would contravene specific 
national planning policies, or these policies taken as a whole.  Significantly 
boosting the supply of housing has been at the centre of all three versions of the 
NPPF.   

 
1.6. The PfSH has agreed that there is a need for its constituent authorities to work 

together to seek to produce a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) and to 
explore the production of an Infrastructure Investment Plan.  At its meeting on 31 
July 2019, PfSH approved the commissioning of a number of evidence work 
streams to inform the production of a PfSH Joint Strategy.  This draft framework 
will lead to the initial Statement of Common Ground that will set out the 
programme of work that will be undertaken and will be updated as the evidence 
work streams are fully scoped and detailed timetables are produced.    
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2. Background 
 

2.1. In 2016 PUSH published a Spatial Position Statement to help inform Local Plans 
and assist individual Councils in meeting the Duty to Cooperate.  It was 
developed as a non-statutory document to inform long-term decisions about the 
level and distribution of development across South Hampshire.  The Position 
Statement resulted in all needs being met to 2026 and the majority of needs 
being met through to 2034, with the rate of delivery for new homes being 
increased by approximately 34%. 
 

2.2. The Position Statement included a number of spatial principles that underpinned 
its development, a series of key principles that were applied through the evolution 
of the spatial approach and a suite of policies that form the spatial approach.  
These include housing distribution; strategic development locations; distribution 
of additional employment floorspace; strategic employment locations; waterfront 
sites of sub-regional significance; retailing and town centres; green infrastructure; 
strategic countryside gaps; environment; encouraging modal shift; highway 
improvements; social infrastructure; and utilities infrastructure. 

 
2.3. Clearly time has moved on since the production of the Spatial Position Statement 

and there is a need to review and update it.  Standardised assessments of 
housing need (objectively assessed need) indicate a need to significantly 
increase housing provision, there is a need to extend the period covered by the 
Position Statement beyond 2034 and in particular, to address cross-boundary 
environmental issues such as the impact of development on water and air quality 
and on protected sites of international nature conservation importance.  In 
planning for major development it is also important to maintain and enhance a 
coherent pattern of town and countryside, to protect towns and villages with a 
distinct identity and appropriate countryside gaps. 

 
2.4. Government policy has also evolved and some strategic issues to be addressed 

through planning policies, particularly though the location and form of 
development, have gained greater priority.  Issues such as climate change, 
health and wellbeing, biodiversity and natural capital and environmental net gain 
have all increased in prominence within public consciousness.  All of these issues 
will affect the location and design of new development in the future. 
 

2.5. National planning policy provided through the latest 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 (para 11). 
 

2.6. The NPPF (para 20) states that,  
 

‘Strategic policies should set out the overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 
quality of development, and make sufficient provision for:  
a) housing, employment, retail, leisure and other commercial development; 
b) 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); 
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c) community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and 
d) 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.’ 

 
2.7. Whilst the application of the standard methodology for assessing housing need is 

now established in the NPPF (para 60), the sub-regional need for other forms of 
development and the opportunities to meet those needs are still to be 
established.  This initial Statement of Common Ground sets out the workstreams 
for which the PfSH will commission evidence to help lead towards the review of 
the Spatial Position Statement and the production of a Joint Strategy.  The five 
workstreams are: 
 
• Strategic Development Opportunity Area (SDOA) assessments (including 

traffic modelling and transport impact assessments for the SDOAs) 
• Housing Market Areas Housing Product Delivery Report 
• Economic, Employment & Commercial Needs (including logistics) Study  
• Urban Capacity Assessment (focused on town and city centres) 
• Joint Strategy Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal, 

Habitats Regulations Assessment and Appropriate Assessment. 
   

2.8. There is the need to consider complementary workstreams alongside the above.  
In December 2018 PUSH agreed that the rationale and justification for an 
appropriate Green Belt designation be included as part of any joint work taken 
forward under the Duty to Cooperate initiative.   
 

2.9. Potential Green Belt designation should be considered alongside the role for 
green infrastructure, both to serve recreational needs of residents and provide 
environmental mitigation and enhancement, especially for likely adverse impacts 
on the integrity of European Nature Conservation sites.  In particular, cross-
boundary (e.g. catchment-wide) mitigation measures may need land to be 
allocated to deal with recreation pressures and water and air quality issues, 
depending on the results of the Habitat Regulations Assessment and Appropriate 
Assessment.  A further workstream, which could also help meet some of the 
potential policy aims around climate change (a number of local authorities have 
recently declared climate emergencies) and health and wellbeing, will therefore 
be undertaken: 
 

• Green Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of Mechanisms on How to 
Achieve Greenbelt Designation 

 
2.10. The draft framework for the SoCG has been prepared against the headings set 

out in national planning practice guidance (Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 61-011-
20190315). 
 

2.11. It should be noted that the SoCG is intended to deal with strategic cross-
boundary matters at a sub-regional scale and it does not negate or supersede 
any existing SoCG either between the PfSH and individual authorities or between 
individual authorities. 

4242



 

 
2.12. The Joint Strategy will again be a non-statutory high-level strategic plan which 

can inform Local Plans and assist the Local Planning Authorities in meeting the 
Duty to Cooperate. 

 
3. Content 

 
a. a short written description and map showing the location and 
administrative areas covered by the statement, and a brief justification for 
these area(s) 
 

3.1. The PfSH area has changed over the years, although the core membership, 
including the County Council and unitary authorities, has remained constant.  The 
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire was formed in 2003 and evidence 
secured to inform preparation of the South East Plan helped to establish it as an 
appropriate sub-region for the purpose of strategic planning. 

 
3.2. The following local authority areas are fully within the PfSH boundary: 

 
• Eastleigh Borough Council 
• Fareham Borough Council 
• Gosport Borough Council 
• Havant Borough Council  
• New Forest District Council 
• Portsmouth City Council 
• Southampton City Council 

 
3.3. The following local authority areas are partly within the PfSH boundary: 

 
• East Hampshire District Council 
• Hampshire County Council 
• New Forest National Park Authority2 
• Test Valley Borough Council3 
• Winchester City Council 

 
The SoCG will include the whole of the New Forest District Council, Test Valley 
Borough Council and the National Park Authority area (within Hampshire). 

 
3.4. The PfSH is a mature partnership with a lengthy track record of cooperation and 

collaboration on strategic planning issues and can work with flexible boundaries 
where necessary (e.g. Bird Aware Solent).  PfSH has continued to secure 
evidence and propose solutions to meeting the need for development and 
investment in infrastructure.   
 

                                            
2 The New Forest National Park Authority is not a local authority but is a local planning authority with 
plan-making responsibilities. 
3 Please note that whilst only part of Test Valley Borough Council area falls within the PfSH boundary, 
the evidence base studies referenced in this report will cover the whole Borough, unless the Council 
determines otherwise. 
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3.5. The evidence base collated over recent years supports the definition of the South 
Hampshire sub-region for strategic planning purposes, whether it relates to the 
two closely linked housing markets around Portsmouth and Southampton, the 
functional economic market area across the whole sub-region or the physical 
geography of an area located between the South Downs and New Forest 
National Parks and the coast with islands and peninsulas interspersed with 
harbours and rivers. 
 

3.6. There is common agreement amongst partner authorities that the PfSH area is 
an appropriate geography on which to prepare a Joint Strategy to deal with cross-
boundary strategic planning matters and support the production of local plans.  
An extensive evidence base has identified the housing market areas and the 
need to plan at the South Hampshire scale has previously been considered.  
Significant information is included within the 2014 GL Hearn Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment4 and previous evidence base work related to the physical 
environment has demonstrated the synergies for collaborative planning in South 
Hampshire.  It is not intended to revisit the definition of the sub-region as part of 
the work identified in this SoCG.  However, it is acknowledged that there will be 
some strategic issues that need to be considered in the context of a wider 
geographical area than that within the PfSH boundary. 

 
3.7. The map below shows the extent of the Partnership for South Hampshire. 

 

                                            
4 https://www.push.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/SHMA-2014-1.pdf 
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b. the key strategic matters being addressed by the statement, for example 
meeting the housing need for the area, air quality etc. 

3.8. Regard has been had to advice in the NPPF in defining the strategic matters to 
be addressed as set out below: 
 
• Housing need 
• Employment land 
• Infrastructure investment 
• Biodiversity net gain, environmental enhancement and avoidance and 

mitigation of environmental impacts 
o This strategic matter will consider climate change and health and 

wellbeing and include the need for sub-regional green infrastructure 
and strategic habitat mitigation and consideration of potential green 
belt designation. 

 
3.9. The housing needs for each local authority area are assessed using the 

government’s standard methodology and emerging estimates (which may not, at 
this time, fully reflect the standard method) are set out in Table 1 below.  The 
identified objectively assessed housing need is accepted as the correct level to 
plan for in accordance with government policy.  PfSH will address the issue of 
unmet housing need through the Joint Strategy as set out later in this SoCG. 
 

3.10. The latest need for employment land is less well established.  To establish the 
need for employment land allocations in local plans, PfSH intends to commission 
an evidence base study: The Employment, Economic and Commercial Needs 
(including logistics) Study.  This Study will provide quantitative evidence of the 
need for employment land as well as qualitative evidence on specific sectors and 
their land and locational requirements and commercial realism.  Options to meet 
these needs will be considered alongside the options to meet housing needs as 
part of the formulation of the Joint Strategy.  Of critical importance to the 
consideration of these options will be the alignment with and ability to help deliver 
the Local Industrial Strategies that are being prepared by the Solent and 
Enterprise M3 LEPs. 
 

3.11. The rate of economic growth that is assumed within the Study will have a 
significant impact on the resultant land requirements.  The Local Industrial 
Strategy is due to be completed in March 2020 and it is anticipated that this will 
inform the rate of economic growth to be planned for.  The timing means that this 
should be able to inform the Study.  It is recognised that ambitions related to the 
achievement of enhanced levels of economic development within the sub-region 
will also have an impact on future housing requirements within the area, and may 
require the area to accommodate higher levels of housing growth than indicated 
by the standardised methodology for assessing housing need.  New Forest 
District Council is going to commission work to understand the housing need that 
may be generated by the expansion of the Port of Southampton. 
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3.12. Infrastructure investment is a major priority for PfSH, both in terms of 
identifying the infrastructure needed to deliver development that represents ‘good 
planning’ and working together to secure investment in the sub-region.  PfSH 
authorities and the Solent LEP have a good track record in successfully obtaining 
funding and investment for South Hampshire.  The Hampshire and Isle of Wight 
Planning Officers Group (HIPOG) has commissioned a county-wide study which 
will focus on infrastructure but also encompass natural environmental capacity 
issues.  This piece of work will map environmental and infrastructure 
opportunities and provide a strategic framework and high-level vision to assist in 
the identification and planning of future infrastructure and growth options that will 
come out of the PfSH work which will then inform where infrastructure investment 
is needed.  
 

3.13. A long standing and continued objective of PfSH is to focus development 
within the major urban areas, cities and towns first.  Our cities and towns form the 
economic and social heart of South Hampshire.  Focussing major development in 
these locations will enhance economic synergies, the vibrancy of places, support 
regeneration, social inclusion and the effective use of existing infrastructure, 
focus people close to jobs, services and public transport (reducing our need to 
travel more by car), and protect more of our countryside.  It is important to 
recognise that our need for homes and jobs will need new development and 
infrastructure in a range of locations both within and around our towns and 
villages, and a balanced investment strategy is needed to deliver development in 
our cities, towns, villages and new areas of growth. 
 

3.14. PfSH has a strong track record in providing strategic environmental mitigation.  
As part of the formulation of the South East Plan it was identified that new 
development could lead to increased recreational pressure on the coast with the 
resultant disturbance of birds.  As this could have had a negative impact on a 
statutorily protected habitat, PfSH led on the development of a strategic scheme 
of mitigation and then subsequently its implementation.  This Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Strategy has now been branded as ‘Bird Aware Solent’ and has 
enabled residential development to continue whilst protecting the natural 
environment from harm.  PfSH continues to carry out a governance role in setting 
budgets, approving the business plan, monitoring the strategy and determining 
the funding of infrastructure improvements from developer contributions.  The 
scope and extent of the Bird Aware Solent Strategy will need to be reviewed as 
part of the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the new Joint Strategy, as it 
currently deals with development to 2034, as identified in the Spatial Position 
Statement (2016). 
 

3.15. Similar recreational disturbance issues affect protected species within the New 
Forest National Park.  Development contributes to a scheme of mitigation, albeit 
that this only applies to some planning authorities in the west of the sub-region.  
There is a need for a co-ordinated and strategic approach to addressing the 
impact of development on the New Forest arising from growth in part of the PfSH 
area.  A partnership5 has commissioned a new study of visitors to the New 

                                            
5   Test Valley Borough Council, New Forest District Council, New Forest National Park Authority, 
Southampton City Council, Eastleigh Borough Council, Wiltshire Council, Natural England 
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Forest. This will provide updated information on visitor activity and will provide the 
evidence base for a new co-ordinated approach to addressing recreational 
pressures on the New Forest through appropriate planning and mitigation 
measures. 
 

3.16. South Hampshire continues to face new pressing challenges over the potential 
impact of development on the environment.  Climate change is a significant 
global issue affecting new development and impacting on existing settlements 
and a number of local authorities have declared climate emergencies.  There is a 
need to ensure that development is planned in a way that minimises carbon 
emissions that cause climate change and that new development, so far as is 
possible, is not vulnerable to the impacts of climate change.  This overarching 
theme will be of great significance when considering the options for further 
development in the Joint Strategy and is of particular relevance to the UK’s 
commitment to net zero carbon emissions by 2050.  PfSH will ensure through the 
approach in the Joint Strategy that the policy framework enables the creation of 
strong and resilient communities able to withstand the effects of climate change. 
 

3.17. Emissions from transport (and particularly the private car) are a significant 
causal factor of climate change and poor air quality locally and are influenced 
through the location of new development.  PfSH has commissioned an Air Quality 
Impact Assessment6  and acknowledges that air quality is a strategic issue that 
needs continued collaborative working amongst PfSH authorities.  The Air Quality 
Impact Assessment provides a strategic baseline for the purpose of informing 
planning policies but will need updating in due course as it currently only deals 
with development planned to 2034 in the Spatial Position Statement (2016). 
 

3.18. One of the most significant current risks facing new development relates to the 
impact of nutrient deposition (nitrates and phosphates) on protected habitats, 
albeit agricultural sources are the most significant cause.  New dwellings add to 
this issue through an increase in foul wastewater that needs to be treated in 
sewage treatment works, and in surface water run-off, that drain to the Solent. 
Whilst this is a serious short-term issue that will likely require immediate 
measures, longer term arrangements will need to be put in place to ensure that 
the risk is mitigated, and development can continue.  Long term solutions are 
likely to require significant investment, for example in removing sources of 
nitrogen deposition unrelated to wastewater treatment (e.g. taking land out of 
intensive agricultural production) or by providing enhanced treatment at sewage 
works.  PfSH has committed to working with central government agencies to find 
an efficient, central solution. 
 

3.19. Whilst ensuring that we plan for the new development we need, it is important 
for the successful delivery of that development that we do this whilst protecting a 
coherent pattern of town and countryside.  This will ensure the best countryside is 
protected to ensure the setting of towns and villages with distinct identities are 
protected by appropriate countryside gaps; and the areas with most productive 

                                            
6 
https://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUSH%20Air%20Quality%20Impact%20Asse
ssment%20Main%20Report%20%26%20Appendix%201.pdf 
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agricultural land, highest landscape value and greatest recreational or ecological 
benefit are protected and enhanced.  Careful choices will need to be made to 
ensure that we do plan for and deliver the homes, jobs and infrastructure that we 
all need whilst protecting and enhancing a coherent pattern of town and 
countryside which maintains and enhances our quality of life. The workstream on 
green infrastructure needs and consideration of mechanisms on how to achieve 
green belt designation will relate to these broader objectives. 

 
c. the plan-making authorities responsible for joint working detailed in the 
statement, and list of any additional signatories (including cross-
referencing the matters to which each is a signatory) 
 

3.20. The authorities responsible for the joint working detailed in this SoCG are: 
 

• East Hampshire District Council 
• Eastleigh Borough Council 
• Fareham Borough Council 
• Gosport Borough Council  
• Hampshire County Council 
• Havant Borough Council 
• New Forest District Council  
• New Forest National Park Authority 
• Portsmouth City Council 
• Southampton City Council 
• Test Valley Borough Council 
• Winchester City Council 

 
3.21. In addition, the joint working will be undertaken in conjunction with:  

 
• Enterprise M3 LEP 
• Environment Agency 
• Hampshire and Isle of Wight Local Nature Partnership 
• Highways England  
• Homes England 
• Natural England 
• Solent LEP 
• Solent Transport 
 
At this stage it is not anticipated that these organisations would be formal 
signatories to the SoCG.  Other key infrastructure providers will also be involved, 
for example public transport providers and water companies. 

4848



 

d. governance arrangements for the cooperation process, including how 
the statement will be maintained and kept up to date 
 

3.22. The PfSH has long established governance arrangements, the full details of 
which are on the website (https://www.push.gov.uk/work/our-meetings/).  The 
PfSH Joint Committee members are the leaders of the constituent local 
authorities, supported by chief executives.  The Solent LEP, Environment Agency 
and Homes England are represented on the Committee as observers. 
 

3.23. Alongside the Joint Committee, an Overview and Scrutiny Committee has 
been established to complement and, where necessary, make recommendations 
to the Joint Committee with regards to PfSH business. The Committee comprises 
of a nominated Councillor and Chief Executive from each of the PfSH authorities. 
 

3.24. The technical work that will be undertaken to lead to a new Joint Strategy will 
be overseen by the PfSH Planning Officers Group, a working group of planning 
officers from each of the partner authorities, including the county council, together 
with Solent Transport and the Environment Agency (representing the DEFRA 
family of agencies, including Natural England).  PfSH has appointed a Project 
Manager to coordinate the work on behalf of the Planning Officers Group. 
 

3.25. The PfSH Joint Committee will make decisions on strategic planning matters 
referenced in this SoCG, based on officer recommendations.  Each Council will 
decide how to use its own decision making mechanisms to consider its own 
approach to the decisions being made at the PfSH Joint Committee. 
 

3.26. This SoCG sets out the process and workstreams that will lead to the review of 
the Spatial Position Statement and the production of a new Joint Strategy.  As the 
evidence base progresses, it will be appropriate to produce further iterations of 
the SoCG to reflect the progress made and consider the next steps.  PfSH will 
remain adaptable to changes in the work programme depending on the results of 
the studies.  Particular regard will be had to the need to support Local Planning 
Authorities through the need to demonstrate compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate and national planning policy at their local plan examinations when 
considering the timing of future iterations of the SoCG. 
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e. if applicable, the housing requirements in any adopted and (if known) 
emerging strategic policies relevant to housing within the area covered by 
the statement 

3.27. The assessed housing need using the standard methodology (as required by 
government policy) for the local planning authority areas within the PfSH area is 
set out in the table below: 

Table 1 Housing need 2016 – 36  
Local Authority Standard 

Methodology 
2016 – 2036 
(dpa) 

Total 
requirement 
2016 – 
2036 

East Hants (part) 109 2,180 
Eastleigh 719 14,380 
Fareham 520 10,400 
Gosport 238 4,760 
Havant 486 9,720 
New Forest7  997 19,940 
Portsmouth 867 17,340 
Southampton 1,028 20,560 
Test Valley (part)8 185 3,700 
Winchester (part) 227 4,540 
Total 5,376 107,520 

 
3.28. There is no centrally produced figure using the standardised methodology, and 

the above table has been complied using the best figures available. Figures for 
districts which only partly fall within PfSH have been apportioned on the basis of 
the population of those wards which fall within PfSH, other than Test Valley as 
referenced in the table.  All figures have been provided by the local planning 
authorities and represent their most up to date understanding of the application of 
the standard methodology. It should also be noted that the figures are updated 
periodically as new sub-national population projections are published. 
 

3.29. The annual housing need figures in Table 1 can be multiplied by the number of 
years being planned for to give the total housing requirement.  This means that 
the total housing requirement for the PfSH area between 2016 and 2036 is for 
some 107,500 homes.9   
 

3.30. For the period to 2036, there is already a significant amount of supply already 
identified through completions from 2016, planning permissions, other urban sites 
(windfall) and allocations in adopted local plans and made neighbourhood plans.  

                                            
7 This figure covers the whole of New Forest District, including the part of the New Forest National 
Park within the district and is covered by separate local plans prepared by NFDC & NFNPA. 
8 This figure is derived from the TVBC Local Plan.  Previous estimates have used population splits 
based on ward boundaries, although the ward boundaries are not contiguous with the PfSH boundary.  
The Local Plan splits the housing market in the borough between north and south and assumes a 33% 
population split in the southern housing market area.  The borough-wide need is for 556dpa. 
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Further allocations are currently proposed and being tested through public 
examination in Eastleigh Borough and Havant Borough Council expects to submit 
its Local Plan Review for examination in the near future.   

 
3.31. New Forest District Council and New Forest National Park Authority have 

recently taken Local Plans covering the period to the period to 2036 through 
public Examination (albeit through the transitional arrangements which allowed 
the examination to be undertaken assessed against national policy in the 2012 
NPPF and therefore will need to consider the implications for revised government 
policy).  The New Forest National Park Local Plan 2016 – 2036 was formally 
adopted on 29 August 2019 and makes provision for an additional 800 dwellings 
in the National Park over the Plan-period.  Havant, Eastleigh and New Forest 
Councils have made significant allocations for development in their emerging 
local plans and whilst still subject to the outcome of their examinations, these 
have reached a sufficiently advanced stage in the plan-making process to be 
considered as commitments from the Council concerned for the purpose of 
calculating the remaining housing needs to be planned for. 
 

3.32. The housing supply position has been calculated by adding completions since 
the 2016 base date, commitments in the form of planning permissions and local 
plan allocations (adopted plans and the emerging New Forest, Eastleigh and 
Havant plans) and a windfall estimate (predominantly or wholly urban sites).  It is 
recognised that other local planning authorities are currently identifying additional 
sites for their areas as part of their emerging local plans and consequently the 
housing supply figures will increase. 
 

3.33. The identified housing provision for the local planning authority areas within 
the PfSH area is set out in Table 2 Housing Supply 2016 – 2036 below: 

Local Planning Authority Total provision 
2016 – 36 

East Hants (part) 1,51810 
Eastleigh  
(including proposed allocations) 

14,580 

Fareham 8,188 
Gosport 2,590 
Havant  
(including proposed allocations) 

10,360 

New Forest (outside national park) 
(including proposed allocations) 

10,500 

New Forest National Park 800 
Portsmouth 14,437 
Southampton 15,660 
Test Valley (part)11 3,847 
Winchester (part) 7,286 
Total 89,766 

 
                                                                                                                                         
9 Local Plans within the sub-region can be prepared at different times and may not use a 2016 base, 
particularly as housing need information is updated. 
10 Figure subject to amendment with the addition of windfalls. 
11 The northern part of Test Valley outside the PfSH boundary has a housing supply of 5.014 dwellings 
to 2036. 
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3.34. As can be seen by comparing the assessed housing need to 2036 with the 

currently identified supply there is a shortfall of some 18,000 homes that needs to 
be addressed through the work identified in this SoCG.  It is important to stress 
that this gap is split across the Portsmouth and Southampton housing market 
areas, the housing gap in the two individual areas will be considerably smaller.  
As work progresses through the evidence base leading to the Joint Strategy, and 
further progress is made with local plans, it is intended that this table is updated 
to reflect any changes in provision.  To further aid the understanding of the 
geographical distribution of housing need and current supply, the tables are 
combined below. 

 
Table 3 Comparison of housing need and supply 2016 – 2036  
 

Local Planning 
Authority 

Annual 
Housing Need 
using Standard 
Methodology 
(dpa) 

Total housing 
need  2016 – 
2036 

Supply =  
Commitments, 
local plan 
allocation + 
windfall 
estimate  

Shortfall/ 
surplus 

East Hants (part) 109 2,180 1,51812 -662 
Eastleigh 719 14,380 14,580 +200 
Fareham 520 10,400 8,188 -2,212 
Gosport 238 4,760 2,590 -2,170 
Havant 486 9,720 10,360 +640 
New Forest  997 19,940 11,300 -8,640 
Portsmouth 867 17,340 14,437 -2,903 
Southampton 1,028 20,560 15,660 -4,900 
Test Valley (part) 185 3,700 3,847 +147 
Winchester (part) 227 4,540 7,286 +2,746 
Total 5,267 107,520 89,766 -17,754 

 

f. distribution of needs in the area as agreed through the plan-making 
process, or the process for agreeing the distribution of need (including 
unmet need) across the area; 

3.35. The majority of needs for housing and employment development up to 2036 
are already planned to be met through existing completions, planning 
permissions, allocations in local plans and neighbourhood plans and small-scale 
windfall development.  However, there remains unmet housing and potentially 
employment needs which are not currently planned for across local authority 
areas and a strategic approach is needed to determine the most sustainable 
locations to accommodate this development within the sub-region. 
 

3.36. PfSH has agreed a programme of work to review the Spatial Position 
Statement, leading to a new Joint Strategy.  Six workstreams are set out below: 

                                            
12 Figure subject to amendment with addition of windfalls 
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• Strategic Development Opportunity Area (SDOA) assessments (including 
traffic modelling and transport impact assessments for the SDOAs) 

• Housing Market Areas Housing Product Delivery Report 

• Economic, Employment & Commercial Needs Study (including logistics) 

• Urban Capacity Assessment (focused on town and city centres) 

• Joint Strategy Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal, 
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Appropriate Assessment 

• Green Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of Green Belt Designation. 

3.37. The Spatial Position Statement (2016) includes Strategic Development 
Locations.  The review of this document and the need to plan where further 
strategic growth will take place means the identification of further Strategic 
Development Opportunity Areas (SDOAs) is required.  This will include identifying 
SDOAs in appropriate locations within our cities and towns, as well as in 
locations in the wider area.  Some of these areas are already being identified 
through emerging local plans, i.e. Fawley Waterside (New Forest), 
Bishopstoke/Fair Oak (Eastleigh) and Southleigh (Havant).  These sites are 
already included in the housing supply figures in Table 2.  Whilst these major 
proposed allocations make significant contributions to accommodating housing 
needs, further SDOAs will inevitably be needed alongside smaller brownfield and 
greenfield developments. 
 

3.38. The initial task is to identify the options and potential choices for land to 
accommodate strategic development.  These potential Strategic Development 
Opportunity Areas will then be subject to analysis and appraisal to establish the 
most sustainable options and the infrastructure investment needed to deliver 
them. 
 

3.39. The assessment of the SDOAs will follow the process below: 
• Identification of potential SDOAs 
• Detailed assessments of potential SDOAs including:  
o constraint mapping and sustainability appraisal  
o habitat regulations assessment (including appropriate assessment) 
o transport modelling and transport impact assessments (to be 

commissioned as a separate study) 
o landscape impact 
o strategic infrastructure requirements or opportunities. 

 
3.40. PfSH will produce detailed briefs that will go out to tender to procure 

consultants to prepare the assessments and undertake the sustainability 
appraisal and habitat regulations assessment/appropriate assessment.  The 
transport modelling and transport impact assessments will be the subject of a 
separate commission and will be undertaken in conjunction with Solent Transport 
and its member organisations.  The PfSH Planning Officers Group will then 
consider the results of the assessments before making recommendations to the 
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Joint Committee as to the SDOAs to include in the Joint Strategy.  The 
sustainability appraisal will be key to making these recommendations. 
 

3.41. Whilst there is clear government policy on the methodology to be used to 
assess housing needs, a less prescriptive national policy applies to establishing 
the need for employment development, although there is the same requirement 
to meet those needs through plan-making.  In order to establish the amount and 
type of land that needs to be allocated, as well as examining the existing supply, 
PfSH intends to procure consultants to produce an Employment, Economic and 
Commercial Needs (including logistics) Study.  The results of this study will be 
considered alongside the SDOA assessments when considering the need for 
land allocation. 
 

3.42. There are clear benefits in planning for a mix of uses when planning for new 
communities.  There are also opportunities within the existing urban areas for 
significant redevelopment.  The identification of Strategic Development 
Opportunity Areas will include urban and greenfield sites, expanding upon those 
identified as Strategic Development Locations in the Spatial Position Statement. 
 

3.43. To assist with the identification of regeneration opportunities, the PfSH 
authorities will undertake an urban capacity assessment.  This part of the 
evidence base will inform the quantification of housing supply and may result in 
the identification of further SDOAs or changes to the policy approach to existing 
Strategic Development Locations. 
 

3.44. The need to mitigate potential adverse impacts of new development on the 
environment is apparent through the evidence base from previous local plans and 
current issues relating to water and air quality and recreational pressure and 
potential harm to protected habitats.  It is a major priority for the PfSH authorities 
to ensure that the natural environment is not diminished through new 
development and where possible, is enhanced.  Furthermore, government policy 
now requires development to provide a net gain for biodiversity.  Given the sub-
region’s location between two National Parks (the South Downs and the New 
Forest), the ‘duty of regard’ set out in Section 62(2) of the Environment Act 1995 
is also relevant. This duty ensures that any decisions that could affect National 
Parks must have regard to the two statutory Park purposes.     
 

3.45. There are legal requirements for carrying out strategic environmental 
assessment (incorporated within sustainability appraisal) and habitat regulations 
assessments (including appropriate assessments) when considering the location 
of new development.  Given issues around recreational disturbance and the 
potential need to mitigate the impact of nutrient deposition from the wastewater 
outputs of additional dwellings, there will be a requirement to allocate land to 
provide sustainable alternative natural greenspace and to reduce nitrate levels in 
the water environment. Consideration will need to be given to incorporating 
assessible natural green spaces within SDOAs to ensure that they are accessible 
to residents and assist with the delivery of appropriate environmental mitigation. 
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3.46. Climate change is an overarching theme that will be at the forefront of the 
strategy for new development.  Matters such as flood risk and policy approaches 
to resilience can be explored through the sustainability appraisal and SDOA 
assessments.  Any opportunities to reduce potential environmental impact 
through the location of development will be considered alongside mitigation 
measures that need to be addressed through planning policy. 
 

3.47. Dealing with climate change issues can have a long-term beneficial impact on 
the health and wellbeing of the new communities now being planned.  Other 
issues, such as access to green spaces and opportunities for active travel can 
also be addressed through the strategy for new development. 
 

3.48. One of the main determinants of health is access to a decent and affordable 
home.  To ensure that the homes provided meet the needs of local residents 
PfSH will commission (either through consultants or council officers) a Housing 
Market Areas Housing Product Delivery Report.  This will examine the type of 
housing need, including the need and affordability of different types of affordable 
housing, and where it can be delivered. 

 
3.49. Impacts on health caused by poor air quality will be considered through the 

sustainability appraisal.  Development should be located so as to minimise 
adding to air quality problems and regard should be had to designated Air Quality 
Management Areas when determining strategic approaches to development. 
 

3.50. PfSH intends that the review of the Spatial Position Statement will lead to a 
new Joint Strategy.  Whilst the initial workstreams have been agreed and this 
work will commence now, further work remains to be undertaken to establish the 
full scope for the Joint Strategy.  A detailed project plan will be prepared for the 
workstreams set out in this SoCG.  Following this further consideration will be 
given to the timing and scope for the production of the Joint Strategy. 
 

3.51.   The technical work outlined above will enable the preparation of a PfSH 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which will both be evidence based and aligned to an 
agreed distribution of development to meet the need for homes and jobs.  This 
will provide a strong statement to Government of our strategic infrastructure 
‘asks’ in-order to deliver development.  This will include for example transport, 
flood risk management, water and environmental infrastructure. 

g. a record of where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key 
strategic matters, including the process for reaching agreements on these 

3.52. PfSH published a Spatial Position Statement in 2016.  This SoCG sets out the 
process to update and replace that document and is agreed by the PfSH 
authorities. 
 

3.53. PfSH Joint Committee agreed SoCG with Eastleigh and Havant in July 2019. 
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h. any additional strategic matters to be addressed by the statement which 
have not already been addressed, including a brief description how the 
statement relates to any other statement of common ground covering all or 
part of the same area 

3.54. The SoCG sets out a process by which the PfSH authorities will review and 
update the Spatial Position Statement (2016).  It is not intended to replace or 
supersede any existing SoCG that exist between PfSH and individual local 
planning authorities or bilateral agreements between local planning authorities. 
 

3.55. There are no other strategic matters to be addressed by the SoCG that have 
not been referenced earlier in the SoCG. 
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East Hampshire District Council 
 
 
 
Keith House 
Leader Eastleigh Borough Council 
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Stephen Philpott 
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Judith Grajewski 
Executive Member for Public Health Hampshire County Council 
 
 
 
Michael Wilson 
Leader Havant Borough Council 
 
 
 
Edward Heron 
Deputy Leader New Forest District Council  
 
 
 
Oliver Crosthwaite-Eyre 
Chairman New Forest National Park Authority 
 
 
 
Gerald Vernon-Jackson  
Leader Portsmouth City Council 
 
 
 
Christopher Hammond 
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Deputy Leader Test Valley Borough Council 
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Deputy Leader Winchester City Council 
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Presentation to the  

Partnership for South Hampshire 
Joint Committee 

 
 
Date:  14 October 2019 
 
Report of: Stuart Baker, Assistant Director of Strategy and Programme 
 Development at the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
 
Item:  SOLENT LOCAL ENTERPRISE AUTHORITY: LOCAL 

INDUSTRIAL STRATEGY 
 

 
SUMMARY 

 
Stuart Baker, Assistant Director of Strategy and Programme Development at the 
Solent Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) will provide a verbal presentation outlining 
the work the LEP is undertaking to develop a Local Industrial Strategy.  
 
Developing a Local Industrial Strategy (or economic strategy) for the Solent presents 
a real opportunity to set the area on a pathway to a more prosperous future for all. 
 
The Solent is a major economic contributor, providing £31bn gross value added to the 
UK economy. Several key UK assets are located in the region such as the Port of 
Southampton, Portsmouth Naval Base and the ExxonMobil refinery. The Solent has 
an economy with specific sectoral strengths linked to its coastal location, outstanding 
natural environment and knowledge assets and it is an area of distinction and 
competitive advantage that should be the focus of any future economic strategy. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the Solent LEP's progress 
towards developing a Local Industrial Strategy. 
  

Item 10 
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Background Papers:  
None 
 
Reference Papers:  
 
None 
 
Enquiries:  
For further information on this report please contact:- 
 
Stuart Baker, Assistant Director, Strategy and Programme Development 
Solent Local Enterprise Partnership 
E: stuart.baker@solentlep.org.uk  
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