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AGENDA
PARTNERSHIP FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE
(PFSH) JOINT COMMITTEE
Date:

Monday, 25 January 2021

Time:

6.00 pm

Venue:

Microsoft Teams Virtual Meeting

Members:
Chairman

Councillor Seán Woodward, Fareham BC

ViceChairman

Christopher Hammond, Southampton CC

Councillors

Ken Moon, East Hampshire DC
Keith House, Eastleigh Borough Council
Stephen Philpott, Gosport BC
Judith Grajewski, Hampshire CC
Michael Wilson, Havant BC
Edward Heron, New Forest DC
Gavin Parker, New Forest NP
Steve Pitt, Portsmouth CC
Nick Adams-King, Test Valley BC
Neil Cutler, Winchester CC

Chief
Executives

Laura Taylor, Winchester CC
Natalie Wigman, Eastleigh BC
Bob Jackson, New Forest DC
Alison Barnes, New Forest NP
Stuart Jarvis, Hampshire CC
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Gill Kneller, Havant BC & East Hants DC
David Williams, Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC
Sandy Hopkins, Southampton CC
Andy Ferrier, Test Valley BC
Peter Grimwood, Fareham BC
Nick Tustian, Eastleigh BC
Co-opted
Members:

Charlotte Lines, Environment Agency
Brian Johnson, Solent LEP
Vacant Position, Homes and Communities Agency
Paddy May, Partnership for South Hampshire

For further information please contact:
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ
Tel: 01329 236100
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk
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1.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP
To note any apologies and changes in membership for this meeting of the Joint
Committee.

2.

MINUTES (Pages 5 - 10)
To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 30 September 2020.

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.

COORDINATOR'S REPORT (Pages 11 - 24)
An additional method for PfSH business to be reported to the Joint Committee. 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.

7.

GREENPRINT FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE (Pages 25 - 32)
To receive a report along with supporting presentation outlining PfSH’s approach to
developing a Greenprint for South Hampshire.

8.

CREATIVE INDUSTRIES BUILT ENVIRONMENT, THEMED PANEL (Pages 33 72)
To provide an update of work undertaken in the relation to the panel by Creative
Network South, (supporting the development of the creative economy) and the
Quality Place Practitioners Group, in developing guidance in relation to design in the
built environment.

9.

NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY UPDATE (Pages 73 - 84)
To receive a report to update on the implementation of mitigations to address the
impact of the nutrient neutrality requirement on house building.

10. SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP (BIRD AWARE) BUDGET
REQUEST AND STRATEGY REVIEW (Pages 85 - 114)
To receive a report that will seek to endorse for the Solent Recreation
MitigationPartnership’s (Bird Aware) annual budget request, provide an update on
the action required following endorsement of the financial protocol and provide an
update on the Bird Aware Strategy.
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11. SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP (BIRD AWARE) SITE
SPECIFIC PROJECTS (Pages 115 - 122)
To receive a report outlining funding requirements for site specific projects.
12. PFSH MEETING SCHEDULE 2021/22 (Pages 123 - 126)
To receive a report outlining the PfSH Meeting Schedule for the 2021/22 municipal
year.

For further information please contact:
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ
Tel: 01329 236100
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk
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Agenda Item 2

Minutes of the
Partnership for South Hampshire
(PfSH) Joint Committee
Minutes of a meeting held on 30 September 2020
Virtually via Microsoft Teams
Members:
Councillors:

Authority Represented:
Seán Woodward (Chairman)
Christopher Hammond (Vice-Chairman)
Steve Pitt
Judith Grajewski
Neil Cutler
Nick Adams-King
Stephen Philpott
Michael Wilson
Keith House
Edward Heron
Patrick Heneghan
Ken Moon

Officers:
Richard Jolley
Andy Ferrier
Kate Martin
Stuart Jarvis
Claire Upton-Brown (Item 8)
Alison Barnes (Item 6)
Natalie Wigman
David Williams
Laura Taylor
Simon Jenkins

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

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

Co-opted Members:
Paddy May
Charlotte Lines
Brian Johnson

Organisation represented:
PfSH
Environment Agency
Solent LEP

Also in Attendance:
Mike Allgrove (Item 8)
David Bibby (Item 9)
Allison Potts (Item 9)

PfSH Consultant
Test Valley BC
Natural England
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-2Simon Eden (Item 6)
Anna Parry (Item 7)

Southern Policy Centre
Bird Aware Solent

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

APOLOGIES FOR
MEMBERSHIP

ABSENCE

AND

CHANGES

IN

JOINT

COMMITTEE

Apologies for absence were received from:
Peter Grimwood (Fareham Borough Council) with Richard Jolley deputising, Sandy
Hopkins (Southampton City Council) with Kate Martin deputising. Nick Tustian
(Eastleigh Borough Council) with Natalie Wigman deputising, Bob Jackson (New
Forest DC) with Claire Upton-Brown deputising and Gill Kneller (Havant BC & East
Hants DC) with Simon Jenkins deputising.
Changes to the Committee –
New Forest National Parks’ position is currently vacant until Oliver Crosthwaite-Eyre
replacement is elected next month. Patrick Heneghan attended as deputy for the
authority
Councillor Steve Pitt has replaced Councillor Vernon-Jackson as Portsmouth City
Councils represented. Councillor Vernon-Jackson is now deputy.
2.

MINUTES
RESOLVED that the minutes of the PfSH Joint Committee meeting held on 07 July
2020 be confirmed and signed as a correct record.

3.

CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Chairman made the following announcement: Bird Aware
The Bird Aware Partnership has won an Award from the Institute of Environmental
Managers and Assessors for the Best Sustainability Campaign in the Public Sector.
The Judges comment noted that 'The Judges rated this winning entry highly for its
effective planning and Strategic vision in protecting local nature reserves, whilst
also engaging with policymakers, local government, and housing developments'.
This is very good news and I would like to pass on congratulations to Anna Parry
and the team at Bird Aware.
Nutrient Mitigation
The legal agreement between Fareham Borough Council, Isle of Wight Council and
the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust has been signed and completed
today, meaning there are now approximately 820 homes worth of nitrates available
to Fareham Borough Council to allow the release of Planning Consents, some of
which are several years old, where the only issues holding up their release is the
Nitrates issue. This will allow Developers to obtain their Nitrates Certificates

4.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest received at this meeting.
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5.

DEPUTATIONS
There were no deputations made at this meeting.

6.

A GREENPRINT FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE: THE OPPORTUNITIES AHEAD
The Joint Committee received a report and supporting presentation outlining a
practical approach to deliver a ‘Greenprint’ for South Hampshire. The report was
presented to the Committee by Simon Eden from the Southern Policy Centre and
Alison Barnes from the New Forest National Park.
The presentation will be published on the PfSH website alongside these Minutes.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee AGREED to PfSH officers, working with
colleagues from the business, environmental and Higher Education sectors to: a) PREPARE a ‘Greenprint for South Hampshire’, articulating our shared
economic, environmental and social objectives;
b) DEVELOP further the draft framework outlined in this paper as a basis
for assessing how our policies, plans and programmes and those of our
partners can contribute to those shared objectives;
c) WORK WITH senior leaders and resources from across the business,
environmental and community sectors to agree a common approach to
shaping a green and fair recovery; and
d) REVIEW key plans and policies to identify common themes where
collaboration can help build a green recovery.

7.

PFSH CO-ORDINATOR’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. The report is
divided into Parts A and B, with Part A outlining matters for decision and Part B
providing information for the Joint Committee on a variety of PfSH matters.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposed financial protocol in part A for this report;
b) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposal to provide an indemnity to the Accountable Body in the unlikely
event that the Partnership fails to 'make good' any loss of interest to the
scheme's funds during the course of the agreement; and
c)

8.

NOTES the matters for information outlined in part B of this report.

STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND
The Joint Committee received a report updating the Committee on the revisions and
updates to the Statement of Common Ground. Mike Allgrove, PfSH Consultant and
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-5Claire Upton-Brown, Chairman PfSH Planning Officers Group presented the report
to the Committee.
Councillor Judith Grajewski asked for confirmation that the response to the
Governments White Paper ‘Planning for the Future’, be circulated to all Members of
PfSH. The Chairman confirmed that he would personally ensure that the response,
once agreed, would be circulated to all authorities within PfSH via their respective
Planning Officers.
Councillor Keith House left the meeting during discussion on this item.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee: a) APPROVES the content of the Statement of Common Ground, attached at
Appendix 1 to this report, that will lead to the production of a PfSH Joint
Strategy;
b) NOTES the summary of the Planning for the Future White Paper, set out at
Appendix 2 to this report;
c) DETERMINED that PfSH would respond to the consultation; and
d) AGREED that the detail of any PfSH response be delegated to the Chairman
of the PfSH Planning Officers Group, following consultation with the Group and
the Chairman of the Joint Committee, and once agreed be circulated to all
authorities within PfSH.
9.

PfSH NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY UPDATE
The Joint Committee received a report from David Bibby which provided an update
to the Joint Committee on the recent progress made on the work of PfSH and its
partners has undertaken to address the nitrate issue of achieving nutrient neutrality
from developments across the sub-region.
At the invitation of the Chairman, Allison Potts from Natural England addressed the
Committee to say that Natural England are very pleased that this stage has been
reached where the funding which has been announced will move this work forward.
The process has been frustrating at times but moving forward the work continues
via their involvement through the Water Quality Working Group. Natural England will
continue to look at the various schemes to ensure the objectives are closely aligned
and they look forward to engaging with the dedicated PfSH officer once they are in
post.
The two main elements to the potential funding are to bring forward nature-based
solutions on a strategic scale beyond the Solent LEP area, to cover whole sub
region. Discussions are still at an early stage. Potentially there is the ability to clear
the back log and the Wildlife Trust is confident that they have sites in the pipeline
that could unlock housing across the affected area, which is great news in the short
term.
The Nitrate Trading Platform, looking to the medium to long term, would allow
mitigation without having to purchase the land which will make a big difference in
terms of a nitrate fund and really is about linking land managers with developers.
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-6This is still a scheme that is being worked up and Natural England look forward to
updating the Joint Committee as this project moves forward.
At the invitation of the Chairman, Charlotte Lines from the Environment Agency
addressed the Committee stating that some of the Environment Agency’s work
paused due to the Covid-19 pandemic had restarted. Charlotte stated that things
were picking up again and in November the EA have a meeting with their directors
to discuss the Dutch ruling and the permits with the hope being that a further update
will be available at the next Committee meeting, if not before
The Chairman suggested that any updates available before the next meeting
scheduled for the 30 November 2020 be forwarded to him to circulate to Members.
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES that PfSH’s bid as a successful listed project (subject to
appropriate approvals and quality assurance) for a £2m loan, as part of
the funding in principle allocated to Solent LEP from the Government’s
Getting Building Fund to be used to secure off site mitigation land in
order to assist in unlocking the delivery of housing which has been on
hold due to the nutrient neutrality issue; and
b) NOTES the recruitment of a dedicated officer resource as a temporary
post to work on the nutrient neutrality issue following confirmation of
funding, to take forward a pilot sub-regional mitigation scheme, and
continued investigation into determining a sub-regional mitigation
solution, including working towards a Solent Nutrient Fund.

(The meeting started at 6:00pm and ended at 7.22pm)
(NB:

The next meeting of the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Joint Committee
will be held on 30 November 2020).
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Agenda Item 6

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

25 January 2021

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:
a) NOTES and ENDORSES the update to the Statement of Common Ground
jointly agreed between Havant Borough Council and the rest of the
Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) authorities as outlined in part A for
this report; and
b) NOTES the matters for information outlined in part B of this report.
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PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION
Statement of Common Ground – Havant Borough Council and PfSH
1. Havant Borough Council and PfSH had previously agreed a Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG) in respect of the emerging Havant Local Plan in
July 2019. However, there has been a delay in submitting the plan for
examination and it is proposed to update the SoCG to reflect the latest
housing need and supply information; extension of the end date of the plan to
2037; cross-references to work under the PfSH SoCG; and inclusion of
information on the ongoing constraint related to nitrate deposition and the
need for development to achieve nutrient neutrality.
2. The SoCG represents the position of PfSH as a collective and is without
prejudice of the separate completion of a SoCG that individual authorities may
have with Havant Borough Council. The original SoCG was prepared in
consultation with the PfSH Planning Officers Group, and the update has been
agreed with the Chairman of the POG and has also been considered by the
PfSH Chief Executives on 4 January. Members of the Joint Committee are
asked to approve the SoCG that is attached at Appendix A.

PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION
Planning & Infrastructure
Statement of Common Ground
3. Work on the wider PfSH SoCG continues as planned. Members have been
invited to a presentation of the results of Employment, Economic and
Commercial Needs (including logistics) analysis on 5 February and this
should already be in diaries.
Strategic Recreation and Mitigation Partnership (Bird Aware) Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs)
4. During the period of 1 November – 31 December the Ranger team delivered
the following outreach activities*:
 Site Visits
184
 People interacted with on-site
1010
 Events
1
 People interacted with at events
20
 Monitoring
173 hours
 Posters at key coastal locations
27
*These figures are mid-season estimates and may be subject to minor change
once full end of season reports are verified and available.
The Rangers also planned and led the second Annual Great Solent Bird Watch.
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5. Owing to the curtailment of some planned activities due to COVID related
restrictions, the Rangers have spent additional time on furthering:








Signage
Updating the website
Writing social media posts, blogs, magazine articles
Building the photo library and filming on site guides
Physical projects
Training
Schools programme

6. Additional input has also been given to communications work and together
with the Brand and Communications Lead, the team has achieved the
following:



Number and % growth of social media followers on each platform since last
update
o Twitter – 91 (5%)
o Facebook – 154 (10%)
o Instagram – 143 (12%)

o
o
o

Impressions (number of times seen) for each social media platform
Twitter – 215k
Facebook – 112k
Instagram – 82k


o
o
o

Number of posts on social media
Twitter - 225
Facebook - 94
Instagram posts and stories – 73

 Press releases
o 2 in total. 1 each month.


4 Ranger articles added to the section ‘Blog’

Water Management
7. 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 25 January.
Energy and the Green Economy
8. Joint Committee agreed the recommendations put to it in the report 'A Green
Print for South Hampshire' on 30 September. The report promoted the idea of
a common approach to creating 'a more prosperous, fair, resilient and
environmentally aware society as we emerge from the Covid-19 crisis'. The
report considered that PfSH had a significant role to play in promoting the
ideas it set out, and that it lead (given its role coordinating activity across local
authorities) on developing further a set of initiatives appended to it.
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9. Following internal discussions as a consequence of Joint Committee's
decision, it has been agreed that Alison Barnes, Chief Executive of New
Forest National Park Authority will lead PfSH's work supporting the
Greenprint. A report outlining PfSH's approach to developing a Greenprint for
South Hampshire.is included on the main agenda for Joint Committee 25
January.
Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment
10. An update of work undertaken in the relation to the panel by Creative Network

South, (supporting the development of the creative economy) and the Quality
Place Practitioners Group, is included on the main agenda for Joint
Committee 25 January.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:
a) NOTES and ENDORSES the update to the Statement of Common Ground
jointly agreed between Havant Borough Council and the rest of the
Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) authorities as outlined in part A
for this report; and
b) NOTES the matters for information outlined in part B of this report.
Appendices: - Appendix A – Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
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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Appendix A

Statement of Common
Ground
Havant Borough Council & the rest of the
Partnership for South Hampshire authorities

Version 2 (January 2021)
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Parties
The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)1 is comprised of:
 Hampshire County Council
The unitary authorities of:
 Portsmouth City Council
 Southampton City Council
And district or borough authorities of:
 Eastleigh Borough Council
 East Hampshire District Council*
 Fareham Borough Council
 Gosport Borough Council
 Havant Borough Council
 New Forest District Council
 New Forest National Park Authority*
 Test Valley Borough Council*
 Winchester City Council*
Those district or borough authorities marked by a star (*) are partly within PfSH.

1

th

Membership correct as of 30 September 2020
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Introduction
1. This Statement of Common Ground is a jointly agreed statement between

Havant Borough Council and the rest of the Partnership for South Hampshire
(PfSH) authorities2. It sets out how the local authorities in South Hampshire
have successfully worked together on strategic planning matters, how they
continue to do so and the common areas of strategic agreement which have
informed the production of the Havant Borough Local Plan (HBLP).
2. This statement articulates the relationship of the HBLP with the strategic

planning activities undertaken by PfSH. The PfSH constituent authorities
have agreed a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) which sets out the
strategic issues to be addressed in South Hampshire and the process for
resolving them. Matters relating to the review of the 2016 Spatial Position
Statement, sub-regional evidence base workstreams and the production of a
new Joint Strategy are set out in the PfSH SoCG and not repeated in this
statement. The PfSH Statement of Common Ground was approved at PfSH
Joint Committee on the 30th September 20203. A plan is provided at Appendix
1 which shows the location of, and the administrative area covered by PfSH
which includes Havant borough.
3. This is the second Statement of Common Ground agreed between Havant

Borough Council and PfSH. It has been updated to reflect the changed
housing need and supply position of Havant Borough, following application of
the latest affordability ratios to the standard method for calculating local
housing need and an extension to the plan period to 31st March 2037 (and
consequent renaming of the plan to the Havant Borough Local Plan (HBLP)).
This has necessitated an update to the consideration of where unmet need
can be accommodated.

Background
4. The Partnership recognises the benefits of working together and brings

together local authorities in the South Hampshire region to support
sustainable development, economic growth and coordinate strategic planning
activities. Both signatories consider that PfSH represents an excellent way for
local authorities in South Hampshire to work positively and proactively
collaboratively on cross-boundary issues, including planning matters.
5. Whilst the membership has altered slightly over the years, the membership

has remained broadly consistent. HBC has been a member of PfSH since its
formation in 2003.
2

At the meeting of the PFSH Joint Committee on 4 June 2019, the decision was made to revise the name from ‘Partnership for
Urban South Hampshire (PFSH)’ to ‘Partnership for South Hampshire’ (PFSH) reflecting a change in membership to
encompass the whole of the New Forest, including the National Park.
3
Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire Joint Committee – 30th September 2020
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6. The following sections set out agreed matters between PfSH and HBC. There

are further statements with other individual PfSH authorities and the PfSH
Statement of Common Ground which sit alongside this Statement of Common
Ground with PfSH.

PfSH Spatial Position Statement
7. The Joint Committee authorised the publication of the PfSH Spatial Position

Statement (SPS) on 7th June 2016. The statement is not a statutory
development plan, but provides a framework for, and means of coordinating
decisions about long-term development and infrastructure across the subregion. It forms a significant part of the statutory duty to cooperate that the
Council and PfSH authorities have with one another and has informed the
strategic matters in the HBLP accordingly.
8. The evidence base for the SPS identifies three separate housing market

areas (HMAs) within the PfSH area. These are the Isle of Wight HMA, the
Southampton HMA (which includes Southampton, New Forest, Test Valley,
Eastleigh and western parts of Winchester and Fareham) and the Portsmouth
HMA (which includes Portsmouth, Havant, Gosport, East Hampshire and
eastern parts of Winchester and Fareham). Whilst the SPS was prepared in
line with the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), it is agreed
that the HMAs remain relevant for the purposes of the duty to cooperate.
9. Whilst Southampton and Portsmouth are identified to deliver a significant

number of homes, the SPS recognises that the scale of housing need cannot
be fully met in Portsmouth which is densely built up within a “peninsula”
geography. This is particularly significant given that Havant borough borders
the north-eastern extent of the City.
10. A key role of the SPS has therefore been to consider the capacity of different

areas within PfSH to accommodate housing. This should inform Local Plans
where there is the ability to meet unmet need from the relevant housing
market area provided it is it is reasonable to do so. On this basis, the current
SPS considers that only 104,350 homes could realistically be provided in the
period up to 2034, recognising the environmental and infrastructure
constraints across PfSH.
11. Significantly, the 2016 PfSH SPS set out a proportionately reduced housing

figure for Havant recognising the extent of environmental constraints affecting
the borough. As set out in the process note3, this was based on analysis of
relevant constraints agreed through multiple meetings of planning officers,
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chief executives and elected representatives, and subsequently informed the
Council’s first iteration of the Housing Constraints and Supply Analysis4.
12. There is, however, clearly a need to review and update the SPS in the light of

national policy and the introduction of the Government’s standard method for
calculating local housing need. This is considered in detail below.

Reviewing and updating the PfSH Spatial
Position Statement
13. On 30th September 2020, the Joint Committee approved the PfSH Statement

of Common Ground, which sets out the process and workstreams that will
lead to the review of the SPS and the production of a new Joint Strategy. For
further detailed information reference should be made to the PfSH SoCG.
Havant Borough Council are committed to inputting into this review. This will
include considering with PfSH and partner authorities how to meet housing
needs (and other strategic spatial policies) where individual authorities cannot
meet their own needs.
14. PfSH authorities are at various stages of reviewing their local plans. The New

Forest National Park Authority and New Forest District Council have recently
adopted Local Plans and Eastleigh Borough Council’s Local Plan is at an
advanced stage of examination. These Local Plans were all progressed under
the 2019 NPPF transitional arrangements. Havant Borough Council will
probably be the first authority in the Portsmouth HMA to submit a local plan
for examination and will likely be the first PfSH authority to have submitted a
plan outside of transitional arrangements of the revised NPPF.
15. PfSH is supportive of authorities proceeding with local plans before the SPS

review has concluded and recognises the importance of local authorities of
having up-to-date local plans.

Housing need in Havant Borough
16. The Council’s Local Plan Housing Statement in 2016 identified a gap of 4,809

homes between the Borough’s established housing need and suitable housing
sites available to meet that need. Since then, the Council has persevered to
assess the suitability of land and is in a position to demonstrate that it can
accommodate its objectively assessed housing need in full.
17. As set out above, the 2020 Pre-Submission Draft HBLP provides for a total of

10,773 dwellings between 2016 and 2037. On this basis, the Plan provides for
4

Available at www.havant.gov.uk/localplan/evidence-base
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Havant’s objectively assessed need of 10,433 dwellings, with a buffer of 340
homes. This represents a reduction from a buffer of 971 homes identified by
the 2019 Pre-Submission Plan. As such, any buffer would be likely to be
needed to provide flexibility for changing circumstances in Havant borough.
18. It should be noted that the housing need figures in Tables 2 and 3 of the PfSH

SoCG are provided for 2020-2036, rather than 2016-2037 as in paragraph 17
and the HBLP. As a result, the former indicates that Havant borough has a
buffer of 758 homes over the period 2020-2036.

Unmet housing need in Portsmouth HMA
19. Whilst the review of the PfSH work is ongoing, it is accepted that Portsmouth

City is unable to meet its housing need in full based on the 2016 SPS. The
issue of planning for unmet needs is part of the work to develop a new Joint
Strategy and dealt with in the PfSH SoCG.
20. Notwithstanding the updated development needs within respective PfSH

authorities (including Havant borough), it is agreed that the HBLP has
maximised the potential for housing delivery within Havant Borough so far as
sustainable development can still be achieved. However, both signatories
recognise that it would be unlikely that any buffer could be considered as
contributing towards Portsmouth City’s unmet housing need. This reflects the
reduced buffer in the 2020 version of the Pre-Submission HBLP following the
need to extend the plan period.
21. A separate bilateral Statement of Common Ground with Portsmouth City

Council sets out this position in full.

Employment need in Havant Borough
22. The PfSH SPS (E1) indicates a net change of employment floor space in

Havant of 110,000 square metres of employment floor space development
from 2011 to 2034. This is split between 55,000 sqm of office floor space and
55,000 sqm of mixed B-Class floor space. The SPS (E2) also highlights
Dunsbury Hill Business Gateway (now generally referred to as Dunsbury
Park) as a strategic development location. PfSH is currently updating the
evidence base for employment needs, to inform the production of the new
Joint Strategy, as set out in the PfSH SoCG.
23. The PfSH Spatial Position Statement’s approach to employment provision

was informed by the PfSH Economic and Employment Land Evidence Base
Paper (March 2016). This provides a high-level assessment of where growth
could be located based on trend based labour demand forecasts at a sub-
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regional level. However, this did not take into account local circumstances of
employment land supply and land availability which exist in the Borough. On
this basis, the Council has undertaken its own assessment of local
employment need through the Employment Land Review (ELR)5. This was
prepared in association with Lambert Smith Hampton.
24. This work highlighted that the Borough continues to be a secondary office

location by virtue of the lack of credible demand for high quality office
accommodation, and the resulting residual land values which do not currently
support speculative development. Hence it is not felt that an office floor space
of 55,000 sq. m is achievable over the plan period.
25. The 2020 Pre-Submission Draft (Policy DR1) does not distinguish between

use classes providing flexibility over the plan period should market conditions
improve. As part of this, the majority of commercial allocations in the HBLP
provide for Class B1 and/or Class B2/B8 floor space. On this basis, it is
considered that there are adequate opportunities to secure high quality office
development as part of new employment provision. This is particularly
pertinent as market conditions continue to improve to ensure there is a
sufficient choice and availability of employment sites to attract and encourage
companies from outside of the Borough to invest.
26. Based on the local analysis in the ELR, an employment floor space

requirement of 86,919 square metres is proposed in the Local Plan.
Nonetheless, the 2020 Pre-Submission Draft HBLP provides for a total of
149,940 square metres, which provides for flexibility in order that the Plan is
able to respond to rapid change. It would exceed the target for employment
floorspace in the PfSH SPS.

Nutrient neutrality in Havant and South
Hampshire
27. Following the Dutch case in late 2018, there is a greater emphasis on the

burden of proof required to demonstrate that new development will not cause
a likely significant effect on the integrity of Solent European Sites.
Development needs to ensure that it would prevent any net increase in
nutrients into the harbour, and therefore be ‘nutrient neutral’. The Council has
set up a cost effective and simple scheme at Warblington Farm which may be
used by applicants. The scheme at Warblington has a finite capacity but
provides Havant borough with a short-term solution until a sub-regional
mitigation strategy is put in place.
5

http://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Employment%20Land%20Review%20December%202017.pdf
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28. The Council is also continuing to work with PfSH through the Water Quality

Working Group to coordinate the provision a strategic PfSH-wide solution in
the medium to long term. This has included the Council’s support for the
appointment of a Strategic Environmental Officer to take forward the creation
of a pilot sub-region mitigation scheme.

Governance of PfSH
29. The groundwork for the PFSH Spatial Position Statement in particular was

undertaken by the PfSH Planning Officers Group, a working group of planning
officers from each of the partner authorities together with Solent Transport,
the Environment Agency and Natural England.
30. The work of the Planning Officers is overseen by the PfSH Chief Executives

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

Review of this Statement
31. Both PfSH and Havant Borough Council are committed to continuing an

effective working relationship. This Statement of Common Ground will be
reviewed periodically as and when necessary.

Signatories
This statement has been prepared and agreed by the following organisations
Havant Borough Council

Partnership for South Hampshire

Signature

Signature

Simon Jenkins

Paddy May

Director of Regeneration and Place

Partnership for South Hampshire
Coordinator

Date:

Date:
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Appendix 1: Map of administrative areas
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Agenda Item 7

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

Alison Barnes (NFNPA & Green Halo Partnership)
David Hutchinson (University of Portsmouth & Future South)
Simon Eden (Southern Policy Centre & Green Halo Partnership)
Joseph Owen (University of Southampton)

Subject:

GREENPRINT FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE: UPDATE ON PROGRESS
SUMMARY

At the September 2020 meeting, the Joint Committee agreed to PfSH officers working with
colleagues from the business, environmental and HE sectors to prepare a ‘Greenprint for
South Hampshire’, articulating our shared economic, environmental and social objectives.
That work has been taken forward and this report updates the Committee on its progress.
This report outlines an emerging framework for a Greenprint based on five priorities which
reflect shared commitments of local authorities and other partners across South Hampshire.
If the Committee are content to endorse that framework, the next step is to build wider
‘ownership’ amongst partners, and to identify the projects and programmes where there is
scope to add value and develop a partnership approach to delivering a green recovery.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES on the emerging framework and priorities this paper outlines, and in
particular whether it reflects their understanding of South Hampshire’s shared
priorities;
b) ENDORSES further work to identify key projects which will help realise the proposed
priorities and the metrics by which success is measured; and
c) AGREES to officers broadening the discussion to include a wide range of partners in
building a commitment to a jointly owned public-private Greenprint for South
Hampshire. That should include immediate neighbours, notably the Isle of Wight and
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole.
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Background
1.

Our last report highlighted the opportunities for PfSH being at the forefront of the national
debate about how we can achieve a ‘recovery’ from recent traumatic events which tackles
economic, social and environmental challenges. South Hampshire can build on our
significant regional assets, from the quality of the local environment to the skills we have in
certain key sectors. It is also an opportunity to work together to address the challenges we
face, and to respond to the changing expectations of the public on how we build a
sustainable economy and strong, prosperous communities.

2.

The Committee agreed that the framework for a so called ‘green recovery’ – the South
Hampshire Greenprint – would be based on:

3.



Five principles, or priorities, which set out shared strategic objectives;



Under each of these principles a set of outcomes which identify our shared
aspirations; and



Performance measures to assess our progress towards those outcomes.

Importantly, this approach builds on existing policies and programmes, without adding a
new suite of plans and commitments. It offers a basis on which we can work together
across the region to deliver real change. The framework provides a template against
which we can measure projects and programmes and identify gaps in our plans. It allows
councils and others to check that their projects and programmes are delivering the best
outcomes for the economy, environment and society.

Progress to date
4.

We have been fortunate in taking this work forward to have the support of a Postgraduate
Student from Southampton University, seconded for three months under the University’s
Doctoral Training Programme. Joseph Owen, who is studying for a PhD in English
Literature, has quickly become familiar with this policy area and undertaken much of the
work outlined below.

5.

The project started with a thorough analysis of the projects, programmes and policies set
out in the strategic documents produced by local authorities, the National Park and Solent
LEP – from local plans to corporate strategies and strategic economic plans. The aim was
to identify the shared objectives and priorities of South Hampshire organisations from
which a shared Greenprint could be built.

6.

The emerging ‘long-list’ of shared priorities covered 20 themes, ranging from creating a
zero carbon economy and building digitally connected communities to sustainable job
creation and enhancing biodiversity. This long-list was discussed with a small Project
Steering Group, which included EBC, HCC, PCC, SCC, Solent LEP and NFNPA
representatives, as well as Future South. It was also discussed at a series of one-to-one
interviews with Steering Group members.

7.

From those conversations five themes emerged which the Project Steering Group feel
best capture PfSH members’ shared priorities. Whilst they all have a green ‘thread’
running through them, these themes cover a range of shared economic, social and
environmental aspirations:


Safeguard biodiversity and natural capital



Address significant health and skills inequalities



Support green infrastructure initiatives



Develop affordable and efficient housing
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8.

9.

Create sustainable jobs and construction

The Joint Committee were keen to see a framework which reflects the special
characteristics of South Hampshire, rather than one which could apply anywhere. Work to
date has suggested several of those characteristics which, when taken together capture
South Hampshire’s distinctiveness:


Our renowned coastline and national parks immediately adjacent to urban
areas.



The inter-connected mosaic of urban, suburban and rural communities which
makes up our region.



Our excellent educational and research institutions with the capacity and
expertise to contribute to delivering a green recovery.



A commitment to building homes, commercial buildings and places which
meet the highest environmental standards.



A shared vision for climate resilience developed with local businesses, and
innovative SMEs.

The Steering Group has also discussed how these themes and characteristics can be
drawn together in a set of priority programmes which encompass work to protect and
enhance our economy, environment and communities. Those priorities should capture the
range of projects and programmes being developed or already underway across South
Hampshire. That will help councils and others identify synergies and opportunities for
working together, and to collaborate to shape new projects which will help achieve our
green recovery.
An emerging framework

10. The Steering Group have identified five proposed priorities which they consider
encapsulate the different elements of a green recovery for South Hampshire:
i.

Net zero with nature – providing the leadership necessary to reduce carbon
emissions, taking a more integrated and holistic approach by working with
nature to build a zero carbon economy and zero carbon communities.

ii.

Natural health service – improving physical and mental health and wellbeing
and tackling health inequalities through greater access to our world class
natural environments and bringing nature into our urban communities.

iii.

World class blue/green environments – protecting, restoring and improving
our distinctive, high quality blue and green environments, enabling the natural
capital and ecosystem services they offer us to contribute fully to a strong
economy and a healthy, inclusive society.

iv.

Creating great places through quality in design and build – encouraging
an innovative approach to creating high quality, inclusive and sustainable
places for people and nature, adopting a low-carbon, sustainable approach
which will make the region an exemplar.

v.

Centre for excellence in green skills and jobs – tackle local skills gaps and
economic inequalities by building a future workforce which can seize the
opportunities offered by innovation in key sectors of our economy, including
zero carbon economy, land management and the visitor economy.
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The order above is not intended to represent any ranking of priorities, all are equally
important. Crucially, they are inter-dependent and, when taken together, create a
unique package which draws on our local identity and strengths.
11. The table attached at Appendix 1 illustrates how a number of South Hampshire projects
already underway address one or more of these proposed priorities. The table is far from
complete, and is intended to be illustrative. Recognising what we are already doing is a
key starting point for building a green recovery.
12. Three strands run through these priorities: innovation to help shape new responses,
turning ideas into practice and leadership to ensure all involved make a genuine
commitment to the Greenprint. South Hampshire has a strong record on each of these,
notably innovation in technology to help tackle current and future challenges.
13. We recommend these priorities to the Joint Committee as the basis for developing the
South Hampshire Greenprint.
Next Steps
14. As a first step, members of the Joint Committee are invited to consider whether they
support the Steering Group’s view that the five priorities listed in para.10 above reflect
what they consider should be key priorities for balancing economic, environmental and
social objectives within the South Hampshire Greenprint. They are not, of course,
exclusive. The Partnership or its members will have other objectives to meet local need.
However, the aim of the Greenprint is to draw together those priorities which we believe
will provide a focus for collaboration to deliver a green recovery for the area.
15. Subject to any comments Committee members wish to make, there are four pieces of
work to develop the framework further:
i.

Broaden the discussion of the framework to include all PfSH member
authorities and other key businesses and organisations in South Hampshire.
This will help gain a shared ownership of the Greenprint framework. The
nature of the priorities and the cross-boundary connectivity they require
suggests that dialogue should also include key immediate neighbours to PfSH
such at the Isle of Wight and Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole Councils.

ii.

Identify the key outcomes for each of these priorities: the improvements to the
local economy, environment or communities that we aim to achieve.

iii.

Identify the projects in development or underway which will contribute to
achieving each priority, noting that some may contribute to more than one
priority.

iv.

Identify the key performance measures we should include on a ‘balanced
scorecard’ for the Greenprint to enable all partners to measure their
contribution.

Recommendation
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES on the emerging framework and priorities this paper outlines, and in
particular whether it reflects their understanding of South Hampshire’s shared
priorities;
b) ENDORSES further work to identify key projects which will help realise the proposed
priorities and the metrics by which success is measured; and
c) AGREES to officers broadening the discussion to include a wide range of partners in
building a commitment to a jointly owned public-private Greenprint for South
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Hampshire. That should include immediate neighbours, notably the Isle of Wight and
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole.
Background Papers: None
Reference Papers: A Greenprint for South Hampshire: the opportunities ahead – PfSH
Joint Committee, 30 September 2020
Appendices: Appendix 1 - Examples of existing projects which address draft priorities
Enquiries:
For further information on this report please contact:Alison Barnes, Chief Executive, New Forest National Park Authority
T: 01590 646633
E: alison.barnes@newforestnpa.gov.uk
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Tackling local skills gaps and economic inequalities by
building a future workforce which can seize the
opportunities offered by innovation in key sectors of our
economy, including zero carbon economy, land
management and the visitor economy.

Centre of excellence for green skills and jobs

Encouraging an innovative approach to creating high
quality, inclusive and sustainable places for people and
nature, adopting a low-carbon, sustainable approach which
will make the region an exemplar.

Creating great places through quality in design and
build

Protecting, restoring and improving our distinctive, high
quality blue and green environments, enabling the natural
capital and ecosystem services they offer us to contribute
fully to a strong economy and a healthy, inclusive society.

World-class green/blue environments

Improving physical and mental health and wellbeing and
tackling health inequalities through greater access to our
world class natural environments and bringing nature into
our urban communities.

Net zero with nature

Priorities →

Natural health service

Appendix: Illustrating how
selected projects meet
Greenprint priorities

Providing the leadership necessary to reduce carbon
emissions, taking a more integrated and holistic approach
by working with nature to build a zero carbon economy and
zero carbon communities.

Appendix 1

Example Projects
Plastic Revolution
 Give Plastic the Push





Technology South
 Innovation South
 Greentech South
 Smarter Choices
 Low Carbon Solent
 Centre for Enzyme Innovation
 Sustainable Design Sub-Group



Hampshire Retrofit
 Switched On Portsmouth
 Coldeast Manor House
 Northern Wey Valley Regeneration





New Development
 Fawley Waterside
 Welborne
 One Horton Heath
 Tipner West
 Romsey Future







Mobility as a Service













E-scooter trials






























Electric bin lorry fleet
Upgrading buses
Park and ride expansion
South East Hampshire Rapid Transit
Eastleigh Cycling Strategy
Bordon Garrison Green Grid & Loop
Sharing and Vehicle Electrification
Manual for Streets
Intelligent Transport System

Pompey Monsters
Local Authority Plans
 Greening Portsmouth Strategy
 Hampshire Tree Strategy
Energy Hubs
 Residential Chargepoint Areas
 Newlands Farm Solar
 Targeted Solar Group Buying Scheme
 Community Energy Network
 Sustainable Community Hub
 Energy and Water at Home
 Digital By Default
 Solent’s Offshore Wind Sector
Sustainable Finance
 Hampshire Community Bank
Natural Capital
 Community Forest
 Landscape-scale projects Forest of Bere
 Team Wilder / Wilder Land and Sea
 Secrets of the Solent
 Buddy with Nature
 Nature Recovery Network
 Decarbonisation Cluster and Natural Capital
Hub
 Natural Solutions Hub
 Green City Champions
 Urban Canopy Project
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Appendix 1
 Urban Tree Challenge Fund
 Tree Preservation Orders
 Grassland Management Plan
 Green Space Map
Value of Water
 Run-of-river hydropower
 Coastal Schemes (Southsea, North Portsea
Island and Eastern Solent Partnership)
 River Anton Enhancement Scheme
 Romsey Waterways and Wetlands











National Parks and Public Health
 Working Woodlands
 Nature’s Stepping Stones
 Nature Health Network
 PHE Accord
 Wild Play Sites
 The Big Green Weekend
 Cranborne Chase
Green Skills and Training
 Gigabit Island
 Woolston’s Silicon Wharf
 Langstone Technology Park
 Dunsbury Park















Green Ports
 Portsmouth Port net-zero
 HMS Daedalus / Solent Airport
 South Hampshire free port
 Shore-to-Ship Power
Clean Air
 Charging Clean Air Zone
 Air Quality Management Area
 Let’s Clear the Air
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Agenda Item 8

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee Meeting
Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

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

Subject:

PROGRESS AND DELIVERY OF THE PANEL BUSINESS PLAN
FOR 2019/2020 AND OUTLINE OF PROPOSED WORK FOR
2021/2022
SUMMARY

The Culture Creative Industries and Built Environments theme panel work
programme is focused on two areas:



Design in the Built Environment.
Creative Industry Development.
RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the work undertaken in preparing Quality Place Design Bulletins and
publish the 4 design bulletins alongside the existing design publications on the
PfSH website;
b) NOTES the desire to further update the bulletins in the light of changing local
and national policy;
c) NOTES proposal to review the delivery of the Solent design awards in
anticipation for the next awards in 2022;
d) NOTES the work of the panel in supporting creative industry development in
particular the promotion of: o connectivity by using micro grants to increase opportunities for
networking and the showcasing of creative practice.
o Skills and progression - Working with partner organisations to enhance
work-based learning and pathways to employment within the creative
sector.
o Enterprise - Providing business support for freelancers and creative
entrepreneurs.
o Visibility - Working with Portsmouth Creates and Southampton City of
Culture amongst others to increase the visibility of the Creative Sector in
the Solent Area.
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e) NOTES the development of joint resource with Solent growth hub mapping
provision of flexible and creative workspaces in South Hampshire;
f) NOTES intention to work with Southampton City Council, Portsmouth City
Council and Portsmouth Creates to engage Arts Council England in discussion
regarding how they will support the development of the cultural ecology and
creative economy in South Hampshire; and
g) AGREES a budget of £12,500 be added to the PfSH base budget for 2021-22 to
continue the work of the panel (subject to final approval as part of the 21/22
PfSH budget which will be presented to the Joint Committee in March 2021):
 £10,000 will be used support the work of Creative Network South.
 £2,500 to cover costs of facilitating panel activities.
 Agree that £10,000 carried over from 2019-20 can be used to match
£4,000 from Southampton City Council to continue the Creative Growth
Southampton project.
 Note that a request for funding to support the 2022 design awards will be
made in a year's time.
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BACKROUND

1.

The Culture Creative Industries and Built Environment theme panel's work
programme currently focuses on the creative economy and design in the built
environment. The design element of the work programme is delivered through the
Quality Place Practitioner Group, which is made up of local authority design officers
working in local planning authorities. Creative Network South, which is hosted by
Hampshire Chamber of Commerce, leads the Creative Industries element of the
programme.

2.

During 2020 a review of the work of the panel was scheduled to occur to coincide
with Sandy Hopkins taking over as lead chief executive for this work area. Due to the
pressures arising as a result of the pandemic this review has not occurred. It is now
considered more appropriate to conduct such a review when plans for the recovery
become clearer.

3.

The remainder of the report will outline work which has been undertaken in relation to
the 2020 work programme and proposals for future activity in 2021-22.
DESIGN IN THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

4.

After being established in 2007, the original Partnership for Urban South Hampshire
(PUSH), Quality Place delivery panel decided one of its priorities should be design in
the built environment. In 2008 in partnership with the Commission for Architecture in
the Built Environment (CABE), the panel commissioned a review of the infrastructure
supporting design in the built environment in South Hampshire. This capacity review
recommended:


The formation of the Quality Place Practitioner's Group. This group continues
to meet regularly and has expanded to include some neighbouring planning
authorities including the South Downs National Park and Basingstoke. The
group steers the panel's work in this area and also directly delivers projects
including the design awards and the maintenance of design guidance.



Design Guidance. In 2010 PUSH member authorities agreed the PUSH
design charter. In 2011 PUSH published a Model for supplementary planning
guidance and an advisory design guidance manual. This guidance is purely
advisory, It is intended to be aspirational and inspirational. It does not have
legal status. Some partner Local Planning Authorities have however chosen to
use it to inform the development of Locally adopted Supplementary Planning
Guidance.



Training. Following the publication of the design guidance a programme of
training for planning officers and members was delivered by the Solent Centre
for Architecture.



The establishment of the Solent Design Awards which were first run in 2010.
These awards were renamed the Solent Quality Place Awards when run in
2019.

DESIGN BULLETINS
5.

In 2016 the Design Practitioner Group noted that some elements of the original
design manual needed to be brought up to date. In 2017 Eastleigh Borough Council
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were commissioned to produce a series of design bulletins (see Appendix 1). The
bulletins, like the original manual, are advisory. They are intended to provide
inspiration and set aspirations, but do not have legal status. The four bulletins cover:





Car parking
Trees in housing developments
Residential layout and connectivity
The use of materials.

6.

It is intended that the bulletins be maintained as live documents. The bulletins will
therefore need to be amended in the light of changes in national and local policy.
With this in mind the practitioner group is actively engaging with Highway Authority
colleagues across South Hampshire, in relation to policy proposals relating to the
adoption and maintenance of highways. It will also be useful to link this work, with the
development of the PfSH Greenprint.

7.

Members of the Joint Committee will be invited to note the production of the four
bulletins and agree these should be added to the design in the built environment
section on the Partnership for South Hampshire website. Members are also invited to
note the desire to further update the bulletins.

8.

In keeping with the approach followed when PUSH published the original model SPG
and design guidance in 2011, member Planning Authorities are invited to consider
how the bulletins can support local policy, and the engagement of members in
discussions regarding good design practice.

SOLENT DESIGN AWARDS
9.

The fifth iteration of the Solent Quality Place Awards were run in 2019. In order to
emphasise a desire to focus on place making rather than the design of individual
buildings the name of the awards was changed from design to quality of place. In
previous years it had been possible to attract significant sponsorship; sadly this did
not prove possible in 2019. However in-house delivery did have significant
advantages in that it allowed the practitioner group to use the judging process to
develop skills and build familiarity with good practice across the South Hampshire
area.

10. The Practitioner Group would like to proceed with the next iteration of the awards in
2022 and will over the coming year develop a proposal - possibly working in
partnership with other organisations such as the Hampshire Urban Design Group.
The proposals for the 2022 awards will be presented to Joint Committee later in the
year, when PfSH may then be asked to contribute to the funding of the awards as
has been the case in the past.
CREATIVE INDUSTRIES
11. The sector faces significant challenges as a result of the pandemic, the focus for
work in the coming year will be on support required to achieve recovery. The work
programme is guided by the declaration that was published in 2018 and falls under
four headings.
Connectivity
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12. Creative Network South uses micro grants in order to promote connectivity and
opportunities for creatives, freelancers and enterprisers to showcase their work.
Organisations which have received support the past year include:
 DV Mission 48-hour film challenge
 The Ladies Wine, Dine and Design network Southampton
 Winchester Festival of Design
 Hack Pompey
 Hack Southampton
 Studio Provider Network South
 Venturefest South
13. The range of organisations supporting creatives to network within the area has grown
rapidly in recent years. Connectivity within the sector will continue to be vital to the
sectors growth, particularly during the period of recovery following the pandemic. In
2021 Creative Network South is committed to support DV Mission Film Challenge,
Venturefest South, Winchester Festival of Design, The Studio Provider Network
South and The Ladies Wine, Dine and Design network.
Skills and Work Based Learning
14. Creative Network South is working with The Solent Apprenticeship Hub to develop
apprenticeship and work based learning opportunities within the culture and creative
sectors. Since 2010 the Local youth arts organisation Artswork have delivered an
apprenticeship programme with PfSH support. This will continue into 2021, however,
the viability of delivering small cohort level 2 and 3 apprenticeships is proving
commercially challenging.
15. Artswork are additionally launching a kickstart programme which will generate
opportunities for young people to work on an agency basis within the sector, it is
hoped that this will then lead on to more permanent roles with the partner
organisations who will be engaging young people to deliver projects.
Enterprise
16. A key priority for the network has been supporting and sustaining early stage creative
enterprises and freelancers:
Creative Growth South
Since 2018 the Partnership for South Hampshire has funded Creative Growth
Southampton, (now Creative Growth South CGS). CGS is a partnership
between Creative Network South, Hampshire Chamber of Commerce, Solent
University and Southampton City Council.
The aim of the project is to help freelancers and early stage creative businesses
achieve sustainability, which frequently equates to an income of in excess of
£20,000 pa.
The mentoring element of the programme currently supports around 30
businesses per year, who each receive up to 6 hours support. Appendix 2
includes a review of the last two years activity and some example case studies.
Since the lockdown(s) the remit of CGS was extended to cover the whole of the
South Hampshire area. The project has also been rebranded as Creative
Growth South. CGS has worked closely with the Solent Growth Hub, who guide
appropriate businesses towards CGS for support.
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When CGS initially launched in 2018, Southampton Culture Trust acted as the
host for the project. When the culture trust was dissolved, Southampton City
Council directly took up the management of the initiative on a temporary basis.
This however was a short-term necessity and Hampshire Chamber of
Commerce have now agreed to act as host organisation and banker for the
project.
The panel has carried forward £10,000 in the hope that it would be matched by
Arts Council England. Unfortunately, in March, Arts Council England closed the
relevant funding programmes so it could focus on supporting its clients through
the pandemic. Southampton City Council have however agreed to match the
remaining £10,000 with £4,000 to maintain the programme through calendar
year 2021.
Discussions are taking place with the Solent Creatives Agency established by
Solent University to establish long term mainstream support for creative
freelancers and micro businesses in the Southampton Travel to Work Area.
Portsmouth Creates
In parallel to the work undertaken by Creative Growth South, Creative Network
South has also established a partnership with Portsmouth Creates which will
focus on offering support to arts organisations and creative businesses in the
Portsmouth Travel to Work Area.
£10,000 from the panel budget has therefore been used to support the
appointment of the Interim Chief Executive of Portsmouth Creates. Portsmouth
Creates propose to launch a business support programme in 2021, which will
cover the wider Portsmouth travel-to-work area.
Last year's report stated that it was anticipated that applications would be made
to Arts Council England to jointly fund creative industries business support in
both Portsmouth and Southampton. Unfortunately, due to the pandemic, Arts
Council England closed the relevant funding streams and the funds which were
to be used as match finance have been utilised to ensure the continuity of
service. In the coming year it is hoped that it will be possible to mainstream
delivery with existing organisations in both Southampton and Portsmouth. The
service will however be designed so that it covers the broader travel to work
areas of both cities.
Creative Network South would however like to further engage Arts Council
England in a discussion relating to the support of the cultural and creative
ecology in the area. CNS will therefore seek to work with Southampton City
Council, Portsmouth Creates and other partners to progress this discussion with
Arts Council England.
Workspaces
Workspaces play an important role within the creative and digital tech economy.
Businesses and freelancers tend to thrive within communities. Creative Network
South has worked closely with Solent Growth Hub to develop a web page to
promote flexible and creative workspaces in the South Hampshire area - see
link https://www.solentgrowthhub.co.uk/workspaces-in-hampshire/
The Categories of Space Covered are:


General Purpose Flexible (Office Space) – Co-Working Space, Serviced
Offices, Virtual Offices, Hot Desk Space.
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Boutique creative co working space – Co-working Spaces Designed to meet
the needs of creative and digital professionals.



Creative Studios and Workspaces– Focusing on the needs of Artists ,
Designers and Creatives. Most of these spaces are run by social enterprises
and strive to provide spaces artists can afford.



Incubator Spaces – Spaces which provide accommodation and support
services designed to develop the potential of fast growth businesses.



Maker Space – Mostly Not for Profit organisations Providing access to specialist
technology and skills to support designers, engineers and makers. Increasingly
some of the commercial incubator operators have also incorporated maker
space type equipment for the benefit of their clients.



Recording and Film Studios – Bookable Specialist recording and Film Studios

Creative Network South used £1,100 of funding to develop this resource. Lloyd
Atwell of Solent Growth Hub has very kindly plotted the sites on the map developed
by Portsmouth City Council. The list of spaces was researched by Creative Network
South, with input from the network of Economic Development officers in Partner
Local Authorities.
Visibility
17. A Key objective of Creative Network South has been to build awareness of the
strength of the creative economy in the South Hampshire area. In 2019 Creative
Network South and Hampshire Chamber of Commerce worked closely with the
Solent LEP to provide evidence to inform the then proposed local industrial strategy.
However due to the pandemic, discussion on the way in which the sector will be
treated within the local economic strategy was never completed and so further work
is needed in this area.
18. Creative Network South therefore proposes to refresh its dataset so that the impact
of the pandemic on the sector can be accurately tracked, we will do this in
partnership with the Chamber, Digital South, and other partners.
19. Creative Network South is also working closely with both Portsmouth Creates and
Southampton City of Culture to share its knowledge and experience of the sector. It
is noted that the importance of culture and creative industries in contributing to the
vitality of town centres and the local visitor economy is increasingly being
recognised.

RECOMMENDATION
It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee:
a) NOTES the work undertaken in preparing Quality Place Design Bulletins and
publish the 4 design bulletins alongside the existing design publications on the
PfSH website;
b) NOTES the desire to further update the bulletins in the light of changing local
and national policy;
c) NOTES proposal to review the delivery of the Solent design awards in
anticipation for the next awards in 2022;
d) NOTES the work of the panel in supporting creative industry development in
particular the promotion of: -
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o connectivity by using micro grants to increase opportunities for
networking and the showcasing of creative practice.
o Skills and progression - Working with partner organisations to enhance
work-based learning and pathways to employment within the creative
sector.
o Enterprise - Providing business support for freelancers and creative
entrepreneurs.
o Visibility - Working with Portsmouth Creates and Southampton City of
Culture amongst others to increase the visibility of the Creative Sector in
the Solent Area.
e) NOTES the development of joint resource with Solent growth hub mapping
provision of flexible and creative workspaces in South Hampshire;
f) NOTES intention to work with Southampton City Council, Portsmouth City
Council and Portsmouth Creates to engage Arts Council England in discussion
regarding how they will support the development of the cultural ecology and
creative economy in South Hampshire; and
g) AGREES a budget of £12,500 be added to the PfSH base budget for 2021-22 to
continue the work of the panel (subject to final approval as part of the 21/22
PfSH budget which will be presented to the Joint Committee in March 2021):
 £10,000 will be used support the work of Creative Network South.
 £2,500 to cover costs of facilitating panel activities.
 Agree that £10,000 carried over from 2019-20 can be used to match
£4,000 from Southampton City Council to continue the Creative Growth
Southampton project.
 Note that a request for funding to support the 2022 design awards will be
made in a year's time.

Appendices:

Appendix 1 – Design Bulletins
Appendix 2 – Case Studies

For general enquiries please contact:
Charles Freeman, Co-ordinator for the Culture, Creative Industries and Built
Environment Themed Panel.
Email: charlesgjfreeman@outlook.com
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Urban Design Bulletin 1
Trees in Housing Development
Quality Places Practitioners Group (QPPG) is composed of interested built environment professionals representing
local authorities from PfSH [Partnership for South Hampshire]: Eastleigh, East Hampshire, Fareham, Gosport, Havant,
Isle of Wight, New Forest, Portsmouth, Southampton, South Downs National Park, Test Valley and Winchester.

November 2019

2

Urban Design Bulletin 1 | Trees in Housing Development

Introduction
Trees can positively transform the character
of existing and new development through:

Aesthetic effects1
» Trees soften the built environment and
provide seasonal interest
» Provide greater intimacy and reduce
scale of spaces to human dimensions
» Help create character and 'sense of
place' in neighbourhoods and streets

9m visual street width

18m visual street width
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Physical effects
» Absorb particulate pollution, sequester
carbon, and provide oxygen
» Provide cooling through shading &
evapotranspiration
» Reduce storm runoff as part of SuDS
scheme
» Reduce wind speed
» Sound attenuation
Psychological benefits
» Add to a sense of well-being
» Provide a vertical traffic calming effect
» Improve links with natural world
(seasonal interest, birds and insects)

CO22
CO

Biodiversity
» Provide habitats for a wide variety of
birds, insects, fungi and mosses

Cooling

Economic benefits2
» Increase property values and
marketability

» Reduce building energy consumption
by shading, shielding and regulating
temperatures

Shade

Flood
Water

Pollution

Streets with trees contrast
with those of neighbouring
streets without them,
creating distinctiveness

Urban Design Bulletin 1 | Trees in Housing Development
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Common Issues
The following hinder the inclusion of trees
in the public realm:
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Design
» Trees are planted too near buildings
or to the highway for their expected
ultimate size, threatening foundations
(May invalidate NHBC certification)3
» Create excessive overshadowing- e.g.inappropriate selection of tree species
» Tree varieties poorly selected for site e.g. soil or climate
» Trees only located in private gardens
where there is no long term protection

Trees planted at the same time in restricted root soil volume have resulted in
the trees on the right suffering stunted growth

Breach of NHBC trees far too near to the building

Construction
» Damaging the roots of existing trees can
seriously harm and even kill them4
» New trees have inadequate and
compacted soil for their roots5
» Trees inadequately protected (against
vandalism, vehicle damage)
» Poor/ inadequate staking leading to
potential wind toppling
» Inadequate irrigation during
establishment period
» Service design, including street lighting
Shadowing impact after planting
is not integrated with tree planting
layout

Service line

Tree Planting trench

Service line

Proposed tree conflicts with proposed lighting design & underground services

Management / Maintenance
» Strimmer damage leads to tree death
» Lack of mulch stunts growth
» Excessive highway management problems
(not adoptable by HCC)3
» Tree management plans should be
referenced back to material conditions for
approved developments

a
b

b

a. Proposed trees are near houses, so can only be small or fastigiate species (ideal 7m minimum distance for medium
sized trees)
b. Proposed tree and lamp post position in conflict

Strimmer damage- no mulch, no
stake, no strimmer guards

4
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Addressing Issues
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Layout should allow for street trees
» Incorporate on through routes (large
trees) and side streets (medium sized
trees)
» Ideally 10m and 7m minimum distance
from houses for large and medium sized
trees respectively6
» Within layout allow for occasional large
trees 10m from homes, e.g. in pocket
parks7
» Highest level in street hierarchy could
be tree-lined boulevards or avenues8
» Trees in highway need to meet HCC
requirement for adoption
» Proposed trees should be plotted on
same plan as proposed services and
lighting design6
» Plant trees in groups with shared soil
space where possible, in continuous
trenches
Tree varieties need to be selected for
the site and purpose8
» Soil type, shade/ sun, water, space,
pollution and salt winds
» On countryside edge, trees chosen
based on landscape character help
developments 'fit'
» Biodiversity value, seasonal interest,
size and shape, fruiting, leaf fall, air
quality effects
» A site wide strategy allows tree
selection to reinforce distinct character
areas
» Certain tree varieties better for SuDS
and mitigating air pollution

The detailed design and specification of
tree planting and protection1
Existing trees need to be well protected
during construction
» Trees need to be staked properly
» Trees need to be mulched in grass areas
and strimmer damage avoided (guards)
» Trees in high vandalism areas may need
wire guards
» Trees may need vehicle guards in car
parks
» Trees in hard areas will need suitable
tree pits often with root soil crates or
special soils to prevent compaction
» Sufficient tree establishment period

7m

Ideal distance for medium tree from building

Trees used to reinforce distinct character areas

10m

Ideal minimum distance for large tree from
building
Trees add seasonal interest and improve air quality in urban areas

Strimmer guard

A good example of a tree with
correct staking and mulch

Tree wire mesh vandalism
deterrent

Tree guard protection in car
park

To achieve a good street tree presence, trees
should be planted at regular intervals

Urban Design Bulletin 1 | Trees in Housing Development
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Case study: Monk's Brook
Monk's Brook is a recent 168 mixed
dwelling development in Eastleigh.
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The overall tree strategy is to:
» Retain significant individuals and groups
of trees, including TPO trees; enhance
the existing network of trees with
new planting to provide a landscape
structure that reinforces movement
corridors. (See fig 1)
» Reinforce the character area of the main
access link. A different variety of tree is
selected to punctuate the movement
corridor.7 (See fig 2)
» Ensure the street lights are at least 5m
away from the mature canopy of the
tree in order to allow easy access for
maintenance, and to reduce the shading
impact of the tree itself. (See fig 3)

Fig 7

Fig 6

» Maximise the number of proposed trees
which can be accommodated in a very
constrained site in order to reinforce the
leafy character of the location. (See fig 4)
» Reduce the visual impact of car parking in
the street and also help to reduce traffic
speeds. The designated open space with
existing and proposed trees in the site will
provide residents with year round colour
and interest. (See fig 5,6 & 7)

The proposed tree strategy and the location and extent of the existing trees together with the proposed
trees (both large and medium / small tree species)

Fig 1

Fig 2

Fig 3

Fig 5

Fig 4

6
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References, useful links and further information:
1 - www.tdag.org.uk

Further information:

2 - Valuing London's Urban Forest - Results of the London i-Tree Eco Project, Treeconomics, 2015

Tree Planting Design Guide Supporting Notes, Bristol City Council

3 - Building Near Trees, NHBC Supplementary Resource - Chapter 4.2

Landscape Checklist for New Development in Hampshire, Hampshire Local Government Landscape Group, 2006

4 - BS 5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction. Recommendations

www.greenblue.com

5 - Trees, People and the Built Environment: Proceedings of the Urban Trees Research Conference, 13–14 April 2011.
The Forestry Commission, Edinburgh, 2012

www.urbantreecover.org

6 - Companion Document to Manual for Streets, Hampshire County Council, 2010
7 - Quality Places, SPD, Eastleigh, Adopted 2011
8 - Trees and the Public Realm, Westminster City Council, 2011

Urban air quality, Woodland Trust, 2012
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November 2019

Urban Design Bulletin 2 | Parking in New Residential Developments

2

Introduction to Best Practice
General residential car parking
standards (parking spaces per dwelling)

Allocated and Unallocated Parking
Spaces

Each Local Authority has its own parking
standards that set the number of spaces
required. Spaces can be accommodated in
various ways, with fewer spaces normally
required in areas with good access to
public transport, such as in or near urban
centres and main arterial routes.

Unallocated car spaces are the most
efficient way of meeting parking need.
Allocating spaces requires further
provision of spaces for visitors. In areas of
high demand there may be a risk of these
being abused. Allocated spaces offer a
greater level of certainty as each resident
has a dedicated space.

Different ways of accommodating cars:
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»

On-street parking is convenient and
vehicles are visible, spaces may be
restricted by street trees, although
breaks in long lines of parking should be
introduced for visual amenity

»

Rear mews and courts remove cars
from the streetscene but are land
hungry, can suffer from lack of natural
surveillance and reduce street activity

»

Front courts can provide efficient
parking in the public realm but design
solutions need to reduce the visual
dominance of cars

1

»

Garages are relatively secure but
inefficient as only about 50% are used
for car storage

»

Car ports provide some shelter and are
utilised more often than garages

»

Undercroft parking is space efficient but
can create dead frontage

»

Underground car parking is efficient but
the cost can be prohibitive and accesses
create dead frontage. Half in/half out
solutions can be more cost effective
Garages and Driveways

3

4

Space cannot be
used by others
Allocated parking spaces

Additional space
required

On-street parking

2

Activity moves away
from the street to the rear
Rear court parking

Unallocated parking spaces
Activity tends to move from
the street into the rear spaces

Rear parking

Front court parking

Space available for onstreet parking reduced
Car Ports

Undercroft Parking if overused creates dead
frontage

Urban Design Bulletin 2 | Parking in New Residential Developments

3

Common Issues
Poorly designed parking fails to support the »
streetscene and results in the dominance
of vehicles, hard surfaces and signs and
lines. This often results in:
»
» Front gardens used for car parking,
resulting in dead frontage and dropped
»
kerbs and cross-falls that can be
detrimental to pedestrians

Page 49

»

Curtilage parking reducing or preventing
»
unallocated on-street parking

»

Clutter of signs and lines

»

Tarmac and white marking of spaces,
numbers etc.

»

Hindrance to pedestrian and cycle
movements

»

High levels of on-street parking on
narrow roads may hinder access for key
road users: emergency vehicles, buses,
refuse lorries and deliveries

»

Vehicles overhanging footways or
parked on pavements cause an
obstruction to pedestrians and
can force vulnerable users into the
carriageway

»

Badly designed layouts can lead to poor
and inconsiderate parking. Over-use
of bollards to control this results in a
cluttered streetscene.

»

Too many garages or undercroft
parking spaces in a length of street
create dead frontage, this reduces
natural surveillance and creates an
uncomfortable environment

»

Parked vehicles block views from
ground floor rooms towards the street

Detrimental impact on ground floor
residents of car headlights, noise and
air pollution
Large areas of hard surface are
unsightly and create excessive run-off
Oil stains on paving are unsightly,
difficult to remove, degrade the
materials and create a slip hazard
Trampling of plants and
compaction of soil in
landscape beds adjacent to
parking spaces

Loss of front boundaries degrades the streetscene
and creates pedestrian/vehicular conflict

»

Lack of space for the effective
establishment of street trees
and green infrastructure

»

Lack of infrastructure planning
Car-dominated streetscape of road
for electric, autonomous
& parking
/ connected autonomous
vehicles hinders ability to
retrofit technology

Excessive tarmac

Unsightly entrances

Parking not integrated

Badly designed layouts and shrub beds
liable to be trampelled.

Parking dominated streetscape

Pollution from parking

Disturbance from headlights

Inconsiderate parking

Garages create a dull façade and
dead frontage

Dull streetscape of parking spaces

Urban Design Bulletin 2 | Parking in New Residential Developments
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Addressing Issues
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»

Provide a mix of car parking solutions
for large sites

»

Reduce visual impact by introducing
tree planting and varying surface
materials

»

Use alternative materials to white paint
to mark surfaces and delineate bays

»

Create permeable surfaces of
blockwork, SMP asphalt etc. to enable
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems

»

Garages, car ports and car spaces
should be set behind or in line with, the
building line

»

Avoid the excessive repetition of
garages / undercroft parking and limit
runs of undercroft parking spaces to
three

»

Clearly marked out individual spaces
encourage efficient and considerate
parking habits

»

Shared spaces and home zones can
create a highly efficient use of space,
enabling circulation areas to also act
as social and play spaces but care
is needed to minimise the risk of
inconsiderate parking

»

Provide buffer space between planting
and parking to avoid the risk of damage
to shrubs and soil by trampling

»

Minimize the size of rear parking courts

»

Design out opportunities for pavement
/ inconsiderate parking

»

Design out the need for bollards etc. to
control inconsiderate parking

Visual impact of car parking is reduced by tree and shrub planting and varied paving

Permeable paving reduces run-off

Car parking bays should be delineated by changes in material, size and textures, rather than white paint

Planting and varied surfacing reduces impact of parking areas

Car set back behind front boundary structures reduces visual impact

Urban Design Bulletin 2 | Parking in New Residential Developments

Extra 300-400 mm buffer strip to
protect soft landscape

Parking bays reserved for car club
vehicles

Physical measures for tackling inconsiderate parking can be treated
individually
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Rear court parking with mitigating features

Parking square with tree planting

Imaginative landscape design controls parking and improves the environment in this
home-zone layout

Houses separated from parking and vehicles by a hedge

5

»

Design fenestration to enable natural
surveillance, particularly of rear parking
courts

»

Protect ground floor residents from car
headlights, noise and air pollution, with
a buffer of at least 3m from a habitable
room comprising walls and /or hedges
and shrub planting

»

Where it is economically viable provide
underground car parking with access
ramps located to minimise impact on
the streetscene

»

Protect against inconsiderate parking,
through use of physical measures and
parking management regimes. Where
there is serious risk of inconsiderate
parking obstructing bus routes or
other circulation, councils may seek
CIL or Section 106 payments to fund
enforcement.

»

Car clubs can encourage a reduction in
the need for parking spaces, research
suggests around a third of users have
deferred a planned vehicle purchase
and that for every car club vehicle
on the street members have sold
approximately four vehicles

»

Safeguard land to enable infrastructure
to be installed at a future date
for electric vehicle charging and
autonomous vehicles in a way that
supports the streetscene

6

Design
Bulletinin2New
| Parking
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Urban DesignUrban
Bulletin
2 | Parking
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References, useful links and further information:
1 - Car Parking: What works where, English Partnerships, 2006
2 - Manual for Streets, Department for Transport, 2007
3 - Companion Document to Manual for Streets, Hampshire County Council, 2010
4 - Traffic Management Policy & Guidance, Hampshire County Council, 2014
5 - Quality Places, SPD, Eastleigh, Adopted 2011
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authorities from PfSH [Partnership for South Hampshire]: Eastleigh, East Hampshire, Fareham, Gosport, Havant, Isle of
Wight, New Forest, Portsmouth, Southampton, South Downs National Park, Test Valley and Winchester.

September 2019
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Urban Design Bulletin 3 | Residential Layout and Connectivity

Introduction to Best Practice
Urban design is a multi-faceted discipline,
that in summary seeks to achieve the
following1:
» Character: townscape and landscape
that responds to and reinforces locally
distinctive patterns of development,
landscape and culture
» Continuity and enclosure: continuity of
street frontages, enclosure of space by
development, clearly defined private
and public areas

Page 54

» Network of greenspaces and public
places: promotion of public spaces
and attractive routes, safe, uncluttered
places that are accessible and inclusive
to all, including disabled, elderly, young
and vulnerable people

» Safe places: design out crime and
enhance community safety holistically
» Sustainability: places that make
effective use of natural resources and
mitigate against climate change, where
the whole-life costs of materials have
been considered

LEGIBLE
ROUTES

DIVERSITY
I.E A NURSERY

» Cohesive and vibrant neighbourhoods:
places that foster health, well being and
a high quality of life, with a mix of uses
and good access to public transport

To ensure places have a sense of identity,
developers are advised involve the Local
Planning Authority at the earliest stages
and engage in pre-application discussion.
Investing time up-front maximises
opportunities for delivering quality places.

SAFETY ENHANCED
THROUGH NATURAL
SURVEILLANCE
LANDMARK
FEATURES

CONTINUITY AND
ENCLOSURE

» Safe, connected and efficient streets:
accessibility and local permeability,
connecting places and making them
easy to move through, putting people
before vehicular traffic and integrating
land uses and transport
» Legibility: recognisable routes,
intersections, nodes and landmarks to
help people find their way around
» Adaptability: development that
can respond to changing social,
technological and economic conditions
» Diversity: a mix of compatible uses that
work together to create viable places
that respond to local needs

UNCLUTTERED
SAFE, ATTRACTIVE
& RECOGNIZABLE
ROUTES
INCLUSIVE ACCESS

Urban Design Bulletin 3 | Residential Layout and Connectivity
Common Issues: Layout
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Common Issues: Connectivity

The following hinder the efficient use of
land and/or create low quality places:
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» Lack of joined-up thinking resulting in
isolated, piecemeal developments
» Failure to integrate new developments
with the existing fabric through careful
analysis and consideration of local
distinctiveness
» Layout overly influenced by distributor
roads and cul-de-sacs, at the cost of
permeability and character
» Convoluted road layouts that are
detrimental to legibility and fail to
accommodate bus routes
» Streets designed without consideration
of street trees or other soft landscape
» Dominance of one form of house type
fails to create variety or character
» Suburban sprawl resulting from use of
village scale and density
» Poor replication of traditional
architectural style and inappropriate
use on large volume buildings

» Unnecessary doubling up of circulation
creates vehicular-dominated places
» SLOAP (Space Left Over After Planning)
is dead space with no clear purpose or
ownership that often becomes unsightly
over time
» Dead frontages caused by long lines of
integrated garages, FOGs, close boarded
fences and uses such as industrial or
large retail units
» Public and private areas not clearly
defined

NO TREES IN
PUBLIC REALM

» Bin storage not well considered,
resulting in cluttered frontages
» Parking dominating building frontages
» Overly engineered roads and junctions
create intimidating environments for
pedestrians and cyclists
» Design speeds over 20mph discourage
walking and cycling

EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT

POORLY DESIGNED
LARGE VOLUME
BUILDINGS

» Poor connections to existing pedestrian/
cycle networks, potentially causing
greater dependence on cars
» Lack of filtered permeability to prioritise
active travel
» Level change/topography used as an
excuse to avoid linkages
» Poor walking routes to public transport
stops encourages people to drive
PIECEMEAL, SMALL
DEVELOPMENT SITE.

POOR INTEGRATION
WITH EXISTING FABRIC

POORLY ENCLOSED
SPACE & LEGIBILITY
ISSUES

DEVELOPMENT
DOMINATED BY
SEMI/DETACHED
HOUSES
CONTRIBUTES
TO SUBURBAN
SPRAWL

UNCONNECTED
CUL-DE-SACS
SLOAP
EXCESSIVE REPETITION
OF STANDARD HOUSE
TYPES

Doubling up of circulation

Level change, no linkage

Poor example of new / proposed development

POOR
CONNECTIONS

4
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Addressing Issues: Layout
» Assess the site in relation to its context,
and demonstrate an understanding of
local distinctiveness to help inform a
unique design response1, 2
» Create strong street hierarchies to aid
legibility and temper vehicle speed
appropriately throughout the scheme
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» Create a user hierarchy that puts
pedestrians first and consider that
people use space differently depending
on their culture, age, level of mobility
etc., therefore spaces need to be
designed with inclusive access for all1, 2
» Create attractive and safe routes to
public transport stops and interchanges
that are well lit and overlooked
» Avoid an over-reliance on shared use
routes to accommodate cyclists as
this can be intimidating to vulnerable
pedestrians - provide dedicated cycling
infrastructure where vehicle speeds
over 20mph are likely

ATTRACTIVE VIEWS

» Orientate development to respond to
landform3 unless local distinctiveness
dictates otherwise

TOPOGRAPHY

» Maximise solar gain and capture low
winter sun by orientating façades with
generous fenestration within 300 of due
south where practical3

GREEN SPACE

» Trees, soft landscape and ecological
features should be retained where
appropriate with new planting carefully
considered in relation to context4
MICROCLIMATE

WATER BODIES

Site characteristics

» Retain high quality built form buildings, boundary treatments,
traditional kerb lines etc.
» Clearly distinguish private, semi-private,
and private space through use of different
surface materials, fences / walls and
planting

EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT

» Ensure play areas and the routes to
them are well overlooked
BUILDING HEIGHTS/
SCALE

A

» Ensure the setting of designated and
non-designated heritage assets are
preserved or enhanced

ARCHITECTURAL
ELEMENTS

C

» Retain and enhance significant
landscape and ecological features

B

» Utilise topography and respond to
landform to create cohesive roofscapes
» Follow the grain of good quality
existing development to enhance and
strengthen local character

PUBLIC
BUILDING

FACILITIES AND
SERVICES

F

G

D

E

H

I
MATERIALS

Passive solar heating

Character Areas identified in plan

Character area vision

FRONTAGE
TREATMENT
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Addressing Issues: Connectivity
» Character areas can highlight different
parts of a scheme and aid legibility
through density, materials, activities,
open space, land uses and building
design, their boundaries should ideally
be located along the centre of blocks

» Ensure linkages to existing networks
are seamless, introducing filtered
permeability where necessary to
prioritise active travel
» Create permeable development that
prioritises pedestrians and cyclists with
good active travel connections through
and between neighbourhoods
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» Focus higher density around centres /
main routes to develop the critical mass
needed to support service provision,
using a mix of terraces, townhouses and » Provide good active travel access to
local public transport services, and
apartments
ensure waiting areas are attractive and
» Places where people are likely to gather
well lit and overlooked
and interact e.g. outside schools, local
» Avoid excessively permeable design, for
and district centres, or near parades
example modernist layouts that feature
of shops, should be emphasised with
many pavilion buildings with poorly
distinctive high quality design buildings
defined public spaces between
and spaces

Accordia, varying densities

» Place pedestrian, cycle and vehicular
networks side by side, only segregate
active travel routes where these would
be more direct than the road network,
or better tie into an existing networks

» Avoid overly-engineered street layouts
with generous junction radii
» Extend pavements across junctions and
include courtesy crossings to reinforce
pedestrian desire lines
» Design residential streets with a
maximum design speed of 20mph

Parallel Crossing (zebra crossing and cycle
crossing). Tight junction radii slow vehicle speeds
and support pedestrian desire lines.

6
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References, useful links and further information:
1 - National Design Guide, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 2019
2 - Urban Design Compendium, English Partnerships, 2000
3 - Quality Places, SPD, Eastleigh, Adopted 2011
4 - Landscape Checklist for New Development in Hampshire, Hampshire Local Government Landscape Group, 2006

Further Information:
Manual for Streets, Department for Transport, 2007
Building for life 12, Design Council CABE, Design for Homes, House Builders Federation, 2018
High Quality Places, SPD, Winchester City Council, Adopted 2015
www.old-maps.co.uk
The value of Urban Design, CABE, 2001
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Wight, New Forest, Portsmouth, Southampton, South Downs National Park, Test Valley and Winchester.
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Introduction to Best Practice:
Material palettes for new development
should respect the site’s context and
enhance local distinctiveness in terms of
character, scale, texture and colour.
» Arrange and combine materials to
support the architectural approach and
create a high quality appearance
» Regardless of the range of building and
hard landscape materials proposed,
they must all complement each other1
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» Different materials can be used to
create distinctive character within
a development, aiding legibility and
creating a more varied and visually
enriched streetscene
» Prefabricated elements which reduce
waste will be supported if they are
robust and of high visual quality
» Consider the whole life cost of
materials from the outset. Materials
requiring frequent replacement are a
maintenance liability. The sustainability
of materials should be balanced against
their embodied energy in specification
decisions.
» Local Highway Authorities should adopt
a flexible approach to enable the use
of alternative materials, landscape
treatments and features, charging for
adoption if necessary

Common Issues: Streets and Spaces
» Where context fails to warrant use of
local materials, use of a more varied
materials palette can be appropriate

» Inflexible application of standard
construction details and materials
resulting in vehicle-dominated
environments
In addition, all materials should meet the
» Material life shortened by inappropriate
following criteria and be2:
specification, e.g. using paviors in areas
with high vehicle turning movements
» Fit for purpose
or where channelised flow and lack
» Safe for purpose
of suitable substructure will result in
rutting and the break up of the surface
» Durable (suitable for local climate)
»
Poor detailing and no regard to local
» Sustainable (manufacture & energy use)
distinctiveness or, overly complicated
» Appropriate
details requiring awkward cutting that is
difficult to maintain
» Aesthetically pleasing
» Poor quality materials that lead to
» Preferably locally distinctive
increased maintenance costs
Locally made and/or used materials
include:

» Over dominance of a single material
» Light / buff coloured tarmac or resin
bonded gravel in areas with vehicular
access is prone to discolouration from
tyre marks or fluid leaks. Bonded
gravel should be laid in panels to assist
reinstatement.
» Colour fade in pigmented concrete
paving
» Clashing colours, e.g. between the
warmer red tones of building brick
and the colder tones of some concrete
paviors
» Insufficient consideration given to the
practical implications for paving at
layout design stage

» Traditional Hampshire red/orange
stock bricks
» Granite (as used along dock edges)
» Pennant Sandstone
» Purbeck Stone
Fluid leak & tyre marks

Durability issues

Material changes & clutter from road markings

» If a high quality material is locally
common, consider using it as the
foundation for the palette. If a variety of
building materials are in use locally, any
new materials must be complementary
to these.
Poor detailing and materials choice will lead to high maintenance costs. These examples illustrate spalling and cracking due to the omission of movement
joints.
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Common Issues: Buildings

Dead frontage creates a bland environment

Unequal weathering of facing timber

Contemporary detailing unrelated to local context
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Over use of single building material creates a monotonous and illegible environment

Simple material palette adds variety

Complementary variety

Poor weathering

Poor detailing, water damage

» Visual confusion on façades as a result
of complicated materials palette
» Materials palette is not complementary,
creating jarring streetscenes
» Lack of, or no consideration of
ornamentation, proportion or detailing
» Changes in materials fail to relate to the
proportions of the building and create
small areas of timber or render
» Lack of, or no regard to the local
vernacular resulting in lack of local
distinctiveness
» Specified changes of materials on
façades that fail to relate to a change
of purpose e.g. ending a vista, aiding
legibility, or visually breaking up the
mass of the building
» Unimaginative and over-use of one or
two materials can create monotonous
street scenes of similar house types,
with lack of interest and variation,
contributing to poor legibility
» Some materials weather badly and
can discolour over time, e.g. render.
North facing façades are prone to algae
growth, south facing façades are prone
to mould.
» Untreated timber cladding systems,
or naturally weathering materials that
have a tendency to weather unevenly
if not detailed carefully and lose their
harmonious appearance
» Cost cutting using prefabricated
materials with no regard for visual
impact
» Poor detailing and/or installation
leading to water damage on façades

4
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Addressing issues - Surface materials:
» Develop a wider but not excessive
palette of materials
» Delineate spaces by change in material
» High quality materials with proven
durability
» All parties should be encouraged to
consider innovative use of materials,
processes or techniques2
» Use materials to aid in strengthening
the development of a distinctive
character3, 5
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» Character area articulation in large
developments should not rely solely on
colour changes in concrete paving
» Allow space for soft landscape and
green infrastructure
» Respond to local character and
history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials, while not
preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation3, 6
» Resolve surface material treatments
from the onset of the design process,
as identified in Design Codes and/or an
accompanying Pattern Book

Vertical and surface material change

Demarcation by change in material

Consider the lifetime of materials to ensure durability especially in trafficked areas

Materials used for benefit of access such as this
low-splay kerb

Paving courses should be aligned to reinforce
overall specific objectives and quality

Complementary materials add visual interest and
contrast without cluttering the streetscene
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Key building: focal point and
material treatment.

Addressing issues - Building materials

Surface material change,
indicate changing character,
lower speed, increase of
pedestrian activity.

» Develop a palette of materials that
reflects local distinctiveness but avoid
using too many materials on a single
building
» Use materials to aid in strengthening
the creation of distinctive character4

Building material: change to
indicate character, provide
interest and legibility,
diversity and and interest.

» Respond to local character and
history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials, while not
preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation3, 6
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Boundary treatment:
Variation in materials
depending on prominence
in the streetscene.
Publicly visible boundaries
shall be marked by walls,
railings or hedges.

» Promote some degree of uniformity
across a development, in particular
within a designated character area
» Promote the use of locally sourced
construction and building treatment
materials

Roof materials support
character areas, and add
definition and variation to
standard house types.

» High quality materials with proven
durability
» All parties should be encouraged to
consider innovative use of materials,
processes or techniques1
* For illustrative purposes only
» Identify key buildings in new
development and highlight through
material choices, including the
specification of ‘stand out’ materials
» Avoid blank walls facing the public
realm, introduce active frontages3, 4
» Use design codes to help guide material
choices within a new development5
» Use material changes to mitigate the
impact of taller buildings, for example,
to recessed upper floors

Contemporary and more traditional palettes of complementary
materials and detailing

Creating texture from a single
material

Utlizing few materials to good effect

Urban &
Design
Bulletin
4 | Surface & Building Materials
Urban Design Bulletin 4 | Surface
Building
Materials
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1 - Quality Places, SPD, Eastleigh, Adopted 2011

4 - Urban Design Compendium, English Partnerships, 2000

2 - Manual for Streets, Department for Transport, 2007

5 - Building for life 12, Design Council CABE, Design for Homes, House Builders Federation, 2018

3 - National Design Guide, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 2019

6 - National Planning Policy Framework, Department for Communities and Local Government,
London, Updated 2019
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Case Study 1 - Adam Carley – TouchSkye Designs
About your business?
I am a creative consultant, I have been trading now for just over a year, I work with
businesses, organisations and individuals’ offering unique creative solutions for their
business problems whether that is through branding, marketing, digital content and
finding a unique way of telling their stories.
What is your skillset?
I am skilled in graphic design, digital content productions and media production, I
spent about a decade now doing design and digital content work mixed in with some
video content. I found myself working for myself on the back of previous roles, I
spent time being an in-house graphic designer for various organisations from junior,
medium to senior level design. Moving on from there I was able to take clients from
outside that full-time job, was able to provide brand guidelines, social media and
video content, I found myself getting more and more enquiries enough to enable me
to take it full time.
What motivates you?
When I went to launch myself, I ended up dying two weeks into it, I had a heart
attack a completely unknown condition there was a genetic default with my heart. I
was just at the gym like any other regular evening and I just happened to drop dead
there on the spot. It was an eye-opening experience that there was nothing left to
lose. A lot of people have insecurities about taking steps forward because they are
worried about the financial structure and the instability of working for yourself and
their capability and hitting rock bottom, but the truth of the matter is there is no
further rock bottom than being dead. I had already ticked that one off of my bucket
list. Anything I do is far better than doing nothing, I had literally nothing left to lose
and having that crazy medical incident helped me move my mindset to get on with it.
What business challenges do you face?
One of my biggest challenges at the moment is my lack of marketing, I have been
fortunate that I’ve not had to do a lot of marketing as I’ve had a lot of referrals, I’m a
year into my own business and I’ve still do not have my own website; it has purely
been referrals but because of Covid and less networking and social activities I am
going to have to look at my digital marketing activities. The best thing for me is to be
able to connect to a worldwide audience. I’ve been able to connect to international
work from Australia and Belgium so I am not relying on local networking this has
been one of the positives from Covid. Digital people have the ability to do that.
Is accommodation an issue for you?
Yes, it is an issue the building I am in at the moment is going to close because there
are not enough busiensses in there to pay the rent, because of Covid a lot of them
have had to pack up and it has caused a ripple effect for the rest of us. I’ve had to
set up an office at home and that is a bit of a problem for me.
What is the value of having a mentor?
Mentoring has been pretty useful for me; in fact it has been great. It is nice to speak
to a mentor who you can talk to who has seen businesses go through the same
issues similar to mine and able to give me examples of things that other businesses
have faced. A mentor is able to pick out what is more viable to spend time on than
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other things. I think when you start out you are so wide eyed and open you don’t
know which direction to go in and a mentor is able to narrow down and give you a bit
of direction to focus on which is a really good lesson. It was a mistake I made at the
beginning and having a business mentor really helped with that. When you are in
business you don’t want to think that you don’t have the skills so being able to send
an email to someone to say I am unsure about this could you give me some advice
and them coming back saying ‘sure’ lets have a meeting, a coffee or jump on Zoom
for an hour - it gives some clarity on the direction or problem you are facing. It really
helps going forward knowing that there is someone there. When you are in
university or education you can literally put your hand up and get an answer but
when you are in business it could be weeks or months before you find that answer to
the direction you need to go in and a mentor can really streamline that process. It is
knowing that there is somebody there and being able to chat to someone like Nicky it
is unbelievably reassuring. We’ve met up for coffee or emails a few times and it has
always been like meeting a friend, but a friend who has a gift for you that is going to
help you progress. If I could encourage anything it is to have a mentor when starting
out.
What else can be done to help you develop?
I would be good to have some sort of client directory or something like. It would be
good if businesses could go to an established business that can help you in these
particular industries. So often a lot of businesses I’ve worked for have put messages
out on Facebook if they have an issue or they go to an agency or something like that
and more often than not an agency will just match you up with that ‘title’ it may not be
exactly what you need. Myself as a Consultant I can analyse the problem and either
recommend my services or someone else.
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Case Study 2 - Gullu Kandrou
Your business Name, Services, how long have you been trading?
My business name is very simply Gullu Kandrou, you can find my website
at:https://gullukandrou.wixsite.com/mysite. You can find my online shop at:
gullukandrouart.bigcartel.com. I provide many art and writing services, these include
digital portraits, digital and analogue collage, written opinion pieces, poetry pieces,
minor editing for photographs and selling Fine Art Prints.
Tell me about your skills, how did you find yourself working for yourself?
I’m a Fine Artist, writer and advocate. Before I even graduated university, I landed
my first grant and found myself creating work for an exhibition about accessibility for
physically disabled people in relation to the “Stupid Cities” in which they live. This
has been postponed until April 2021 due to Covid. The project is a collaboration with
Little Lost Robot Studios and Bath Spa University. After this, I then had the courage
to apply to the Tate Collective’s open call and was chosen as one of the artists. I
found myself continuing in this way, applying to grants and open calls - sometimes
getting them, sometimes being rejected and found it was difficult to sustain alone.
Meanwhile, I was maintaining my art practice, of course. As a creative, I find you
always need an outlet and my FMP work had developed and come to a new stage of
emotion, which you can see in the work. It can be found on my website and I
regularly post updates there and, on my Instagram, on Instagram I’m
@gullukandrouart
Is there something unique about you that you have achieved (it could even be
a health issue you have overcome or something else if you are prepared to
share it will inspire others to overcome similar issues) when trying to work for
themselves?
For me, my biggest issues lie in the fact that I have multiple health issues and
disabilities, as well as being neurodivergent. I have ADHD, which makes it difficult at
times to concentrate on the task at hand, but when I get myself into the right setting,
nothing can distract me and I am so set upon my task that I will find myself not
having noticed that the sun has gone down. I know it’s frowned upon to talk about
medication, but I think sometimes it needs to be done; and people shouldn’t be
scared to say they take it, to help them overcome their difficulties. But the opposite is
true, if someone doesn’t take it, that isn’t bad either! I feel like I have come to a place
where I know how and when to pace myself, (whether I do it is another story). When
I push myself, it leads to burn out. I think that’s why working for myself is helpful, as it
allows me to work around relapses of my health: (a “relapse” is what is known in the
disabled community as a set-back in your health).
Your clients – what type of work/clients are you looking for. Is some of your
work reliant on tendering or grants and do you need support with this?
I would love to do more writing. I’m writing from a BAME/ BIPOC, queer, disabled,
working class and second-generation immigrant background. I would also love to
work with more people of a similar background but also, I would love to educate
people who are not of this background and widen their world view; perhaps teaching
them something they have not yet considered. Quite a bit of my work is reliant on
grants and at the moment it is quite a competitive business, it would be great if there
was support for this along my journey.
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What business challenges do you have at the moment and see looming in the
current climate?
Mainly the purchasing power of the customer is the biggest one. Will they be
choosing to buy a print? Are they choosing their rent/food etc over buying a print?
I’ve been in that situation, I grew up in that situation, I know what it’s like. It’s
completely natural and nothing to be ashamed about. There’s such a taboo about it
in society but there shouldn’t be, especially with what’s going on and so many more
people losing their jobs or having their hours cut. I’m also worried about clients
pulling out because of unforeseen circumstances. Anything could happen in these
times. I know I got ill in mid-March, but as we’ve seen in rare cases people get
reinfected, so I’m not out of the woods, even though I’ve had the infection. It feels
like, no matter how reliable someone is, we’re all unreliable to an extent - through no
fault of our own - and that’s incredibly scary as a business owner who relies on
predictability and reliability.
Is accommodation an issue for you, i.e. finding space or the cost?
I do struggle with space; I have a box room which I use as an office but it’s really
difficult to create art in there. My art supplies take up a lot of the room, especially
with collaging you need to have a large collection of materials to be able to do it
well. Another barrier is cost. For example, to begin a new print series takes start-up
capital; even if you start with a very small run, you still have to fund it yourself, or
pitch for the funding. It’s not easy to do when living on a single income budget.
How has mentoring/business support helped and what more needs to be done
to support your journey?
Mentoring has helped me immensely, I have been able to see my strengths and
focus on them, and therefore, go after the right kind of opportunities. For example, at
first, I didn’t realise I could be a writer, despite writing my own articles for my Medium
and LinkedIn audience. Nicky, my mentor read some of these and encouraged me to
send out my articles to small magazines. I also upload my photography to a stock
website, again something I would never have thought of. She helped to realise small
things like how my generation may be more suited to a certain type of product
because of tiny details she picks up on - that they are more attracted to plants than
flowers, generally - something I knew, but Nicky taught me to apply, because that’s
what a good teacher does. I feel ready, and supported enough, to take on a business
with Nicky’s help.
Any other suggestions or comments?
If anyone was thinking of starting a business, I would really recommend they have
mentoring as it is incredibly useful in guiding you and helping you see where you
want to go. It helps uncover clear goals and each session you work towards them
until you have the business you’ve always wanted.
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Case Study 3 - Katie Mortiz – The Joy Factory
Your business Name, Services, how long have you been trading.
I started Joy Factory in 2013. I love to help people market and brand their own
business and websites. I also do design, and have a women’s network called Kick
Ass Women also started in 2013. I’ve done a workshop in Barclays Eagle Lab earlier
this year before Covid, I am very passionate about equipping small businesses and
charities. In my career I started working with gangs, refugees and arts marketing,
there has always been a thread along the way of marketing, teaching and creativity.
I am actually an artist as well and if you go on my Instagram Katiejmoritz you will see
my artwork so should you need a painting for your home or office it is all joyful and
colourful.
Tell me about your skills, how did you find yourself working for yourself.
The reason that I started doing Joy Factory is I have a mental health problem, I have
a hormone issue and I was ill when I was working in arts marketing with gangs and
refugees. I became ill, got better and went networking in Harrow where I used to live
and met a lady, who needed some help to launch her business and decided I would
start working with her. I love teaching and equipping people, I have a lot of
experience in marketing and design. I love working for myself it gives me the
freedom to do what I want to do and volunteer and do work with women; it was a
good decision
Who are your clients and who do you predominately work on?
A lot of the clients I work with have been women because I have this women’s
network but certainly back in Harrow, I had a lot of coaches who worked with me
because they wanted to take charge of their own business doing their own websites.
I have also worked with churches and vicars, consultants, business owners,
charities, Greenpeace, groundworks, politicians and councils. Quite a range really.
Something I get asked for a lot at the moment is updating websites and I have a
course where you can build your own website. It could be looking at a campaign for
an event launch or looking at the content on your website and how to write it or it
may be training showing you how to use social media. It is about me equipping
people to do it for themselves, I can do it for them, but it works best if they do it
themselves it is more exciting and dynamic when I show people how to do it.
How have you overcome any personal struggles on the way?
I don’t mind talking about my mental health as a lot of people are scared to do so,
but by me being honest other people feel they can. I’m a mum, I had postpartum
psychosis and ended up in a mother and baby unit so I’ve had some really traumatic
times, but through that it led to something really exciting. It was working with Harrow
Council where I used to live and the lady in the business department offered me this
opportunity to be part of a round table in the City of London with the Mayor of
London, it was exciting to share my experiences. It was all around diverse
entrepreneurship. My experience in the conventional workplace, was not great, at
times, the discrimination you face with mental health issues and people not
understanding you. It was so exciting to meet other people and put forward
suggestions to the Mayor of London for London and the UK so it is possible to take
bad things and turn them into good things. I am a passionate advocate around
mental health and mindfulness and in my women’s network I enable people to feel
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free and be honest and do the work they want to do. Sometimes when you have
these awful days; and there were many it makes you less scared of stuff.
Is some of your work reliant on tendering or grants?
I work for myself, I’m a sole trader, I tend to find partners and advocates and find
what other people need so when I work with councils they need great content, or
workshops or they want to recommend someone to their clients I tend to form
partnerships and people tend to seek me out.
How has the mentoring and business support at Creative Growth South helped
you?
Mentoring has helped me massively, my whole career I’ve been looking for a mentor
and I say this lovingly to Nicky, I was looking for a Deborah Meaden and Nicky has
got that Deborah Meaden vibe, she is quite ballsy but is quite kind and loving. She
was just what I was looking for, not only has she given me great advice but she has
referred me to great people that have created opportunities and it has been
absolutely brilliant. A mentor will give you a kick-up-the-butt to do things to start a
business or leave a job. Three things I would think about mentoring is reflecting back
your own ideas and refining that process to improve it, it is connecting you to people
and talking about you and accountability and encouragement and a regular meet up
and someone checking in on you and how you are doing.
What business ideas do you have in mind for the future?
I dream about having a shop, that my dream a Joy Factory and running workshops
for people to set up their businesses. That’s my dream but it is too big.
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Case Study 4 - Cerys Dean - WitchLox
Cerys has to live with a debilitating illness which leaves her very tired and often
unable to work so she knew that self-employment was really her only long-term
option.
She is exceptionally creative and has produced some excellent special effects work
as part of her degree and I am quite sure if she changes her mind and decides to
pursue this in the future she would do very well.
However, her passion is making and maintaining dreadlocks and she has been doing
this for 9 years working from home until earlier this year when she moved into
business premises renting the back of a shop. Dreadlocks is a growing market with
recurring revenues requiring maintenance and special hair products and she had a
full order book.
Cerys had already formed WitchLox Limited a great name and logo that she
designed herself but needed to move her passion from a hobby business into a
sound business proposition.
It was evident from my first meeting with her that she was extremely bright with an
engaging personality so I suggested that she applied for start-up funding from Solent
University. A confident and articulate presenter with a credible Business Plan the
panel awarded her 2k to increase her level of stock and advertise her business.
We agreed that Cerys would benefit from ongoing mentoring partly because she was
working from home in isolation. She has consequently received mentoring support
through Creative Growth Southampton.
Her main objective was to make her business her full-time work enabling her to give
up her part-time cleaning position that did not fit well with her illness. Her other key
challenges were to increase her prices to a proper commercial rate and extend her
client base. Cerys took a bit of convincing about upping her prices but has since
seen the value in this and has not lost her current client base.
The business has continued to grow with a busy diary and in February ’20 she had
made enough money to move into her own premises in the heart of Southampton.
Despite the current Pandemic Cerys continues to broaden her customer base safely
by developing an online shop to sell her products until she can move back into the
shop.
ENDS
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Agenda Item 9

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

David Bibby, Principal Planning Officer (Strategy), Test Valley
Borough Council

Subject:

PfSH NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY UPDATE
SUMMARY

There is evidence of high levels nitrogen and phosphorus in the Solent water
environment, including evidence of eutrophication at some internationally designated
sites. This must be addressed as required by the Habitats Regulations. The
achievement of nutrient neutrality is a means of ensuring that development does not
add to existing nutrient burdens.
This report provides an update on recent progress made on the work that PfSH is
undertaking with partners to address the issue of achieving nutrient neutrality from
development across the sub-region. This follows the previous updates considered by
the Joint Committee. In light of the advice from Natural England, the aim continues to
be to develop a PfSH wide strategic approach to mitigation in order to achieve
nutrient neutral development - and deliver the planned housing development
compliant with the Habitats Regulations. Action continues under a number of
workstreams as outlined in this report, in order to progress addressing the nutrient
neutrality issue, working with key partners and stakeholders.
PfSH's successful bid in being provisionally awarded a £2m loan by the Solent Local
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) from the Government's Getting Building Fund, will be
used to secure off site mitigation land in order to assist in unlocking the delivery of
housing which has been on hold due to the nutrient neutrality issue. The Solent LEP
has since advised that Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) is its
preferred strategic partner to oversee a land use change mitigation scheme funded
with the proceeds of PfSH's bid to the 'Getting Building Fund' over the summer.
HIWWT officials have been working with the LEP to determine the governance of the
resulting scheme of nutrient credits, and ensure that quality assurance and due
diligence processes have taken place to secure the funding. A business case has
been submitted and agreed by the Solent LEP Board on 11 December 2020.
As advised in the update to members on 30 November, PfSH has successfully
concluded recruitment of a temporary Strategic Environmental Planning Officer
(SEPO). Simon Kennedy (Project Manager (Regeneration) at Havant Borough
Council) has been appointed on secondment. The SEPO will coordinate PfSH's
approach to resolving the nutrient neutrality issues for PfSH authorities as well as
working on the wider environmental strategy issues across the sub-region. The
SEPO will work together with the support of a new Strategic Environmental Planning
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Steering Group (membership drawn from across the PfSH membership of local
authorities) that will report into the PfSH Planning Officers Group and to Joint
Committee. Terms of Reference for the Steering Group have been agreed by the
PfSH Planning Officers Group.
Since the last meeting of Joint Committee on 30 September 2020, the following
activity has taken place:


£2m loan as a successful listed project, as part of the funding in principle
allocated to the Solent LEP from the Government’s Getting Building Fund - to
secure off site mitigation land in order to assist in unlocking the delivery of
housing, which has been on hold due to the nutrient neutrality issue. HIWWT
has put together a business case and submitted it as requested by the Solent
LEP to secure the funding. Funding was agreed at the meeting of the Solent
LEP Board on 11 December 2020 and the contracting process is underway.



Successful completion of the recruitment of a temporary Strategic
Environmental Planning Officer officer resource for PfSH to work on the
nutrient neutrality issue and take forward a pilot sub-regional mitigation
scheme.



On 27 October PfSH submitted a consultation response to the Government's
Comprehensive spending Review. The response 'Nutrient Mitigation as a way
of Strengthening Economic Recovery' set out the case for funding a holistic
approach to implementing solutions to the nutrient neutral approach house
building and suggested ways that might be done. A copy of the consultation
response can be found on the PfSH website here (Appendix 1).



On the request of Cllrs Bundy and Glass, as members of the PfSH Overview
and Scrutiny Committee, the Chairman has made further representations to
MHCLG requesting a suspension of the five-year housing land supply
requirement. A copy of Cllr Woodward's letter can be found at Appendix 2,
together with a copy of the reply received from Minister of State for Housing
Christopher Pincher MP - stating that MHCLG is not in a position to offer such
a suspension.



Announcement on 11 September by DEFRA (jointly with MHCLG, Natural
England and Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust) of a £3.9m online
nitrate trading platform



Discussion between Natural England (NE) and the Environment Agency (EA)
on a potential Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW) permit review, due to
recommence



Southern Water continues its voluntary monitoring of nitrate levels in Waste
Water Treatment Works with no Environment Agency nitrate or 'N' permit. We
expect to have initial results of the monitoring in the Spring.

This report provides a statement of the position at the time of writing. Any further
progress will be given as a further verbal update to the meeting.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTE the content of this report
outlining PfSH's activity towards unlocking the delivery of housing which has been on
hold due to the nutrient neutrality issue.
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SHORT TERM MITIGATIONS - DEALING WITH THE IMMEDIATE ISSUE
1.

While the WQWG has continued coordinating the PfSH-wide response to addressing
the need for a medium to long-term strategy, individual LPAs are also progressing
undertaking their own activity in the short-term. Updated indicative figures from PfSH
member local planning authorities show that the current scale of the numbers of
houses currently, and solely, held up because of the issue stand at 1,773 (November
2020).

2.

A number of mitigation options continue to be implemented and explored by
individual PfSH local authorities, depending upon local circumstances. In some cases
these have formal council approval, and also the approval of NE. Some local
authorities have also revised their positon regarding the issue of nutrient neutrality in
the determination of planning applications.
MEDIUM TO LONG-TERM MITIGATION STRATEGY (PfSH ACTIVITY)
Getting Britain Building Fund – Solent LEP Loan Funding

3.

The Solent LEP has in principle been allocated £15.9m funding from the
Government’s Getting Building Fund (GBF), which must be spent by March 2022.
Following an invitation to submit a further bid for funding, PfSH’s successful bid has
been allocated £2M loan 'in principle' by the Solent LEP. Solent LEP have decided to
work with the HIWWT to deliver the proposed scheme. The successful outcome of a
quality assurance process and positive decision of the Solent LEP Board on the
HIWWT Business Case, now means that the formal contracting process can take
place to release the funding.

4.

The funding will be used towards securing the purchase of off site mitigation land in
order to assist in unlocking the delivery of housing which has been on hold due to the
nutrient neutrality issue. Whilst this will not in itself provide sufficient provision for the
full current amount of mitigation needed and further measures are still required to
resolve the issue, it provides a great start and will make a significant contribution
towards addressing the current backlog and provide increased momentum in bringing
forward future land based mitigation solutions.

5.

It is anticipated that mitigation land purchased with the proceeds of the award will
facilitate the building of c1,523 new housing units. The loan that will be paid back via
developer contributions purchasing nutrient credits. The Solent LEP are contracting
with the HIWWT as the delivery body to directly provide the mitigation. PfSH will
therefore look to work closely with HIWWT over the coming months..

6.

The provision of mitigation to be delivered through the loan funding will be
implemented as a first phase, alongside the work of the Strategic Environmental
Planning Officer post (see below) who is looking to establish a pilot sub-regional
strategic mitigation scheme in moving towards a strategic solution delivered through
a future Solent Nutrient Fund.
Strategic Environmental Planning Officer to establish a pilot sub-regional strategic
mitigation scheme

7.

PfSH has successfully concluded recruitment of a temporary Strategic Environmental
Planning Officer (SEPO). Simon Kennedy (Project Manager (Regeneration) at
Havant Borough Council) has been appointed on secondment. The focus of the role
will be to work on the nutrient neutrality issue, conforming with Habitats Regulations
and internationally designated site matters - reflecting the specialist nature and
workload volume being recruited to. The aim is to reach the stage of having
developed a PfSH-wide strategic approach to mitigation in order to achieve nutrient
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neutral development and deliver the planned housing development to meet needs,
compliant with the Habitats Regulations.
8.

With regard to the scope of the role a number of specific tasks to be undertaken were
detailed in the report to the 7 July meeting. The SEPO will work together with the
support of a new Strategic Environmental Planning Steering Group (membership
drawn from across the PfSH membership of local authorities) that will report into the
PfSH Planning Officers’ Group and to Joint Committee as decision making bodies.
The Steering Group will assist with and oversee the delivery of work of the SEPO and
the making of recommendations to the PfSH Planning Officers’ Group, who have
agreed its Terms of Reference. The SEPO will also report to the PfSH Water Quality
Working Group (WQWG) on progress of the project development work.

9.

Work on a scoping exercise on how a pilot scheme could be developed alongside
devising a PfSH-led mitigation strategy (including the implementation of nutrient
mitigation measures) has continued - and will be taken forward by the postholder.
The postholder will have the responsibility to prepare a PfSH wide strategic approach
to deal with the nutrient neutrality issues in the context of broader environmental
outcomes and to take forward a pilot scheme to test how this would operate. They will
work in liaison with PfSH POG and the WQWG which includes representation from
Basingstoke and Deane, Chichester and South Downs National Park Authority which
are also making financial contributions to fund the post alongside PfSH members.
Solent Nutrient Fund – Nutrient Mitigation Credit Scheme as sub-regional strategic
mitigations solution

10. As reported to the 7 July meeting, PfSH has obtained agreement ‘in principle’ from a
majority of members to contribute to a Solent Nutrient Fund to pump prime
investment need to the implementation of a land use change nutrient mitigation credit
scheme. We will also continue to explore other streams of funding for mitigations, for
example sending a submission to HMT outlining a narrative to influence the
Comprehensive Spending Review 2020 and maintaining a watching brief on the
outstanding Environment Agency's legal action against Southern Water (paragraph
13 below refers) and exploring with the Solent LEP whether further funding may be
available.
Natural England (NE) and the Environment Agency (EA) – WwTW N Permit Limits
11. In light of the Coronavirus pandemic discussions between NE and the EA on the
consideration of a new WwTW permit review (taking account of the latest advice and
evidence submitted to the EA by NE in December 2019) had been on hold since
spring 2020, as the EA had to prioritise work on other critical responsibilities.
12. EA has now resumed its assessment of the evidence provided. There has been a
Director level discussion and it is continuing to explore what the scope of a review of
permits would be. This scoping is being done in conjunction with NE so that the scale
of this work is understood and to inform a decision in 2021. Any review of permits
would by its nature, be a lengthy process, and any improvement schemes necessary
could take time to implement. EA considers that this decision cannot be taken solely
for the Solent area as it also has implications for other locations around the country.
Engagement with central government
13. MHCLG, DEFRA, Environment Agency and Natural England officials continue to be
invited to meetings of the PfSH Planning Officers Group. On 11 September a joint
DEFRA, MHCLG, Natural England and Hampshire and Isle of White Wildlife Trust
press release announced the roll out of a £3.9m online nutrient trading platform for
Hampshire. PfSH Coordinators have been liaising closely with DEFRA officials and
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DEFRA presented an outline of how the scheme will work to the PfSH Water Quality
Working Group (WQWG) on 8 December 2020. This will be a two year project, with
the first stage January – March 2021 a research phase of stakeholder engagement.
14. The pilot trading platform is intended to test a market based approach to nutrient
mitigation which would assess the costs and feasibility of potential solutions
compared to other options and wider benefits. It will trial a process to enable
developers to connect via its platform to land managers to enable solutions which are
fit for purpose and to enable mitigation to be scaled up in a viable manner and which
will be in place cover the necessary perpetuity period.
15. The aim it to support addressing the targets to get the internally designated nature
conservation sites back to favourable condition, and as part of the wider picture to
deliver other benefits at the same time, including for: flood risk, carbon sequestration
and the 25 year Environment Plan. It is recognised that farmers and landowners are
an important part of the solution and the pilot trading platform will sit alongside a
review of agricultural pollution (led by the Environment Agency), the ongoing
consideration of a potential WwTW permit review, and the wider agricultural reforms
under the proposed Environmental Land Management (ELM) scheme.
16. Going forward, PfSH officers think it sensible to work closely with DEFRA to look at
how the work referenced fits in with the work that PfSH authorities and partners are
already doing as part of their longer term wider strategy - and picks up the wider
nutrient strategy and other environmental issues too.
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) – mitigation scheme
17. The mitigation scheme developed by the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust
(HIWWT) operates on a credit system with a cost per kilogram of nitrogen to be
offset. Land is purchased and taken out of agricultural production and an individual
development is recorded as being offset by a particular parcel of land. Following
completion of the first private land purchase on the Isle of Wight, the HIWWT
continues to seek to identify and purchase appropriate land to further progress the
scheme, in different catchment areas.
18. The HIWWT mitigation scheme, together with other similar schemes are likely to form
part of a suite of mitigation measures will be used, potentially in combination, with the
choice of measure(s) being dependent upon the nature, size and location of the
development. Consideration of these issues will form part of the investigation work to
be undertaken by the dedicated officer in progress the scope of a strategic mitigation
scheme.
CONCLUSION
19. Action continues under a number of workstreams as outlined on the report, in order to
progress addressing the nutrient neutrality issue, working with key partners and
stakeholders. A further update will be provided to the next meeting of the Joint
Committee in March.
RECOMMENDATION
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the content of this report
outlining PfSH activity towards unlocking the delivery of housing which has been on
hold due to the nutrient neutrality issue.
Appendices: None
Background Papers: None
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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
From: Cllr Seán Woodward, Chairman Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)
Email: swoodward@fareham.gov.uk
Date: 23 September 2020
Submission to the Comprehensive Spending Review 2020 - Nutrient Mitigation as a
way of Strengthening Economic Recovery
Housebuilding across South Hampshire is essentially on hold while solutions are found to
mitigate the impact new development has on the discharge of nitrates into the Solent. This
follows a requirement issued by Natural England that all new housing that discharges into
water catchment areas flowing into the Solent be 'nutrient neutral' to prevent further
eutrophication of its protected sites.
The negative effect of this on the construction industry, their own providers of goods and
services, sustainability of jobs and job growth in the sector has been considerable. The ability
of local authorities to meet their own government-set housing targets is therefore also at risk.
The MHCLG's own standard assumption is that 1.5 jobs are supported per new dwelling built.
Multiply that by the current number of homes currently on hold across the PfSH membership
(PfSH Nutrient Neutrality Update Report to Joint Committee 7 July 2020), that's c2,000 jobs
across just our sub-region.
Given the gravity of the situation and the impact it is already having on the supply of new
homes across South Hampshire, PfSH has been working hard to work up a suite of long-term
strategic solutions to mitigate the impact of this requirement. To do this, PfSH has been
working with colleagues in central government departments (DEFRA and MHCLG), the
Environment Agency, Natural England, water companies and others - culminating in the roll
out a nutrient credit scheme. The scheme is based on the purchase of land (by PfSH and its
partners) for re-wilding and selling nutrient credits to developers to off-set the nutrient
discharge of new homes being built.
The scheme is in its early stages, with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust taking
the lead. Such is the demand of developers, all land so far purchased has been
oversubscribed. A successful bid submitted by PfSH to the Solent LEP for funding from the
Getting Building Fund resulted in a provisional £2m loan which will help to pump-prime the
purchase of 'mitigation land' - and DEFRA announced on 11 September a further £3.9m for
an online nitrate trading auction platform for the same purpose. PfSH will be working very
closely with DEFRA to coordinate the roll out of the separate schemes.
But it's not enough, and neither is the nutrient credit scheme alone enough to secure jobs
and growth in construction long-term. Whilst there is definitely a need in the short term to
purchase more land for mitigation (and more funding will be needed for this), there is a finite
amount of land that can be purchased for re-wilding and the issue is not going to go away.
The responsibility for the provision of sustainable nutrient neutrality to off-set the impact of
development is a shared one, and a national one. Developers, local authorities, water
companies and central government all have a part to play in finding long-term solutions.
PfSH welcomes the recent DEFRA-led joint announcement on 11 September and the
provisional allocation of £2m through the Getting Building Fund. We are pleased that the
situation, which cannot be unique to South Hampshire, is already on the Government's radar.
However, these funds will only stretch to resolving the issue in the short to medium term. The
challenge is to find a way of reducing nutrient discharge in a way that facilitates sustainable
growth (house-building, other construction) that works in harmony with the environment. Our
natural environment is precious and has numerous benefits - the recent report published by
NEF consulting for CPRE Hampshire (June 2020) finds that the countryside north of the
urban centres of South Hampshire could generate almost £26 million a year in health,
wellbeing, economic and ecosystem benefits.
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In terms of what else we can do, there are several other measures the Government should
invest in to facilitate long term job security, sustainable growth and wellbeing if its ambitions
for a green, nature-based recovery from coronavirus are to be realised.
1. Investment in better technology to lower the levels of potentially harmful nutrients
(including nitrates) returned back into the water system at Wastewater Treatment
Works (WwTWs). While there is no such things as 'pure water', what we can be doing
is ensuring that what we take from the system is returned at a level that is similar to
that at which it is drawn i.e. we are not 'adding' (or are reducing as far as possible)
nutrients to the water we discharge back into the system - 'Latest Environment
Agency Figures Reveal all English Rivers Fail Pollution Tests.' While upgrades to
WwTW are expensive - there is scope to further reduce the levels of potentially
harmful nutrients returned to the water system. Better filtration technology will remove
higher nutrient levels in water caused by run-off from agricultural practices of decades
ago, benefiting our environment and wellbeing and allowing the free growth of jobs
and businesses unhindered by the delays we have already seen and levies on
developers when housebuilding contributes to only part of the problem.
2. Further incentives that promote farming practises that reduce the use, or off-set,
potentially harmful nutrients that 'run-off' in to system. A significant percentage (up to
c70%) of excess nutrients in water comes from run off caused by agricultural
practises decades ago and that take years to filter into the water system. DEFRA is
already exploring opportunities to address nitrate pollution from farming and is
pursuing a strategy which combines incentives and nature based solutions, and
tackling the prevalence of non-compliance and pollution incidents through advice led
enforcement to reduce the contribution that agriculture makes to protected sites. In
sharing the responsibility to addressing the issue, it follows that the farming industry
too, should be working toward a requirement to reduce such run-off. The NFU
position statement of October 2019) advocates farmers establishing changes to
agricultural land in the wider landholding in perpetuity to remove more nitrogen loss at
source. In practise this means creating, for example, wetlands on-site to remove
potentially harmful levels of nutrients before they enter rivers and streams that feed
the Solent. The NFU suggest that such measures can be easily and cost effectively
implemented.
3. Investing, nationally, in ways of reducing the amount of water we use in homes and
businesses. Water scarcity is already a problem, and the less we use, the less
potentially harmful nutrients will be returned back in to the system. Investing in water
efficiency measures in new building development, and upgrading what we have, can
significantly reduce the amount of water we take from the system and the waste-water
we have to put back - reducing costs long term for everybody and reducing the risk of
water scarcity in the future (and associated costs financial and otherwise).
4. Investing in a grant to set up a revolving Solent mitigation fund.
Such a grant, if issued to a local accountable body, would give local authorities the
freedom and adaptability to implement relevant mitigations in the long term, and
provide a dedicated sustainable source of funding to set them up. Until now, lack of
funding to implement measures quickly has exacerbated the problem - which has
persisted for 18 months since early 2019. A revolving fund would be sustained
through payment by developers of nutrient credits for the purchase of rewilding
mitigation land, but also reinvested in other mitigation measures over time as part of a
long term strategy and as other opportunities for long-term nutrient mitigation
measures arise. Bird Aware Solent is an example of how this might work - wholly
funded by developer contributions, it was set up in 2017 by PfSH to protect habitats
for birds that migrate to Special Protection Areas around the Solent in perpetuity.
We consider that taken together, and in addition to the land use change mitigation measures
already in-train, these represent a strategic suite of measures that not only protect delicate
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environment balance but which will have a significant impact on securing jobs in the
construction sector in the long term, facilitate sustainable economic growth in the sub-region
and improve the public's health and wellbeing.
We strongly urge the Government to consider further investing and/or incentivising in such a
measures now, and as part of its comprehensive spending review. As we begin to recover
the economy and the Government's fresh approach to green, nature based economic growth
we hope that these suggestions are welcomed.
About the Partnership for South Hampshire
The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) was formed in 2003 and is comprised of 12
South Hampshire local authorities - the unitary authorities of Portsmouth and Southampton;
Hampshire County Council and district authorities of Eastleigh, East Hampshire, Fareham,
Gosport, Havant, Test Valley, New Forest, Winchester and the New Forest National Park
Authority.
PfSH works collaboratively with partner agencies in the sub region as well as key
government departments to ensure joined up strategies, pooling of resources and delivery of
transformational programmes that focus on better outcomes for local people. More recently,
the formation of Local Enterprise Partnerships and in particular, the establishment of the
Solent Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) has further enhanced PfSH’s engagement with
private sector businesses in a concerted effort to identify and align business priorities. PfSH
continues to proactively engage with business leaders, universities and the voluntary sector
through the Solent LEP in support of activities that facilitate sustainable economic growth and
create additional homes and jobs for our residents.
ENDS
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Partnership for South Hampshire
Office of the Executive Leader, Fareham Borough Council,
Civic Offices, Civic Way, Fareham, Hampshire PO16 7AZ
T: 01329 824752 M: 07825 300637
email: swoodward@fareham.gov.uk

The Right Hon Christopher Pincher MP
Minister of State for Housing
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
2 Marsham Street
London SW1P 4DF
7 December 2020

Dear Minister,
Request for the temporary suspension of the five-year housing land supply
requirement across the South Hampshire sub-region.
Further to representations made to MHCLG both in 2019 and earlier this year. I write to reiterate
the request, on behalf of our 12 member authorities, for a temporary suspension of the five-year
housing land supply requirement across the South Hampshire sub-region.
Those representations set out the issues our local authorities are grappling with in respect of
the requirement that all new housing should be 'nutrient neutral' - which has led to thousands of
new homes being held up in the planning system until solutions to the ongoing situation are
agreed and implemented. If a temporary suspension is not forthcoming, our councils will
automatically fail to meet the requirement to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply due to
the nitrate situation - resulting in a major restriction in granting permissions that would form part
of that supply. This, in turn, will open the door to speculative development resulting in planning
permissions potentially being granted on appeal and on unsuitable sites. This will make certain
important policies in local plans totally ineffective during the time when the five-year housing
land supply is not being achieved, and particularly when short and medium term solutions to the
nitrate issue have been agreed and are available for implementation. This unsatisfactory
situation is solely due to factors beyond our councils' control.
In their responses to our previous representations to MHCLG, Ministers have said the situation
will continue to be monitored and have stressed that MHCLG, DEFRA and others (Natural
England, Environment Agency) are and will continue to work with us to resolve the situation.
This is certainly true, and we that accept that our successful bid 'in principle' to the recent
Getting Building Fund for nutrient mitigation measures, and the announcement of DEFRA's
online nitrate trading portal represent significant medium-term solutions. However, the
implementation of these measures is likely to take many months or more before they have an
impact on improving the situation. It would be inappropriate that development that would
otherwise be contrary to planning policy could gain permission through the appeal system and
potentially utilise limited mitigation solutions in place of policy compliant development. On that
basis, the temporary suspension continues to be needed.
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In his letter of 23 July 2019, your predecessor advised that solutions to the problem should
be looked at 'in the round' when referring to the range of solutions possible to address this
ongoing issue. We ask that you consider our councils' inability to meet the five-year
housing land requirement at this time as a significant causal effect of the same issue and
of huge concern to us. A temporary suspension of the requirement should be included as
part of the mitigation that will alleviate the breadth of the problems we currently face.
I reiterate what I have stated in in my previous representations, that finding both short and
medium/long-term solutions to the problems is a shared objective. It is in all of our interests to
ensure that sensible and holistic measures are taken to address the wider impact of the ongoing
problems faced now, and in the same way that we will all approach implementing solutions.
I look forward to your reply.
Yours sincerely,

Cllr Sean Woodward
Chairman, Partnership for South Hampshire
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Agenda Item 10

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

Paddy May, SRMP Board Chair
Anna Parry, Partnership Manager

Subject:

SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP (BIRD
AWARE) STRATEGY
SUMMARY

The purpose of this paper is to update the Joint Committee on the work that has
been done regarding the financial protocol decision, taken in September, and to
propose a way forward for making good any potential deficit in contributions.
This paper also seeks approval from the Joint Committee for the Solent
Recreation Mitigation Partnership 2021/22 budget request, a matter that is
considered annually by the PfSH Joint Committee.
This paper also presents the findings of the first Strategy and Financial Review of
the Partnership and seeks approval of these findings. These reviews will be
repeated throughout the lifetime of the Strategy to ensure the Strategy remains
relevant, the partnership is operating within its means and the Strategy continues
to represent best practice.
RECOMMENDATION
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposed method of making up any potential budget deficit should the need
arise;
b) NOTES and ENDORSE the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposed budget for 2021/22;
c) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposal to move to a 5 yearly monitoring programme if the results of the initial
5 years of annual monitoring indicate that the Partnership is having a positive
effect;
d) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposal to move the Site Specific Project list to become something that's
more 'live' past the award of the initial three years of grants; and
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e) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
request for more active involvement from all Partners.
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FINANCIAL PROTOCOL UPDATE
Introduction
1. At the PfSH Joint Committee meeting in September, a financial protocol was
agreed in principle that would allow the Bird Aware Partnership to seek approval
from the Joint Committee to use in-perpetuity funds to cover day-to-day running
costs in the short term, with a commitment that all money drawn down from this
fund would be replaced (with interest) at the first possible opportunity.
2. The need to create this protocol had arisen as a result of the current delays in the
local planning process brought about by issues pertaining to nitrate neutrality. It is
expected that planning application numbers to 2034, as a total, remain
unchanged so there is a strong expectation that once these issues are resolved,
then the income stream to the Bird Aware Partnership (made up entirely of
developer contributions) will resume and all money drawn down from this fund
can be replaced from this source. In short, this is being seen as a temporary
cash-flow issue.
3. It is also expected that many of the issues related to nitrate neutrality delaying
planning permissions will be resolved within the next financial year, which is
adding to the perception that the impacts of this to the Partnership are temporary.
Importance of Continuing Business as Usual
4. All indications suggest that over the duration of the Partnership's life (collecting
contributions until March 2034 and operating under the in-perpetuity
arrangements until March 2114) the housing forecasts will come forward and that
therefore this financial situation should just be temporary. Recent re-evaluation of
the financial model underpinning the Strategy reconfirmed this position too.
5. The Partnership has taken time to build up momentum and a strong dedicated
team. It has been recognised at a national and local level, winning several
awards for the work it delivers.
6. The Partnership comprises of 19 Partners, of which 4 are nature conservation
bodies. These organisations are adamant that commitments must be given by
LPA Partners to make good any draw down of funds, should the Partnership itself
fail to be able to provide them.
7. Whilst the Partnership could look to cut costs and scale down operations in the
short term, the nature conservation bodies consider that the current level of
mitigation provided cannot be scaled back in any way, else they have put the
Partnership on notice that they may need to form objections to future planning
applications. Therefore it is considered preferable to continue operating at the
current level, whilst closely monitoring this situation moving forward.
Making Good Any Deficit
8. There is a small risk that planning applications to 2034 will not recover in line with
expectations and the level of contributions to the fund will not be recovered as
expected, at which point the drawn down money will still need replacing.
Currently this would leave Fareham Borough Council (in their capacity of
Accountable Body for the Partnership) potentially at financial risk to make good
the deficit. Therefore it was agreed at Joint Committee that should this situation
arise, then all local planning authority partners would contribute to make good
any deficit and that a mechanism for this should be put in place to protect
Fareham.
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9. Whilst there is a formal mechanism for determining any financial contributions,
currently there is not a similar mechanism which details how any deficits would
be made good. This is a direct result of the positive assumptions made at the
time of writing the Strategy that such a need would never present itself.
10. Now that we are in a position where there is a need to consider this possibility,
there would seem to be several different options for how this might best be
proportioned between LPAs:
a. PfSH contributions are based upon populations of either the whole LPA or
the percentage of the LPA that falls within its area. This would not seem to
be suitable as the PfSH area does not directly mirror that of the Bird Aware
zone of influence. However, this model could be applied to the population of
the areas within the zone of influence.
b. Historical quarterly records of developer contributions are kept. These could
be used to calculate the average percentage income the LPA contributes,
then that be the proportion that the authority contributes in the case of the
need to make good any deficit.
c. Projections of future residential developments for each area have been
collated. These could be used to calculate the average percentage income
the LPA is expected to bring forward and this could be the proportion that
the authority contributes in the case of the need to make good any deficit.
11. Having sought advice from local authority partners, it is recommended that option
C is taken forward because this is the best approximation to the likely future
contribution to the fund and is based directly upon information they have
previously provided to the Partnership.
BUDGET REQUEST
Background
12. The Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's (SRMP) work is wholly funded by
developer contributions.
13. The Partnership is continuing to grow, and an extract from the 2019/20 Annual
Review showcases some of the achievements of the team, during a period when
the following activities were undertaken:
Achievement

Figure

Site visits

871

Total number of people engaged with during site visits

11,147

Percentage of people who responded positively to
Rangers on site

95.9

Leaflets distributed by rangers during site visits

2,927

Leaflets distributed via leaflet boxes/local organisations

3,812

Community events attended

44

Number of people engaged with at events

1,826

st

Twitter followers at 31 March 2020
st

Facebook followers at 31 March 2020
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1,749
1,231

Achievement

Figure
st

Instagram followers at 31 March 2020

810

14. The amount which will be received in the future cannot be accurately predicted,
so a judgement needs to be made annually on an appropriate budget for the
coming year. Information collected quarterly related to developer contributions
received, and annual planning permission data, helps inform the budget for each
coming year.
15. Additionally the board maintains a financial reserve to cushion the peaks and
troughs in development activity and thus money received by the Partnership. This
means that if income is lower than outgoings in 2021/22, in the first instance
money from the reserves would be used to meet any shortfall.
16. Currently the Partnership is aware that there are a number of planning
applications awaiting permission once a strategic solution to the Nitrates issue is
in place. This is having an impact upon our income, which is perceived to be
temporary, and should resolve itself once a solution is established. Therefore the
Partnership recognises that in accordance with the proposal endorsed by PfSH in
September, it may have to temporarily draw upon funds from the in-perpetuity
account to sustain activities throughout the coming year. As per the proposal,
these will be replaced (with interest) at the first opportunity.
17. The proposed budget for 2020/21 is £1,992k, which includes a £1,110k
contribution to the in-perpetuity fund, leaving £882k for the implementation of
mitigation measures. These measures include a team of 5 all year Rangers,
further supported by 3 seasonal Rangers during the winter, a Brand and
Communications Officer, a Dog Initiatives Leader and the Partnership Manager.
For the second time, they also include £400k to support site specific projects as
endorsed by the PfSH Joint Committee in July 2019. The in-perpetuity fund is
part of the agreed Strategy and vital to allow for the work of the Partnership to
continue until 2114, whilst payments into the scheme are due to halt in 2034.
18. The budget will also fund the vital monitoring surveys and data collection
activities which will be taking place during winter 2021/22. Furthermore, it
provides for the development of targeted engagement activities with dog owners
and walkers, as research shows that around 47% of all major disturbance
incidences involve a dog off the lead.
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19. The proposed budget for 2020/21 is therefore:
Table 1: Proposed 2021/22 budget
Item

000s

Rangers

287

Dog initiatives

10

Partnership Manager (0.6 f.t.e.)

35

Operating budget

10

Monitoring

20

Brand and Communications Lead

45

Comms operational budget

10

Graphic Design Support

15

Additional Post (Dog Initiatives Lead)

40

Site Specific Projects1

400

Sub-total

882

Contribution to in-perpetuity fund

1110

Total budget

1992

Differences from 2020/21 Budget
20. The proposed budget for 2021/22 sees a very similar request to that of 2020/21
(1997k). This is because the Strategy is already in full delivery mode and
therefore the main activities of the Partnership remain unchanged.
21. The monitoring budget is smaller this year than last (£20k as opposed to £35k)
which reflects the fact that the planned monitoring for this winter (which will be
largely paid for in the next financial year) will have the fieldwork element
undertaken by the Rangers, with consultancy support for work planning and
report writing. This is in line with the decision taken by the Project Board in June
2020 and reflects the fact that COVID is likely to impact on coastal access
1

This is in addition to the initial £400k allocated for these works in 2020/21. Due to COVID related
delays with these initial schemes, many of them will still be drawing upon the original funding allocation
during 2021/22.
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patterns and consequently any results will be anomalous and therefore won't
feed into the initial 5 year monitoring data.
22. The Dog Initiatives budget is less than previous years as to date this group has
made a £10k annual contribution to the costs of the access management
assessments. As these are not taking place over the winter of 2020/21, they will
not need paying for in the next financial year, hence this element has been
removed.
For information
23. The reserve fund balance reduced in the last financial year, whilst the inperpetuity fund has grown:

Reserves brought forward @ 31/03/19

878,264

Contribution from reserves
19/20

(455,641)

Reserves carried forward @ 31/03/20

422,624

In-perpetuity fund @ 31/03/19

990,937

Transfer in 19/20

750,000

Interest received

8,146

In-perpetuity fund @ 31/03/20

1,749,083

STRATEGY AND FINANCIAL REVIEW
Introduction
24. The Bird Aware Strategy (also known as the Solent Recreation Mitigation
Partnership Strategy) was endorsed by PfSH in December 2017 and came into
operation on 1st April 2018, replacing an interim strategy which had been in
operation since 2015.
25. At the time the Strategy was endorsed, it was agreed that as well as regular 5
yearly reviews, an initial review of its effectiveness would take place within the
first three years of operation. This report forms the initial review of the Strategy.
Approach to Review
26. With the exception of work related to financial matters pertaining to the Strategy
(outlined in more detail below), the main approach to this review has centred
around an implementation review and a literature review of other similar
mitigation schemes strategies, both of which form Appendix 1 of this paper.
27. As the Partnership is still collating the first 5 years' worth of operational
monitoring date, this review has not sought to fundamentally change the overall
approach to delivery. Further action may be taken once the monitoring data
results of this initial period are available and have been reviewed.
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Financial Review
28. During 2019/20 a financial review was undertaken of the Strategy. This identified
that the original financial model may not be robust enough to bring in the required
income to support all planned activities for the entirety of the in-perpetuity period.
29. This finding has been central to the Strategy Review, as taking corrective action
at this point is crucial to ensure that it remains fit for purpose for its lifetime.
30. The Bird Aware strategy mitigates the recreational impact of new housing up to
2034, but the mitigation measures need to be in place for the duration of the
impact. The Partnership decided, in agreement with Natural England, that this 'inperpetuity' payment should be calculated on an 80 year basis.
31. The strategy therefore includes a mechanism for funding the mitigation measures
after 2034 when the developer contributions from those planned new homes will
come to an end. A proportion of the money received each year from developer
contributions is transferred into an investment fund. The 'in-perpetuity fund' will
grow each year through those annual cash transfers and the interest earned with
the intention that by 2034, the fund will be sufficiently large to fund the mitigation
measures in-perpetuity.
32. The amount which needs to be transferred into the in-perpetuity fund each year
to 2034 is determined by a number of key variables:


The annual cost of the mitigation measures during the ensuing in-perpetuity
period



predicted interest rates during that same period



predicted rate of inflation



The number of planning applications in the designated area



The rate of developer contribution per property

33. As part of this Strategy Review the previous financial review has been revisited
and the assumptions behind the key variables have been reviewed. A key part of
this work was getting the partner authorities to review anticipated annual planning
applications to 2034 and incorporating this into the financial model.
34. The result is that the existing levels of contributions, along with the
currently policy to raise them annually by the level of inflation, should
enable the in-perpetuity fund to finance the work of the partnership over the
full period. However, any changes in the assumptions used can have a
significant impact on affordability so regular monitoring is recommended to
ensure the model reflect actual performance.
35. The existing financial model is based on a flat rate contribution of £564 per
dwelling as per the initial partnership arrangements. Subsequently a staggered
contribution level was agreed from 2018/19 based on the number of bedrooms in
a property. The staggered rates were intended to provide the same total income
as the flat fee. As part of the review partner organisations have also included a
breakdown of future planning applications broken down by the number of
bedrooms. Therefore the model has been updated to reflect the staggered
contribution levels to ensure income forecasts reflect current practices.
36. In the existing model, no inflation has been added to income in the period up to
2034 despite the fact that annual inflationary increases are added to the
contributions. The reasoning behind this is that the partnership costs from 2034
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are presented at 2016 prices so to inflate the income would not be consistent.
Presenting the expenditure in 2034 at 2016 prices has a significant positive
impact over the life of the model as the 2% inflation to 2114 starts from a lower
base rate. In the later years of the model, due to the annual 2% increase, the
partnership expenditure increases significantly so keeping the base low is
beneficial. The model has been updated to include both inflation income and
operating expenditure over the full in-perpetuity period.
37. This means that the current £1.1M annual contribution to the in-perpetuity fund
will need to increase in line with inflation, rising to £1.6M by 2034.
38. A capital expenditure budget of £400K per year up to 2034 has been included in
the model to implement mitigation projects across the region.
39. It is proposed to keep inflation at 2% which remains the government’s long-term
target.
40. The current Bank of England interest base rate is 0.1%. The Council’s Treasury
advisors forecast that the Bank of England base interest rate will remain low for
the foreseeable future. The model is based on generating interest of 0.5% for the
next two years and then slowly increasing to around 3% by 2034. Long-term
interest rate forecasts are rarely made due to the unpredictability of future
economic conditions. The original model was predicated on interest rates slowing
increasing from the current historic lows to a rate of 3% by 2034. In order for the
current strategy to be affordable the long-term interest rate after 2034 will need to
average 3.3%.
41. Currently the built-up partnership funds are held by Fareham Borough Council
and returns are based on interest generated through their Treasury function. A
formal investment strategy for the partnership could be created focused on longterm returns. This could create more favourable returns at an appropriate level of
risk over the life of the partnership.
42. The assumptions and forecasts described above lead to a model that
enables the work of the Partnership to continue for 80 years past 2034.
Changes to any of the inputs will impact on the modelling over the life of the
partnership. If expenditure increases, there will need to be off-setting favourable
variation such as an increase in income, for example, e.g. from a fee increase in
developer contributions or interest returns. If income was to increase then the
proposed expenditure of the partnership could also increase.
43. The impact of Covid-19 on the economic climate could impact on the model in
terms of the number of new developments being approved and the housing mix
of those developments. It could also impact on the long-term inflation rates and
interest rates. The model is very sensitive to changes in those rates over the
long-term, therefore the economic impact of Covid presents a risk to the
sustainability of the model. This will need to be appropriately monitored and
reviewed as the situation develops.
44. The annual contribution to the in-perpetuity fund is based on the average annual
planning application numbers in the period to 2034. If in any year the application
numbers are above or below the average then the level of contributions available
to contribute to the in-perpetuity fund can be managed through the use of other
partnership reserves. However, there is a risk that if planning applications are
below the average then there will not be the resources available for the
partnership to make the contribution at the level required in the model in a
particular year. Over the period to 2034 the contributions should average out but
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there will be an adverse impact on interest received if contributions have to be
reduced in the earlier years that are subsequently recovered in later years.
Celebration of Partnership Successes to Date
45. The Partnership has been recognised as a leading mitigation scheme. To this
end it has received the following accolades:


International Green Apple Award for Environmental Best Practice Winner 2020



Institute of Environmental Managers and Assessors - Sustainability
Campaign, Public Sector 2020 Winner



Drum Awards for Social Media 2020 - Highly Commended



National Planning Awards - Planning for the Natural Environment - 2019
Winner



Royal Town Planning Institute South East Region - Planning for the
Natural Environment - Winner 2018



Royal Town Planning Institute South East Region - Awards For Planning
Excellence - Regional Winner 2018



St Andrews International Prize for the Environment 2020 - Shortlisted

46. At the time of writing this (December 2020) the Partnership is also shortlisted for
the following award and the final results are still awaited:


Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Managers - Best
Practice, Stakeholder Engagement - result expected January 2021

47. Alongside that, it has a highly dedicated and motivated team who are utilising
limited resources to make a positive impact in reducing bird disturbance along the
Solent Coast. Feedback from coastal users has largely been very positive
towards the aims of the Partnership and Rangers records show that around
95.9% of people they engage with are receptive to the key messages they share.
48. The Partnership has to a certain extent 'learnt on the job' and is now in a position
to utilise experiences to date to optimise resources and plan productive
engagement work throughout the entire year, with a strong focus on coastal
interactions during the winter season.
49. Relationship building takes time, and the team have been able to build strong
positive connections with key landowners and stakeholders across the entire
coastal stretch. New contacts are still being found (particularly for those who lead
coastal user groups such as sailing clubs and the like) and these are always
welcome and engagement with them is nurtured.
50. All Partners have remained committed to the Partnership. Governance and the
internal hierarchy of Project Board, Steering Group and various Task and Finish
groups continue to support the work of the Partnership and allow it to remain
progressive.
51. The fact that the vast majority of developers are opting into the scheme, to
provide the mitigation required for their project to achieve planning permission,
indicates that it is also providing a useful mechanism for this sector.

Page 94

Flagging up of non-financial concerns
52. These are all covered in more detail within the Strategy Review itself, with the
'What's gone wrong - how can it be avoided?' section, but the general areas they
cover are:
Disturbance monitoring – the survey locations were chosen when the project
was still theoretical. With operational experience new sites should be selected for
monitoring purposes after the first 5 years of data has been collected. A
recommendation is made that monitoring is more comprehensive, but only
undertaken every 5 years (as done by some other mitigation partnerships).
The costs of monitoring are also higher than originally modelled for, but there is a
need to contract with quality consultants who understand disturbance issues.
Therefore, upon the suggestion of Procurement, the Partnership now weight
'value' rather than 'price' highly when scoring tenders. Undertaking
comprehensive monitoring on an intermittent basis will also help reduce overall
costs in this area.
Site Specific Projects - these are in their initial stages of delivery, and so far are
progressing well. However there is already concern about how best to keep the
project list 'live', and evolving, such that at each point of financial award the
Partnership is able to be confident it is supporting the best opportunities and
projects.
Reactive not proactive - partnership staff represent a relatively small team to
cover such a large area and so many different work streams. As there are an
estimated 13 million visits to the Solent coast each winter, this is a huge number
of visits for the team to be trying to influence.
Rangers are spread thinly to cover so much ground geographically and maintain
successful working relationships with all stakeholders across the region. This can
result in a tendency to work with those that approach the Partnership and who
are easy/ keen to get involved rather than being able to target the locations/
organisations that Partnership staff feel would most benefit the aims of the
project.
There are many simultaneous projects and work streams running alongside each
other; it is unrealistic with current staffing levels to carry them all out to a high
standard, to maintain cohesion and stay focused on priorities. This can only really
be rectified through more staff or a reduced level of projects, through
prioritisation.
Partner Involvement
Partnership staff need to see a much more consistent level of involvement from
all Partners, particularly at Steering Group level as there is a tendency for some
Partners to be more proactive and engaged with the work of the Partnership than
others.
This causes a potential imbalance in what can be achieved in different areas and
concern is raised that this will only increase over time if corrective action is not
taken soon.
Comment from Natural England
53. As part of this review process, Natural England have been asked to comment
directly on this matter. They have confirmed that if the conclusions of the financial
review are adopted, it will continue to provide appropriate mitigation. Their
response is here in full:
Page 95

‘Natural England is an active member of the Solent Recreation Mitigation
Partnership and Bird Aware Solent. We welcome this financial review that
ensures necessary funding continues to be available to deliver adequate
mitigation for the lifetime of the development.
Provided that the conclusions of the financial review are adopted, it is Natural
England’s view that the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy will continue to
provide appropriate mitigation for the effects of recreational impacts on the
designated sites as a result of new development.
We welcome working with the partnership on further reviews of the strategic
solution in due course.’
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee: a) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposed method of making up any potential budget deficit should the need
arise;
b) NOTES and ENDORSE the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposed budget for 2021/22;
c) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposal to move to a 5 yearly monitoring programme if the results of the initial
5 years of annual monitoring indicate that the Partnership is having a positive
effect;
d) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
proposal to move the Site Specific Project list to become something that's
more 'live' past the award of the initial three years of grants; and
e) NOTES and ENDORSES the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's
request for more active involvement from all Partners.

Appendices:

Appendix 1 – Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Strategy

ENQUIRIES:
For further information on this report please contact:Anna Parry
Bird Aware Partnership Manager
Tel: 02392 834140
Email: Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
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Strategy Implementation Review
Autumn 2020
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Strategy Implementation Review Autumn 2020
The Partnership was established to create and deliver a mitigation strategy in
relation to recreational disturbance of the Solent SPAs arising from planned new
housing development.
When the work of the Partnership was first endorsed by PfSH (or PUSH as it was at
the time) it was noted that the first 5 years of work would need close monitoring in
order to be able to ascertain if it's being effective in the delivery of mitigation. The
Partnership is still operating within this initial 5 years and therefore can't yet draw full
conclusions related to effectiveness.
Instead, this review draws on experience to date from operating the Partnership and
seeks to highlight the intended direction of travel and further proposed changes that
may bring about greater returns.
GAP ANALYSIS Process
Do the project results
match original
objectives?

Are expected
deliverables being
delivered?

The Partnership has set out to have a proactive voice
speaking up for the needs of the birds, alongside an
assured mechanism for developers to be able to meet
the mitigation requirements of the Habitat Regulations.
Both of these aims are being delivered by the
Partnership.
Since the Interim Strategy was first implemented, the
following has been delivered:
 22,478 residential planning permissions making
use of the scheme (it is important to remember
that the scheme is still operated on an 'opt in'
basis, with developers free to bring forward their
own bespoke mitigation approach if they wish).
 2,439 site visits by the rangers to coastal areas
 38,172 engagements with the public
 131 community events attended
 18,506 leaflets distributed
Although no estimates for these figures were published
prior to the start of implementation, these achieved
figures are commendable. This is recognised internally,
amongst partnership peers and has achieved
independent recognition in the form of both local and
national awards.
In light of the anticipated impact of COVID-19 on the
ability of the Ranger team to directly engage with coastal
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How can gaps be
closed?
ACHIEVEMENT OF
GOALS
Does the Partnership
function as expected?

Is it still fit for purpose?

users, it is likely that for the duration of the pandemic,
direct engagement figures may fall, but other
engagement techniques such as greater use of social
media, creation of bespoke on site information and
delivery of targeted onsite interventions will increase.
Currently no gaps between objectives and deliverables
have been identified. However, as later discussed within
this exercise, there are areas being considered for
improvement.


Effective delivery of the full Strategy at the current
level of developer contribution sees the need for
partner organisations to be willing to provide some
support services. Many of these (procurement,
hosting of staff and finance) are provided to a high
level. However, some other services are treated
as the provision of a favour, therefore they seem
to fall low on the day to day agenda/priority list of
the staff intended to provide this support. This can
lead to substantive delays in some areas.
 The Steering Group members role requires them
to be proactive in communicating relevant issues
with the Partnership staff (such as the timings of
parking reviews, events programmes, PSPO
consultations etc) so that the team can make the
best use of their limited resources and feed into
these issues in a timely manner. In many cases,
the Steering Group member is the main point of
contact between that organisation and the
Partnership, they need to fully take on the
responsibilities of this position by bringing to the
Partnerships attention relevant issues, and
feeding back to their organisation anything that
may impact upon them.
 In terms of providing a strategic mechanism to
allow local housebuilding to proceed, since the
scheme began, 22,478 dwellings have used the
scheme as part of their efforts to achieve planning
permission. 18,381 under the Interim Strategy and
4,097 under the full Strategy.
As part of this review process, Natural England have
been asked to comment directly on this matter. They
have confirmed that if the conclusions of the financial
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review are adopted, it will continue to provide appropriate
mitigation. Their response is here in full:
‘Natural England is an active member of the Solent
Recreation Mitigation Partnership and Bird Aware Solent.
We welcome this financial review that ensures necessary
funding continues to be available to deliver adequate
mitigation for the lifetime of the development.
Provided that the conclusions of the financial review are
adopted, it is Natural England’s view that the Solent
Recreation Mitigation Strategy will continue to provide
appropriate mitigation for the effects of recreational
impacts on the designated sites as a result of new
development.
We welcome working with the partnership on further
reviews of the strategic solution in due course.’

Are staff adequately
skilled and supported?

In terms of providing a strategic mechanism to allow
local housebuilding to proceed, since the scheme began,
22,478 dwellings have used the scheme as part of their
efforts to achieve planning permission. 18,381 under the
Interim Strategy and 4,097 under the full Strategy.
In terms of protecting the birds, the team work hard to
follow best practice and trial a variety of engagement
techniques. Currently the results of the initial 5 years of
monitoring are awaited with interest.
There is a full induction programme (for permanent and
seasonal staff) and a budget for ongoing training needs
of staff.
Any role advertised by the Partnership typically sees a
high rate of applications, therefore the Partnership is in
the fortunate position of being able to choose from highly
skilled and experienced staff.
In 2019, the structure of the Ranger team was changed
to better reflect the needs of the Partnership and also to
allow more career progression (and hopefully therefore
retention) of staff. The old structure had a Lead Ranger
supported by full time Rangers and Seasonal staff. This
new structure (depicted below) created Senior Ranger
posts with defined specialisms related to sites and
outreach.
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Are controls in place
and do they work?

How are issues
addressed?

Do results compare
with the original project
plan, in terms of

The Partnership is following the agreed monitoring
programme for the initial 5 years (though owing to
COVID-19 related issues, the data from Winter 2020/21
is anticipated to be anomalous and therefore won't be
included in the final analysis). This will be extensively
reviewed after that period, based upon the findings at
that time.
Identified issues can be resolved in the following ways
depending on their scale:
 Resolved by Partnership staff (example responding to the need to reprioritise site visits as
a result of weather disruptions from incidences
such as snow or high winds making working
conditions unsafe)
 Resolved with input from an appropriate Task and
Finish Group (example - overseeing the tendering
process for the monitoring work and dealing with
any issues that arise from this work)
 Resolved with input from the Steering Group
(example - discussions to reach a consensus on
how an LPA might treat a planning application for
a more unusual activity which would need the
case-by-case approach advocated within the
Strategy)
 Resolved with input from the Project Board
(example - resourcing issues)
 Resolved with input from PfSH who provide
governance to the Partnership. (example - finance
issues)
The Partnership is fortunate to have a financial reserve
(owing to some housebuilding coming forward earlier
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quality, schedule and
budget?

SATISFACTION OF
STAKEHOLDERS
Are end users' needs
met?

Is governance
satisfied?
PROJECT COSTS
AND BENEFITS
What are the costs?
What is the income
stream?

AREAS FOR
FURTHER
DEVELOPMENT
Have all the benefits
been achieved? If not,
what is needed to
achieve them?

than predicted) therefore it has more financial stability
than some other similar schemes.
The standard of work achieved by the Partnership has
also been recognised by local and national awards for
best practice.
The LPAs have an effective mechanism which
developers within their area are able to use to meet their
requirements under the Habitat Regulations.
The conservation bodies have the opportunity to
influence and shape this strategic mitigation programme.
Developers have a high level of certainty that by
choosing to make a contribution, they can meet the
requirements of the Habitat Regulations. They have a set
pricing structure from day one which aids their project
cost planning.
PfSH have shown a high level of support for the work of
the Partnership. Regular KPIs are provided and annual
site visits are offered so that Members can see the work
of the Partnership in action.
The latest annual accounts can be found here:
Bird_Aware_Annual_Report_2019_2020.pdf
The project is entirely reliant on income from developer
contributions. Owning to the local housebuilding market
having previously been buoyant, the Partnership has
managed to build up a financial reserve which allows it to
plan activities with a relatively secure financing plan.
However the local issues related to nitrate neutrality and
the possible impacts of a predicted recession following
the impact of COVID-19 could see this income stream
threatened.

Delivery of the Strategy is based around six key work
streams:
1. Rangers - Although the Strategy has been in
place since 1st April 2018, the Ranger team only
reached its full staffing level on 1st August 2019.
This team have already been achieving
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2.

3.

4.

5.

impressive site visit, engagement and event
numbers, but it remains a relatively small team (5
ft and 2 seasonal) to cover 254km of coast.
Communications programme - Work on this has
been accelerated since the Brand and
Communications Lead joined the Partnership in
July 2018 and a Marketing Strategy was endorsed
by the Partnership in January 2019, giving a
timeline and focus to different initiatives. This work
stream has a relatively small budget for the area it
has to cover and relies heavily on input from the
whole team.
Dog Walking Initiatives - This area of work has yet
to really take-off as the Partnership has not yet
been able to advertise the Dog Initiatives Lead
post. It is hoped that this role will join the core
staff within the next 6 months. That said, the
Ranger team have been making some headway
with this by exhibiting at dog focused events and
conducting their own professional learning into
how best to work with dog owners/walkers. Key
messages that need to be conveyed to the dog
walking community have also been independently
tested by the Behaviour Insights Team (as part of
a pilot project with Natural England) and these
have been developed to be palatable and
understandable to that community.
Codes of Conduct - The Partnership has already
developed a Coastal Code of Conduct aimed at
walkers (with and without a dog) and this has
been heavily promoted since 2016. Work on
further developing these for other coastal user
groups (such as paddle sports and bait diggers) is
due to commence in 2020/21 as prior to having
the full Ranger team in place it was not possible to
cover all work streams. The majority of this work
will take place over the summer months when
Rangers do not need to spend so much time
undertaking site visits. Initial work to identify which
groups to prioritise this work with is underway.
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces
(SANGs) - Funding to support the development of
5 sites was awarded by the Solent LEP through
the Growth Deal programme. To date 3 of the 5
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Further training and
coaching
opportunities?

Would changes deliver
more value?

have been completed and various delays (outside
of the control of Bird Aware Project staff) have
hampered the delivery of the other 2 sites. Until
there is a larger suite of these, the existing ones
are reluctant to be heavily promoted as they have
raised concerns about not being able to handle
large numbers of visitors. It should also be noted
that as yet there is not a SANG on the Isle of
Wight, though work continues to try and identify a
suitable location. Therefore this area of work
remains a priority to move forward with.
6. Site Specific Projects - The Strategy always
intended that the first financial award be paid out
to support projects in 20/21 and the Partnership is
on target to do this, with 2 more years' worth of
projects identified to follow through. Furthermore a
monitoring programme has been established to
keep a check on their delivery and effectiveness.
Results of this monitoring work will provide vital
intelligence when the next round of potential
projects are scored. It will help inform decisions
about how effective different types of interventions
are in delivering mitigation.
Staff are empowered to request training opportunities in
addition to the full programme of training they undertake
as part of their induction.
The Partnership has also been instrumental in
establishing the Annual Mitigation Meet-up which allows
for peer learning amongst other similar mitigation
schemes.
It is envisaged that the Dog Initiatives Lead post will also
facilitate internal learning sessions.
Partnership staff represent a relatively small team to
cover such a large area (254km of coastline). Increasing
the team size (particularly more Rangers) would see
large benefits for a relatively modest outlay. This matter
will be fully assessed once the first five years’ of
monitoring data is available.
Bringing forward the initial 5 SANGs and working to
support further suitable sites through the site specific
project initiative would see real alternatives being offered
to coastal users.
The current form of Access Management Assessments
do not appear to achieve lasting results. Plans are
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Other additional
benefits that could be
achieved

already underway to review how resources currently
allocated to this work can be better utilised.
The Site Specific Projects element of work has the
potential to provide key mitigation measures at sites.
Currently we hold a list of the first 3 years worth of
projects we are intending to fund, together with an
approved reserves list. Under this format, we potentially
miss the opportunity to be the most proactive in terms of
assessing potential projects, so an alternative approach
involving a more 'live' list of projects (put together
annually by the Steering Group, assessed/scored by the
sub-group, then agreed by the Project Board prior to final
endorsement by PfSH) is now being considered.
Discussions on the pros and cons of developing such a
list will be had with the Steering Group shortly in order to
gauge if there is an appetite for them to assist in
developing and maintaining such a list.
There are other large work streams being undertaken
that (if properly co-ordinated) have the potential to come
together with this project and achieve results that support
all four aims and provide greater impact by dovetailing
than working in silo. These are the work on nutrient
neutrality, work on biodiversity net-gain, the
implementation of the Solent Waders and Brent Goose
Strategy and the strategic work around the recreational
use of the New Forest. The Partnership is open to
working with these groups and exploring where
additional gains may be made through avoiding working
in silo.

LESSONS LEARNT
How well are
The Rangers undertake a lot of data collection whilst
deliverables assessed? conducting site visits and events. An overview of this is
shared with the steering group on a regular basis, which
provides an opportunity for partners to discuss and
feedback on this data.
There is also a full monitoring programme that supports
the Strategy and is being adhered to.
What's gone wrong Disturbance monitoring – survey locations chosen too
how can a repeat be
hastily. Monitoring is complex and time consuming.
avoided?
Rangers having to remain in poorly chosen survey
locations (chosen prior to the Partnership operating),
which prevents them from doing more useful
engagement. Either change monitoring to be more like
Birdwise (comprehensive monitoring undertaken only
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once every 5 years, also the disturbance monitoring
focuses on recording levels of disturbance, not if these
change with/without a Ranger present) or chose new
survey locations. Also, although the monitoring is subject
to an independent tendering process, it's proving to be
much more costly than the original financial model
budgeted for.
Additional issues related to monitoring have included
such matters as the consultants dictating the work
patterns of the Rangers so that the Rangers are in
attendance at sites at the consultants convenience. This
has now been stopped by the Rangers keeping a rolling
forward plan of their site visits allowing the consultants to
fit in around them, not the other way round. Despite this,
rangers cannot change their working location in
response to weather conditions and local events which
they might usually do to better respond to disturbance
issues.
Also, there have been incidences where it has become
apparent that the consultants have not fully engaged with
issues related to disturbance, therefore the quality of
their final report can be limited. This is now avoided by
using a tendering process which places more emphasis
on 'value' rather than 'price'.
Access Management Assessments - whilst the theory
of these is relatively robust, in practice they are proving
to be cumbersome and in some cases controversial.
Also the reports make a series of recommendations for
potential site improvements. As it's not always possible
to implement these due to funding, site ownership
issues, site management issues, then the Partnership
runs the risk of looking ineffectual as a result. An
alternative way forward to cover this area of work has
already been proposed to the Project Board and will be
considered at a later date. This centres around using the
Site Specialist Ranger to work proactively with site
managers at times that suit them to actually implement
changes on site.
Site Specific Projects - these are in their initial stages
of delivery, and so far are progressing well. However
there is already concern about how best to keep the
project list 'live' and evolving such that at each point of
financial award the Partnership is able to be confident it
is supporting the best opportunities and projects.
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What's gone well lessons learnt

Reactive not proactive - partnership staff represent a
relatively small team to cover such a large area and so
many work streams. There are around 13 million visits
made to the Solent coast each winter, this is an
enormous amount of visits for the team to be trying to
influence into undertaking Bird Aware practices. Rangers
are spread thinly to cover so much ground
geographically and maintain successful working
relationships with all stakeholders across the region,
which can result in a tendency to work with those that
approach the Partnership and who are easy/ keen to get
involved rather than being able to target the locations/
organisations that Partnership staff feel would most
benefit the aims of the project. There are many
simultaneous projects and work streams running
alongside each other; it is unrealistic with current staffing
levels to carry them all out to a high standard, to
maintain cohesion and stay focused on priorities. This
can only really be rectified through more staff or a
reduced level of projects, through prioritisation. Another
measure that would assist in this respect would be
greater Partner input (ideally through members of the
Steering Group) feeding in relevant information to the
Partnership in a timely way and helping maintain an
overview of strategic priorities within the Partnership
area.
Partner Involvement
Partnership staff would like to see a much more
consistent level of involvement from all Partners,
particularly at Steering Group level as there is a
tendency for some Partners to be more proactive and
engaged with the work of the Partnership than others.
This causes a potential imbalance in what can be
achieved in different areas and concern is raised that this
will only increase over time if corrective action is not
taken soon.
Rangers seizing opportunities to work with
stakeholders –examples include:
Hook Links – rangers worked with the site manager to
protect a high tide roost that was previously being
frequently disturbed. There was initial resistance to this
project as there was concern it would be negatively
received by local residents. Rangers were able to
overcome this and worked with them to agree wording,
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put up signage, a leaflet box and pawprint waymaker
disc. Feedback from the public has been positive and
anecdotal evidence shows that disturbance has reduced.
Lepe Country Park – by building an excellent working
relationship with the staff there is now a whole Bird
Aware section on their interactive screen, it has a range
of our posters and our new video on it.
UKSA – rangers worked closely with Natural England on
the IOW to build links with them and tackle their
disturbance impact at Thorness Bay. Training was
planned with the watersport instructors at UKSA (due to
COVID-19 this is yet to go ahead).
Sharing of best practice with other mitigation
schemes /the positive style engagement that we
have adopted – being instrumental in the establishing of
mitigation meet ups, research and planning when
rangers first recruited.
Comprehensive seasonal induction - the full induction
programme in September enables a close team with
strong working relationship and allows the seasonal
rangers to prepare for the season ahead. Increasing the
period for which seasonals are recruited to include
September was a crucial move.
Monthly team meetings - all Partnership staff spend
one day a month together. Half the day is spent both
visiting and discussing issues pertaining to a key site, or
meeting with a stakeholder. The other half of the day is a
formal meeting where updates and project ideas are
shared and developed. As staff are hosted by three
organisations, this is an important opportunity for the
group to meet as a whole and grow a sense of being part
of a united 'team'. This sense of team is further
enhanced by the use of chat groups on messaging apps
and staff being encouraged to share both work and nonwork related issues on these.
Electronic communications - as Partnership staff are
hosted by 3 organisations, it is not possible for any one
member of the team to see the electronic calendar of all
their colleagues. Equally sharing documents and jointly
working from the same resources can be cumbersome.
Therefore Partnership staff make use of various
resources such as a check-in/out message group on
Whatsapp (so colleagues know daily movements), Zoom
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or Microsoft Teams for virtual meetings and SharePoint
for collaborative working on documents.
Adopting a positive approach - Partnership staff have
to convey key messages to a wide variety of coastal
users. The approach taken is always positive and noncritical, even if the member of staff has just witnessed
the user be responsible for a disturbance incidence. This
approach is proving to be well received by 95.9% of
coastal visitors and allows Partnership staff to have
constructive engagements with those they meet.
FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
What was left out of
Owing to the overriding need to complete the first 5
the review
years’ of monitoring work as part of the initial
assessment of the effectiveness of the Strategy, there
have been some areas of the strategy that it has not
been appropriate to include at this moment in time.
These include:
 Making recommendations to strategically overhaul
the monitoring work programme for this period (as
comparable data will be most useful in
establishing trends)
 The overall type and scale of mitigation being
provided
 Determining if it is necessary to bring in 'stricter'
measures such as restricted access to some part
of the coast.
What has been learnt
The Partnership is in a strong position, with a growing
from this review?
base of operational experience, strong links with
Partners and stakeholders and a positive reputation
amongst coastal users. The Partnership is also well
regarded by other mitigation partnerships and has
received national awards for the work it does.
At the same time, as the operational experience of the
Partnership grows, it becomes clear that some of the
theoretical planning on how the Partnership may best be
run are not proving to be ideal in practice.
What corrective action The Partnership needs to address the following issues:
is needed to obtain
 All Partners need to be kept in close dialogue with
required results?
the Partnership team.
 The initial monitoring programme needs to be
completed, then a major overhaul undertaken to
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What lessons are
being carried forward?

Does it naturally lead
to future projects which
will build on the
success and benefits
already achieved?

make it fit better with operational delivery of the
Strategy.
 Site specific projects should consider ways to be
more flexibility to ensure that the best
opportunities and projects are supported at each
stage and that the project list doesn't become
outdated.
 Access Management Assessments need review
to make sure that they actually produce
something that is utilised and beneficial to the
Partnership and landowners/managers.
 The financial model underpinning the Strategy
needs to ensure it is robust enough to support the
delivery of mitigation measures throughout the
entire duration of the in-perpetuity period.
 The Partnership staff are stretched thinly to be
trying to make sure the 13 million winter visits to
the Solent coast are conducted in a Bird Aware
way. More staff would assist in meeting this
challenge.
 The Partnership will continue to use its growing
operational experience to inform future planning
and decision making.
 Opportunities to jointly work with other strategic
projects and key stakeholders will continue to be
sought to maximise the impact of the delivery of
the Strategy.
There are four large work streams being undertaken that
(if properly co-ordinated) have the potential to come
together with this project and achieve results that support
all four aims and provide greater impact by dovetailing
than working in silo. These are the work on nutrient
neutrality, biodiversity net-gain, the implementation of the
Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy and the
strategic work around the recreational use of the New
Forest.
Additionally, the Bird Aware brand has the option to be
used by other similar mitigation Partnerships and it is
believed that it will create a greater and wider reaching
impact if it gets taken up nationally. Bird Aware Essex
Coast have already adopted the brand and negotiations
continue with several other Partnerships to try and bring
them on board too.
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As a separate issue, the England Coast Path is due to
fully open soon, with 2021 being termed as the 'Year of
the Coast' as part of the promotional activities around
this. Whilst in the Solent, much of the route is already
accessible, the promotion of the path is predicted to
bring greater numbers of coastal users. The Partnership
have been working with Natural England (who are
leading on the England Coast Path work) to ensure
appropriate representation on coastal signage to inform
people of the need to be Bird Aware, and to inform
discussions on the actual route to be promoted so that
less sensitive routes have been considered. Joint
working on issues such as this is or great benefit to the
aims of both projects and the Partnership remain open to
ceasing more such opportunities in future.
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Literature Review
Review of other Mitigation Strategies
A desk based review of a sample of other Partnership strategies and business plans
was undertaken. Those selected were already known to the team and are
considered some of the forefront of those operating within the sector. They were also
identified as dealing with similar issues to those at the core of our work (protecting
coastal birds from increasing recreational disturbance) and therefore offer a more
comparable benchmark.
Additionally we've built up a good working relationship with many of the Partnerships
and been fortunate enough to be able to have honest discussions with them about
the strengths and limitations of their own strategies.
Below are some features that will be considered for inclusion in future work and
reviews of the Strategy, once the results of the initial 5 years' worth of monitoring
reports is available to also help shape this process.
Source
SUFFOLK
HRA - RAMS,
MAY 2019

SOUTH EAST
DEVON
EUROPEAN
SITE
MITIGATION
STRATEGY
JUNE 2014

Comment
This strategy is written in quite an academic tone.
It includes a Mitigation Hierarchy (avoid, mitigate, compensate,
enhance) which is a useful tool to consider and largely aligns with
the approach we are taking.
Similar to ours, this strategy also provides a suite of measures to
address mitigation, recognising that any one measure may not be
effective for all audiences if used in isolation.
Find the document in full here:
Suffolk HRA RAMS May 2019
This Strategy is again very academic and at 249 pages, it's also
the longest of those we came across.
It recognises the principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework guidance for mitigation then further develops them to
encompass a wider scope, concluding that that they should be
(paraphrased):
 NECESSARY - In order to enable planning permission
to be granted
 RELEVANT TO PLANNING - Can't be measures
required irrespective of new development, such as
maintenance and restoration
 RELEVANT TO THE DEVELOPMENT - Only applied
to developments of a kind, scale and location that have
the potential to affect the site.
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EFECTIVE - Provide certainty that the development
can proceed without adverse effects on the European
sites arising from recreation.
 COST EFFICIENT: Cost effective collection,
management, fund holding, distributing and
accounting. Measures should be equal to what is
required to happen, but not over and above what is
necessary for the protection of the site. They must be
fairly and reasonably related in scale to the
development.
 FLEXIBLE - Robust enough to give protection, flexible
enough to be reviewed and modified over time (as and
where indicated by monitoring)
 FAIR - Should be proportionate to the potential impact
generated.
 EVIDENCE BASED - Justifying the need and
appropriateness and likely effectiveness of measures.
 TIMELY AND IMPLEMENTABLE: Implementable and
deliverable, including in-perpetuity element.
 COMPLIANT - with law and policy
It is considered that our Strategy adheres to these principles.
Find the document in full here:

South East Devon Mitigation Strategy June 2014

BIRD WISE
NORTH KENT
MITIGATION
STRATEGY
JAN 18

The structure of the Project Board for this group differs from most
as Natural England are only included in an advisory role (i.e. with
no voting rights) and it does include membership from the Kent
Developers Board which directly represents developers.
This Strategy also includes a definition of what 'success' is
deemed to be: The Strategy will be deemed successful if the
level of bird disturbance is not increased despite an increase in
population and the number of recreational visitors to the coastal
sites around the North Kent Marshes. Locally we refer to the key
statement of 'creating a coastline where people's recreation does
not impact overwintering birds' which conveys a similar focus on
making people still feel welcome at the coast without impinging
on the birds ability to rest and feed as they wish.
Find the document in full here:

Bird Wise North Kent Mitigation Strategy Jan 2018

BIRD WISE
NORTH KENT

This is a very readable document. It sets out clear objectives and
milestones.
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BUSINESS
PLAN 2017/22

The monitoring regime vastly differs from most others in that for
the majority of years little to no monitoring is undertaken, with a
full suite of monitoring assessments undertaken every 5 years.
Find the document in full here:

Bird Wise North Kent Business Plan 2017-22
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Agenda Item 11

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire
Joint Committee
Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

Paddy May, SRMP Board Chair
Anna Parry, Partnership Manager

Subject:

SOLENT RECREATION MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP (BIRD
AWARE) SITE SPECIFIC PROJECTS
SUMMARY

The purpose of this paper is to seek endorsement from the Joint Committee for the
Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's revised recommendations for how site
specific funding should be allocated
RECOMMENDATION
The Joint Committee is asked to NOTE and ENDORSE the Solent Recreation
Mitigation Partnership's revised proposal for site specific projects to be supported.
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BACKGROUND
1.

The Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership's (SRMP), is projected to have £400k
per annum to allocate towards funding site specific projects to deliver mitigation
measures.

2.

In later 2018 all SRMP Partners were invited to submit project proposals for this
funding and a 'site specific projects' sub group analysed these proposals, alongside
getting clarification from the PUSH Chief Executives and the SRMP Project Board
related to some of the substantive issues that arose from this analysis.

3.

A series of recommendations for the allocation of the funding were then endorsed by
the PfSH Joint Committee in July 2019, with the first round of funding starting in April
2020.
UPDATE

4.

Since that time, one of the supported projects has withdrawn from the scheme and
the Project Board have considered proposals for the reallocation of this funding.

5.

For information, the withdrawn project is the proposed Hayling Island bird refuge site,
which was originally allocated £220k funding in year 1, but is no longer being
actioned by Havant Borough Council.

6.

As a result of this withdrawal, the Partnership has contacted all project proposers
from the approved and reserve lists to seek mobilisation information and engage with
them about their ability to bring their project forward.

7.

This work has resulted in the Partnership being able to create a revised schedule of
projects see below (with more detail provided in Appendix 1), including reserve and
unsupported projects) that could be supported and the Joint Committee is now asked
to note and endorse this new schedule. These have been site mapped at Appendix
2.
Yr 1
Projects
Yr 2
Projects
Yr 3
Projects

Site Location

LHFM and
LHOB
(line 7)

£336,850
£283,040
£324,900

Proposer

RSBP

Type

Bird refuge
and habitat
creation

Summary

Total
score

Shingle recharge
of key winter
roosting sites and
associated
interpretation

23
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Project cost
£s

100,000

Revised
Timescale

Yr 1
Projects

LHSM
(line 8)

HIWWT

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision

Southmoor
Refuge and
Habitat Provision

21

22,000

Yr 1
Projects

LHWT, LHBT,
LHOB.
(line 9)

Havant BC

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision

Hayling Island
Brent Goose and
Wader Refuge

21

222,000

Withdrawn

CHMA –
Marina
(line 10)

Chi Harbour
Conservancy

Additional
fencing, hedgeSite specific
laying and
visitor
signage at
management
Apuldram Manor
farm

20

3,000

Yr 1
Projects

SWBM
(line 11)

HCC

Site specific Bunny Meadows
visitor
Footpath and
management Circular Footpath

19

150,000

Yr 1
Projects

CHFI
Fishbourne
(line 12)

Chi DC

Bird refuge
and site
specific
visitor
management

Creation and
extension of
board walk and
fencing at East
Head

20

20,600

Yr 1
Projects

SWWS
(line 13)

New and
Southampton enhanced
CC
strategic
greenspace

Peartree Green
Footpath upgrade

18

38,350

Yr 1
Projects

SWBM
(line 14)

HCC

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision

Bunny Meadows
Bird Refuge

17

2,900

Yr 1
Projects

CHEH
(line 15)

Chi DC

Site specific Boardwalks at
visitor
Fishbourne
management meadow

19

10,000

Yr 2
Projects

Chi DC

Bird refuge
and site
Fencing and
specific
hedge planting at
visitor
March farm spit
management

18

17,000

Yr 2
Projects

Chi DC

Public
engagement
and
education
initiatives

18

6,000

Yr 2
Projects

CHPR
Prinstead
(line 16)

CHEH
(line 17)

Sand art and
sculpture
workshops at
East Head –
Visitor
Engagement-
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SWWS
(line 18)

IWBM
(line 19)

SWIN Itchen
North
(line 20)

IWMW
(line 21)

New and
Southampton enhanced
CC
strategic
greenspace

Shoreburs
Greenway – NE
section

18

47,100

Yr 2
Projects

RSPB

Erecting a dog
Site specific
proof stock fence
visitor
either side of a
management
permissive path

17

10,940

Yr 2
Projects

Eastleigh BC

Enhanced
strategic
greenspace

Access
improvements at
Itchen Valley
Country Park

15

147,000

Yr 2
Projects

IoW Council

Bird refuge
and habitat
provision
Public
engagement
and
education
initiatives

Bird Refuge

19

324,900

Yr 3
Projects

PROPOSED CHANGES
8.

For year 1, the Partnership is seeking to still support all remaining originally approved
projects (with the obvious exception of the withdrawn project), then further support
Bunny Meadows circular footpath (line 11), Peartree Green footpath (line 13) and
Bunny Meadows bird refuge (line 14).

9.

The year 2 proposal is to allow the £150k originally allocated to Bunny Meadows, to
now be reallocated to Itchen Valley (line 20) and for the Partnership to also support
the proposal for Brading Manor.

10.

In summary, this proposed change effectively brings forward 2 year 2 projects
(footpaths at Bunny Meadows and Peartree Green) and allows for an additional
project (Bunny Meadows bird refuge) to be funded with the reallocation. Then in year
2, 2 additional projects - Itchen Valley and Brading Manor - can also be funded.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTE and ENDORSE the Solent
Recreation Mitigation Partnership's revised proposal for site specific projects to be
supported.
APENDICIES: Appendix 1 – Schedule of Projects scoring 2019
Appendix 2 – Project Map
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ENQUIRIES:
For further information on this report please contact:Anna Parry
Bird Aware Partnership Manager
Tel: 02392 834140
Email: Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
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Appendix 2

Page 120

Page 121

Agenda Item 12

Report to the Partnership for South
Hampshire Joint Committee

Date:

25 January 2021

Report of:

Head of Democratic Services, Fareham Borough Council

Subject:

PfSH Meeting Schedule 2021/22

SUMMARY
The Schedule of Meetings for the Joint Committee and Overview and Scrutiny
meetings for 2021/22 has been prepared, following a similar pattern to previous
years.
The schedule of meetings includes provisions for the Joint Committee to meet five
times in the 2021/22 municipal year, and the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to
meet five times.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee APPROVE the schedule of meetings
for the municipal year 2021/22, attached at Appendix A.

Appendix A :
Schedule of PUSH Joint Committee and Overview and Scrutiny Meetings for
2021/22

Contact :
Leigh Usher, Head of Democratic Services, Fareham Borough Council
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Appendix A
SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS 2021/22
May
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Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun

1
2

Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

June
1
2
3
4
5
6

Bank holiday

July

1
2
3
4

7
8
9 PfSH O & S
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21 PfSH JC
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

August

1
2
3
4
5

1

PfSH O & S

PfSH JC

Bank holiday

Tues
Weds
Thurs
Friday

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

September

October

1
2
3

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

November
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

PfSH O & S

PfSH JC

December

1
2
3
4
5

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

January
1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2

Closed
Closed
Closed
closed
Closed

Bank holiday

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

February

Bank holiday

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

PfSH O & S

PfSH JC

March
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

April
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun

1
2
3

PfSH O & S

PfSH JC

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Bank Holiday

Bank Holiday

31

May

KEY to
abbreviations:

June

July

Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Wed
Thurs
Friday
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tues
Weds
Thurs
Friday

August

September

PfSH JC = PfSH Joint Committee (5)
PfSH O&S = PfSH Overview and Scrutiny Committee (5)

Start times –
PfSH Joint Committee - 6pm
PfSH Overview and Scrutiny – 10.30am

October

November

December

January

nd

th

School holidays / LGA conf (2 -4 July)

February

March

April

