
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

AGENDA 
PARTNERSHIP FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE 

(PFSH) JOINT COMMITTEE 
 

 
Date: Tuesday, 5 July 2022 
  
Time: 6.00 pm 
  
Venue: Council Chamber - Civic Offices 

 
 
Members:  
Chairman  To be appointed 

Vice-
Chairman 

 To be appointed 

Councillors Ken Moon, East Hampshire DC 

Keith House, Eastleigh BC 

Seán Woodward, Fareham BC 

Peter Chegwyn, Gosport BC 

Stephen Philpott, Hampshire CC 

Alex Rennie, Havant BC 

Diane Andrews, New Forest DC 

Gavin Parker, New Forest NP 

Lee Hunt, Portsmouth CC 

Satvir Kaur, Southampton CC 

Nick Adams-King, Test Valley BC 

Martin Tod, Winchester CC 

 

Chief 
Executives 

 

Adam Harvey, East Hants DC 

James Strachan, Eastleigh BC 

Peter Grimwood, Fareham BC 

Public Document Pack
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For further information please contact: 
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ 

Tel: 01329 236100 
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk  

David Williams, Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC 

Carolyn Williamson, Hampshire CC 

Kim Sawyer, Havant BC 

Kate Ryan, New Forest DC 

Alison Barnes, New Forest NP 

Mike Harris, Southampton CC 

Andy Ferrier, Test Valley BC 

Laura Taylor, Winchester CC 

Sandy Hopkins, Southampton CC 

 
Co-opted 
Members: 

Charlotte Lines, Environment Agency 

To Be Confirmed, Solent LEP 

Paddy May, Partnership for South Hampshire 
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1. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN  

 To elect a Chairman for the Municipal Year 2022/23. 
 

2. APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIRMAN  

 To appoint a Vice-Chairman for Municipal Year 2022/23. 
 

3. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE 
MEMBERSHIP  

 To note any apologies and changes in membership for this meeting of the Joint 
Committee. 
 

4. MINUTES (Pages 5 - 12) 

 To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 14 February 2022. 
 

5. CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS  

6. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

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

7. DEPUTATIONS  

 To receive any deputations of which notice has been lodged. 
 

8. REFERENCES FROM THE PFSH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE  

 To receive any references from the PfSH Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 
 

9. PFSH COORDINATORS REPORT (Pages 13 - 20) 

 To receive a report on issues which are significant, but do not justify a full report in 
their own right to be brought to the attention of the Joint Committee for a decision. 
 

10. PFSH REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING AND STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 
(Pages 21 - 50) 

 To receive the PfSH Statement of Accounts for the financial year 2022-2023 
 

11. STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND PROGRESS UPDATE (Pages 51 - 56) 

 To receive a report updating members on progress towards a PfSH Joint Strategy 
 

12. NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY UPDATE (Pages 57 - 66) 

 To receive a report providing an update on the work of the Strategic Environmental 
Planning Officer. 
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For further information please contact: 
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ 

Tel: 01329 236100 
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk  
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Minutes of the 
Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) 

Joint Committee 
 

(to be confirmed at the next meeting) 

 
Date: Monday, 14 February 2022 
  
Venue: Council Chamber - Civic Offices 

 
 

PRESENT:  
 

Councillor Councillor Seán Woodward, Fareham BC (Chairman) 
 

Councillor Dan Fitzhenry, Southampton CC (Vice-Chairman) 
 

Councillors: Ken Moon, East Hampshire DC 
Graham Burgess, Gosport BC 
Alex Rennie, Havant BC 
Robert Humby, Hampshire CC 
Diane Andrews, New Forest DC 
Hugh Mason, Portsmouth CC 
Neil Cutler, Winchester CC 
Gordon Bailey, New Forest National Park 
 

Chief 
Executives: 

Laura Taylor, Winchester CC 
Claire Upton-Brown, New Forest DC 
David Williams, Portsmouth CC & Gosport BC 
Peter Grimwood, Fareham BC 
David Hayward, Havant BC & East Hants DC 
Graham Smith, Test Valley BC 
Diccon Bright, Eastleigh BC 
Richard Kenny, Hampshire CC 
 

 
Co-opted 
Members: 

  
Paddy May, Partnership for South Hampshire 

 
 

Richard Ivory, Solicitor 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 14 February 2022 

 

 

Also 
Present: 

Jonathan Evans, Southampton CC – Item 8 
Simon Eden, Southern Policy Centre – Item 9 
Deborah Whitfield, Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust – Item 10 
Simon Kennedy, PfSH Strategic Environmental Planning Officer – 
Item 11 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 14 February 2022 

 

 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE 
MEMBERSHIP  
 
Apologies of absence were received from: 
 
Councillor Keith House (Eastleigh BC), Gavin Parker (New Forest NPA) with 
Councillor Gordon Bailey deputising, Councillor Nick Adams-King (Test Valley 
BC), Stuart Jarvis (Hampshire CC) with Richard Kenny deputising, Andy 
Ferrier (Test Valley BC) with Graham Smith deputising, Kim Sawyer (Havant 
B& East Hants DC) with David Hayward deputising, Nick Tustian (Eastleigh 
BC) with Diccon Bright deputising, Kate Ryan (New Forest DC) with Claire 
Upton-Brown deputising and Alison Barnes (New Forest NPA). 
 
Changes to the Joint Committee Membership: 
 
Kim Sawyer has replaced Gill Kneller as the representative for Havant BC & 
East Hants DC and Kate Ryan is the new Chief Executive Officer at the New 
Forest DC replacing Bob Jackson.  
 

2. MINUTES  
 
Members of the Joint Committee were asked to note an amendment to the 
Previous Minutes as Robert Humby (Hampshire CC) was in fact not in 
attendance as the Minutes from the 25 October 2021 state. 
 
RESOLVED that with the amendment made to remove Robert Humby 
(Hampshire CC) from the attendees list, the minutes of the PfSH Joint 
Committee meeting held on the 25 October 2021 be confirmed and signed as 
a correct record. 
 

3. CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
There were no Chairman’s announcements made at this meeting. 
 

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

5. DEPUTATIONS  
 
There were no deputations made at this meeting. 
 

6. REFERENCES FROM THE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE  
 
PfSH Overview and Scrutiny Committee – 02 February 2022 
 
MINUTE ITEM 8 - GREENPRINT FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE  
 
The Overview and Scrutiny Committee received an update in respect of the 
Greenprint for South Hampshire which updated members on the conclusions 
of workshops held with sector specialists over the autumn to develop the 
definitions of the five framework priorities and determine outcomes which will 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 14 February 2022 

 

 

help guide PfSH member local authorities and other partners in collaborating 
to achieve those priorities.   
 
Members of the Committee suggested that the PfSH Joint Committee ask for 
more communication be undertaken in promotion of Greenprint as they felt 
that many local authorities were not aware of this project and the work that is 
being undertaken. 
 
RESOLVED that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee:- 
 

a) NOTES the contents of this report;  

b) NOTES that the Joint Committee will be asked to: 

i. NOTE the progress on developing the Greenprint for South 
Hampshire; 

ii. CONFIRM that it is content with the expanded definitions of the 
five priorities (at Appendix 1);  

iii. AGREE in principle the ten outcomes which are proposed as a 
basis for developing a PfSH-wide approach to a green recovery 
(at Appendix 3); 

iv. AGREE that local authority officers and others from partner 
organisations work together to develop an action plan to achieve 
the agreed outcomes; and   

c) suggested that the PfSH Joint Committee ask for more communication 
be undertaken in promotion of Greenprint, and other PfSH work, as they 
felt that many local authorities were not aware of this project and the 
work that is being undertaken. 

MINUTE ITEM 9 - SOLENT WADERS AND BRENT GOOSE 
STRATEGY  

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee received a summary report by 
Deborah Whitfield from the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust 
which is seeking agreement to the continuation of PfSH support for the 
Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SW&BGS) and commit to an 
annual contribution towards the cost of an officer post that will facilitate 
the delivery of that Strategy.   

The Strategy aims to identify, conserve and enhance sites that 
functionally support the Special Protection Areas (SPAs) of the Solent 
sub-region, and advise on mitigation for unavoidable impacts.  This 
proposal is aligned to, and complements, the work of the Bird Aware 
Solent and seeks to benefit local planning authorities by monitoring the 
impact of development on SPAs.  

The Committee requested that the PfSH Joint Committee be informed of 
their support for the 14K funding contribution towards the creation of an 
officer post that will improve communications, access to mapping and 
data, and help with identifying suitable low-use site mitigation projects. 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 14 February 2022 

 

 

RESOLVED that the Overview & Scrutiny Committee:- 

a)  NOTE the content of this report;  

b)  NOTE that Joint Committee will be asked to: 

(i) FORMALLY ACKNOWLEDGE the Solent Waders and 
Brent Goose Strategy 2020 and Mitigation Guidance 2018 
(appendix A) as key reference documents for policy and 
decision making by PfSH and its partners as appropriate; 

(ii) AGREE Solent Waders and Brent Goose Steering 
Group’s request for annual PfSH funding of £14k.  The 
funding will be a contribution to an officer post commencing 
April 2022 that will improve communications, access to 
mapping and data, and help with identifying suitable low-use 
site mitigation projects; 

(iii) AGREE how the cost of a PfSH contribution to the 
SW&BGS officer role should be apportioned among the PfSH 
local authorities; and  

c) requested that the PfSH Joint Committee be informed of their 
support for the 14K funding contribution towards the creation of an 
officer post that will improve communications, access to mapping and 
data, and help with identifying suitable low-use site mitigation projects. 

 

7. PFSH CO-ORDINATORS REPORT  
 

The Joint Committee received a report by the PfSH Coordinator, Paddy May, 
that covers issues which are significant, but do not justify a full report to be 
brought to the Committee for decision or for information.  
 
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTE the matters for information 
outlined in part B of this report. 

 
8. PFSH BUDGET MONITORING 2021/22 AND PROPOSED BUDGET 2022/23 

 
The Joint Committee received the PfSH Budget Report 2022/23 from Jonathan 
Evans (Southampton CC). 

The Joint Committee considered the comments from the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee at item 6. 

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:- 

a) NOTE the budget monitoring position for 2021/22, as set out in the 
report 

b) NOTE that the forecast outturn from the 2021/22 budgets is provisional 
and may be subject to change in the final outturn budget report. 
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Partnership for South 
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 14 February 2022 

 

 

c) APPROVE the proposed revenue budget for 2022/23, as set out in the 
report; and 

d) APPROVE the partner contributions for 2022/23 as shown on table 5. 

 
9. GREENPRINT FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE: UPDATE 

 
The Joint Committee received a report from Simon Eden (Southern Policy 
Centre) outlining the outcomes of the stakeholder workshops and progress 
towards development of an action plan for the Greenprint for South 
Hampshire. 
 
The Joint Committee considered the comments from the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee at item 6. 

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:- 
 

a) NOTE the progress on developing the Greenprint for South 
Hampshire; 
 

b) CONFIRMED that it is content with the expanded definitions of the 
five priorities (at Appendix 1); 

 
c) AGREED in principle the ten outcomes which we propose as a 

basis for developing a PfSH-wide approach to a green recovery (at 
Appendix 3); and 

 
d) AGREED that Council Officers and others from partner 

organisations (such as the Solent LEP, Natural England and Solent 
Transport) work together to develop an action plan to achieve the 
agreed outcomes. 

 
 

10. SOLENT WADERS AND BRENT GOOSE STRATEGY  
 
The Joint Committee received a report from Deborah Whitfield from the 
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust requesting support, mitigation 
guidance and funding.  
 
The Chairman suggested that the investigations are made into the synergies 
between the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy and Bird Aware Solent 
as, if deep enough, joint working could be advantageous. The Joint Committee 
noted that if the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy can be delivered by 
Bird Aware this could reduce the amount of funding required in the future. 
 
The New Forest National Park authority highlighted that the report makes clear 
that their contribution cannot yet be confirmed and that they have reservations 
about the funding formula. The Chairman stated that the formula was based 
on the proportion of sites within each planning authority. 
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RESOLVED that Joint Committee:- 

a) FORMALLY ACKNOWLEDGED the Solent Waders and Brent Goose 
Strategy 2020 and Mitigation Guidance 2018 (Appendix A) as key 
reference documents for policy and decision-making by PfSH and its 
partners as appropriate; 

b) AGREED the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Steering Group's 
request for annual PfSH funding of £14k. The funding will be a 
contribution to an officer post (commencing in April 2022) that will 
improve communications, access to mapping and data, and help with 
identifying suitable low-use site mitigation projects; 
 

c) AGREED that costs be met by LPAs by way of each contributing a 
proportion based on the sites that fall within each LPA boundary; and 

 
d) AGREED that investigations are made into the synergies between the 

Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy and Bird Aware Solent. 
 
 

11. UPDATE ON NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY IN THE SOLENT  
 

The Joint Committee received a report from Simon Kennedy, PfSH Strategic 
Environmental Planning Officer. 

RESOLVED that Joint Committee NOTE the contents of this update. 

 
12. THE FUTURE OPERATION OF THE CULTURE, CREATIVE INDUSTRIES 

AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT PANEL  
 
The Joint Committee received a report outlining options for the future 
operation of the culture, creative, industries and built environmental panel from 
Charles Freeman.  
 
The Chairman, on behalf of PfSH, thanked Charles Freeman for all his work 
since the creation of the culture, creative, industries and built environmental 
panel in 2006.  
 

RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:- 

a) AGREED the outline approach presented by Southern Policy Centre 
at Annex A. Annex A sets out how support for the Culture, Creative 
Industries and Built may be determined. Final details of the proposal 
to then be agreed between Southern Policy Centre and the lead 
PfSH Co-ordinator; and 
 

b) AGREED to proceed with its support for Creative Network South on 

the basis of Hampshire Chamber of Commerce continuing as host, 

and until a decision is made on how future support for culture, 

creative industries and built environment work is managed. 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 14 February 2022 

 

 

 
 

13. PFSH MEETING SCHEDULE 2022-2023  
 
The Joint Committee received the schedule of meetings for the 2022/23 
municipal year for both the PfSH Joint Committee and the PfSH Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee.  
 
The Joint Committee were asked to note an error on the recommendation in 
the report as it reads – it is recommended that the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee Approves, when this in fact should read – It is recommended that 
the Joint Committee Approves.  
 
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee APPROVED the dates on the schedule 
of meetings for the municipal year 2022/23, attached at Appendix A. 
 
 
 

(The meeting started at 18:00 
and ended at 18:49). 
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire  

Joint Committee 
 

Date:   05 July 2022 

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. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for information 
outlined in part B of this report. 
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PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION 

There are no matters for decision. 

 

PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION 

1. Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

1.1  In 2020, at the request of member local authorities, PfSH commissioned the 

preparation of an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) for the PfSH 

region. This work is wholly funded by local authority contributions from all those 

wishing to be covered by the work (all PfSH member local authorities except East 

Hampshire District Council).  

1.2  A SFRA is part of the evidence base for the local plan and collates information on all 

known sources of flooding that may affect existing or future development. Officials 

considered that a complete refresh of the existing SFRA is needed to assist in the 

review and preparation of local plans in compliance with Section 14 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2021). The current SFRA for the PfSH area was 

completed in 2007, with subsequent interim updates and reviews in 2012 and 2016. 

As such, the document and mapping are now out of date, if taking account of 

legislation and policy changes, as well as updates to evidence, modelling and 

mapping of flood risk.  

1.3  Following a full procurement process led by Portsmouth City Council, AECOM was 

awarded the contract to undertake the work and an inception meeting took place on 

10 March 2021.  

1.4  Since the inception meeting with members of the PfSH Steering Group that had been 

convened to maintain oversight of the work (local authority planning officials, coastal 

partners, PfSH and Environment Agency), AECOM is progressing the work well. Most 

of the modelling work has now been completed and is currently going through an 

internal quality assurance process, and once completed, will be shared with the PfSH 

SFRA Steering Group. The Steering Group also approved additional modelling 

scenarios to meet recently updated guidance on SFRA's issued by the Environment 

Agency. 

1.5  Work is expected to complete on the SFRA, including modelling and mapping, in 

September 2022. 

 

2. Options for Expanding Bird Aware Solent's Remit  

2.1 There are several new areas of environmental policy coming up in the next few years 

as part of the government’s ambition to deliver nature recovery and respond to the 

climate crisis. In September 2021 Natural England brought a discussion paper to the 

PfSH Planning Officers Group (POG) asking it to consider the challenges, 

opportunities, and appetite of members to deliver these policy objectives by taking a 

strategic approach delivered by building upon the Bird Aware Solent model. 
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2.2 The basic premise of Natural England's proposal is that expansion of the Bird Aware 

Solent model, to include several new policy areas, could have several advantages. 

Bird Aware Solent is already established, is cost effective, works well and is delivering 

its environmental objectives. By expanding its remit, it might be possible for it to do 

far more and get better results. An expanded Partnership could bring together various 

sources of funding and use a greater range of policy levers to develop and secure a 

pipeline of new and improved sites across southern Hampshire. Having a partnership 

solely focussed on this remit could make it easier, simpler, and more cost-effective 

for developers and local planning authorities to deliver their environmental policy 

objectives. From an environmental perspective we believe this could deliver better 

quality, strategically located sites at a significant scale which make a significant 

contribution towards improving the environment for wildlife and people to enjoy.  

2.3 Natural England considered that several areas of policy could be within scope, such 

as biodiversity net gain (BNG), climate change mitigation (relating to natural 

environment enhancement such as tree planting schemes and other habitat 

restoration proposals), nutrient pollution, natural flood management, Solent Wader 

and Brent Goose Strategy sites, bird disturbance, green Infrastructure, protected 

species district level licensing. 

2.4  In addition, the Natural England proposals were considered within the Bird Aware 

Partnership in light of discussions around COP26, and at the meeting of PfSH Joint 

Committee in February this year, Cllr Woodward noted the similarity of some of the 

current work areas of both Bird Aware and the Solent Waders and Brent Goose 

Strategy - and how closer working and governance may be beneficial. 

2.5  PfSH POG has formed a task and finish steering group, formed of local authority 

planning policy officers, the Bird Aware Partnership manager, the PfSH Strategic 

Environmental Planner and representatives from Natural England and the Hampshire 

and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust. The steering group met in early March and is charged 

with developing a recommendation for POG's consideration, and ultimately PfSH 

Joint Committee. The group agreed that significant environmental activity is already 

happening locally - both in terms of environmental mitigation projects relating to the 

habitats regulations (e.g. Brent Goose and Solent Waders Strategy, Solent and New 

Forest Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy, nutrient mitigation) which can be seen as 

reactive. However, there was also a proactive agenda in relation to strategic land-

based solutions for biodiversity net gain, nature recovery strategies, which could be 

viewed as requiring a more proactive response. The idea of multi-functionality and 

benefit stacking was discussed, and reference made to the DEFRA Solent Nutrient 

Market pilot.  

2.6 It was felt by the group that before the potential for an expanded role for Bird Aware, 

or an alternative approach, could be considered, a steer is required from POG as to 

the sorts of topics that could be covered. The discussion note prepared for the 

meeting included reference to many of these, but also recognised the direction of 

travel at the national level towards a greater consideration of environmental matters 

in planning. There are choices about how proactive PfSH might want to be; are we 

focussed on reacting to habitats regulations, the Environment Bill, or do we want to 
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go further bringing in strategic land-based solutions to climate change? It was 

considered that this was fundamental to the scope of any extended role of any 

organisation or group involved in environmental mitigation for development in the sub-

region.  

2.7 It is clear that there are several groups and organisations operating in the Solent sub-

region on the topic of environmental mitigation/enhancement. These include; 

 Biodiversity Net Gain Group (chaired currently by PfSH SEPO) 

 Local Nature Partnership (attended by PfSH SEPO) 

 PfSH itself through the spatial strategy and green belt/green infrastructure work 

 The Greenprint for South Hampshire initiative 

 Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust 

2.8 A strong understanding of the organisations/groups involved in the topic sub-

regionally is required to inform further discussion and avoid duplication of effort. PfSH 

also needs to develop a strong vision for this work - so that it can determine how best 

to implement what it wants to achieve. The work will also need to consider how to 

align with the proposed local nature recovery strategy work which is being looked at 

on a Hampshire and Isle of Wight geography with Hampshire County Council as the 

lead body. 

2.9 At the time of writing, members of the steering group plan to undertake a stakeholder 

mapping exercise, to provide clarity around existing activity, and propose a 'vision' for 

consideration by POG at its meeting on 8 July. Further update reports will come back 

to the Joint Committee on this policy area. 

 

3. Strategic Recreation and Mitigation Partnership (Bird Aware) Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs) 

The below covers the period 1 January to the end of May 2022. 

The Rangers delivered: 

 Site Visits                                                                321 

 People interacted with on-site                                 4657 

 Events                                                                     37 

 People interacted with at events                            1067 

Additional input has also been given to communications work which is led by the 

campaigns and engagement officer. Together the team has achieved the following: 

Facebook 

• Number of fans 2,466 (up by 581, +30.8%) 

• Number of followers 2,872 (up by 417, +17%) 

• Accounts reached 147,093 (+67.8% compared to preceding 5 months) 
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• Engagement – engagement excluding clicks 8,715 (6,467 reactions, 645 

comments, 566 shares, 1,037 other engagements)  

Twitter 

• Number of followers 2,703 (up by 129, +6.33%) 

• 123,200 impressions  

• Engagement: 2,384 total engagement (1,818 likes, 340 retweets)  

Instagram 

• Number of followers 2,063 (up by 246, +13.5%) 

• Accounts reached: 31,907 (+131.4% compared to preceding 5 months) 

• Engagement: 8,018 likes, 97 comments 

Other Campaigns and Engagement highlights include: 

 Launch of the first in the series of codes of conduct: wildlife-aware beach cleans 

 First newsletter issued to around 350 subscribers in March (93% opening rate, 

43% click rate). Currently at 775 subscribers with next edition due in June  

 12 blog posts, five press releases, monthly radio interviews with Express FM 

 Rolling campaign to promote winter season events calendar achieved over 2,000 

clicks and reach of 32K  

 Promotion of individual spring events achieved 375 clicks and a reach of 23K  

 
 

4. Update on the Green Print for South Hampshire Initiative 

4.1  The Greenprint project is now focusing on developing a plan of action to help realise 

the priorities and related outcomes agreed by the Joint Committee on 14 February. 

4.2  Members will recall that the project has been supported by the University of 

Southampton through the secondment of postgraduate students. A third student, 

Karolina Zarzyczny, joined the Team at the beginning of May for three months. She 

will be meeting with a wide range of people over the next few weeks to identify 

possible actions. 

4.3  The Communities of Practice – the groups of experts in each priority area drawn from 

across sectors – will be re-convened in late June and early July to review the ‘long-

list’ of possible actions with a view to determining what recommendations will be 

brought to the Joint Committee in the autumn. Before that report comes to Members 

it will be further reviewed by officers from across PfSH Member councils and other 

project partners to ensure those emerging recommendations are consistent with the 

broader policy direction and priorities of local councils and others. 

4.4  The Joint Committee will have the opportunity to consider those recommended 

actions at their meeting on 27 September. 
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4.5  Members may also have noticed that the Greenprint project was represented at the 

Solent Summit in early June, where a small stand helped to introduce attendees to 

the project's and PfSH’s aspirations for a green recovery. The project fits well with the 

objectives of the Solent Freeport and Solent Strategy, both launched at that event. 

This was an excellent opportunity to introduce a wider range of organisations to 

Greenprint. 

 

 

5. Culture, Creative Industries and the Built Environment Themed Panel 

Southern Policy Centre, Culture and Creative Economy Workshops 

5.1 Following Joint Committee agreement at its meeting on 14 February, the PfSH has 

commissioned The Southern Policy Centre to run two workshops to review 

opportunities for partnership working to support the development of the culture and 

creative economy in South Hampshire. The first workshop on the 10 June focussed 

on vision, the second on the 15 July will focus on the mechanics of the operation of 

future working.  

5.2  Invitations have been sent to partner local authorities, universities, further education 

colleges, business support organisations, creative industry networks, and other 

cultural organisations. The event will provide an opportunity for linking key initiatives 

(including the Arts Council England priority places - Isle of Wight, Portsmouth, 

Gosport, New Forest Rushmoor - with business led initiatives such as Tech Solent 

and Digital South. 

5.3 Joint committee will be updated on the outcome of the workshops at its meeting in 

September. 

 

Solent Quality Place Awards. https://solentqualityplaceawards.org.uk/  

5.4 Nominations for the Solent Design Awards 2022 opened on 9 May and closed on 27 

May. 16 entries have been submitted. The focus of the awards is on excellent 

placemaking. The judges are looking for examples of development which enhance 

the sense of place and belonging within a locality. 

5.5 In addition to highlighting architectural and engineering excellence, the awards seek 

to recognise developments that contribute to improving the economic, social, cultural 

and environmental life of those who live, work, learn and relax within the Solent 

region. The Solent Quality Place Awards have been run by the Partnership for South 

Hampshire since 2010, with previous winners including the West Quay South 

complex in Southampton and the Hot Walls area in Portsmouth. 

5.6 The judges determined a shortlist of entries in June. The public vote for the People's 

Choice Award will take place in July/August. The award winners will be announced in 

September. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the matters for information 
outlined in part B of this report. 

 
Background Papers: None 
Reference Papers: None 
Enquiries: For further information on this report please contact: 

Paddy May (PfSH Co-ordinator)  
Tel. No. 023 9283 4020  
E-mail: paddy.may@portsmouthcc.gov.uk  

Version 2.0 
October 2021 
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Report to the  

Partnership for South Hampshire  

Joint Committee 
 
Date:  05 July 2022  
 
Report of: John Harrison, Executive Director – Finance & Commercialisation 
 
Subject: REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING AND THE STATEMENT OF 

ACCOUNTS 2021/22 
 
 

SUMMARY 
 

This report summarises the outturn against the budget for the financial year 2021/22 
and includes presentation of the Statement of Accounts 2021/22 for approval. This 
report also updates the revenue budgets for 2022/23 based on the outturn position. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:- 

a) NOTES the outturn for the financial year 2021/22 (Table 2); 

b) APPROVES the Statement of Accounts for the 2021/22 financial year and 
the Annual Governance Statement (Appendix 1); and  

c) NOTES the revenue budget for 2022/23 as set out in the report (Table 4). 

  

Page 21

Agenda Item 10



-2- 
 
INTRODUCTION 

1. This report sets out the final outturn expenditure position against the budget for 
2021/22, and presents the revenue budget for the financial year 2022/23. 

RESOURCES 
 
2. Table 1 below shows the estimated PfSH resources that were expected to be 

available for 2021/22, the actual income received and the expected resources 
available for 2022/23.  

3. The expected resources for the financial year 2022/23 are the partnership 
balances carried forward from 2021/22, in-year partnership contributions and the 
expected interest on balances held by SCC on behalf of PfSH.  

4. The totals for capital and revenue resources are the control totals for the budgets 
detailed below. 

Table 1: Total Resources Available 2021/22 2021/22 2022/23 

Approved 
Budget  

Actual 
received 
to end 
Mar 21 

Proposed 
Budget  

  £000 £000 £000 

Revenue Funds       

Core funding (local authorities) 76 76 126 

Other contributions 0 0 0 

Interest on balances 0 1 0 

Unallocated balances 154 154 123 

Total 230 231 249 

 
 

5. There are proposed partner contributions for 2022/23 of £125,500 following 
approval by the Joint Committee in February 2022. Interest rates recovered 
slightly in the year so the balances held by PfSH earned £518 in 2021/22 
compared to £98 in the previous year.  

FINAL OUTTURN 2021/22 - REVENUE 
 
6. Table 2 below sets out the revenue budget for 2021/22, approved by the Joint 

Committee in July 2021 and the actual outturn.  

Table 2: Revenue Allocations 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 
  

Approved 
Budget  

Spend 
to end 
Mar 21 

Under/ 
(Over) 
Spend 

  £000 £000 £000 

Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment 13 13 0 
Greenprint for South Hampshire contribution 20 20 0 
Core Projects & Central Costs 75 75 0 

Total Core and Panel Budgets 108 108 0 
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7. The unallocated balances are the revenue reserves of the partnership. These 

are maintained to enable the partnership to have resources available to react to 
potential future opportunities as they arise. 

Table 3: Unallocated Balances  
 £000 

Balance brought forward into 2021/22 154 
To fund 2021/22 expenditure (108) 
Contribution income 2021/22 76 
Interest income 2021/22 1 

Balance at end of 2021/22 123 

 

8. Updates on the work of the delivery panels are included in the Co-ordinator’s 
report to each of the Joint Committee meetings. A report on the activities of the 
Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment was presented to the 
Joint Committee in February 2022. 

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

10. Unallocated Balances - There were no additional allocations to delivery panels 
during the year from unallocated balances. The balance will be used to fund 
potential future work of the partnership as and when opportunities arise. 

 

FINAL OUTTURN 2021/22 - CAPITAL  

11. There was no capital expenditure during 2021/22, however, capital grant funding 
of £390,000 was returned by PfSH.  

12. The funding was originally received in 2016/17 as part of the Solent Growth Deal 
for recreation mitigation projects. One project at Horsea Island was unable to be 
completed in the timeframe stipulated in the grant agreement. Under the terms of 
the grant, the funding was returned following a request from the grant provider. 
Portsmouth City Council had received £121,000 in interim payments for the 
project from PfSH. This was returned to the partnership in 2021/22 and repaid to 
the grant provider as part of the £390,000.  

13. PfSH now holds no capital resources following the completion of all other capital 
projects in the previous financial year 2020/21. 

 

2021/22 STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 

14.  The Statement of Accounts for the 2021/22 financial year and the Annual 
Governance Statement are presented for approval in Appendix 1. These 
statements have been reviewed by internal audit and, based on the testing 
conducted, assurance has been given that adequate financial systems and 
controls are in place for the administration of the PfSH accounts. 
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REVENUE BUDGET 2022/23 

15. The revenue budget allocations for 2022/23 are shown in table 4.  This is based 
on the 2022/23 budget as approved by the Joint Committee in February 2022. The 
Core and Panel budgets are unchanged but there is a minor change in the value 
of the unallocated balances following year-end.  

 

Table 4: Revenue Allocations 2022/23 2022/23 
Budget 

Allocation 
£000 

Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment 28 
Core Projects & Central Costs 98 

Total Core and Panel Budgets 126 

 
16. It is proposed that an Unallocated Balance of around £120,000 will be maintained 

to enable the partnership to have resources available to react to potential future 
opportunities as they arise.  

Table 5: Unallocated balances 

 
 

 £000 
Balance at end of 2021/22 123 
To fund 2022/23 budget (126) 
Contribution income 2022/23 126 
Interest income 2022/23 0 

Forecast balance at end of 2022/23 123 

 

RECOMENDATION 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:- 

a) NOTES the outturn for the financial year 2021/22 (Table 2); 

b) APPROVES the Statement of Accounts for the 2021/22 financial year and 
the Annual Governance Statement (Appendix 1); and  

c) NOTES the revenue budget for 2022/23 as set out in the report (Table 4). 

Appendices – Appendix 1 - Statement of Accounts for the 2021/22 financial year 
and the Annual Governance Statement 
 
 
Background Papers:   
 
Joint Committee 14 February 2022 – Item 8: Budget Report  
Joint Committee 14 February 2022 – Item 12: The Future Operations of the Culture, 
Creative Industries and Built Environment Panel 
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Enquiries:  
For further information on this report please contact: 
 
John Harrison, Executive Director – 
Finance & Commercialisation  
T: 023 8083 4897 
E: john.harrison@southampton.gov.uk 

Jon Evans, Finance Business Partner 
T: 023 8083 3162 
E: jonathan.evans @southampton.gov.uk 
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EXPLANATORY FOREWORD 

1. Introduction 

This document contains the Partnership for South Hampshire’s (PfSH) Statement of 
Accounts for the year ended 31 March 2022. 

  This foreword contains: 

 a summary of the various statements which make up the 2021/22 accounts; 

 a broad picture of where the money comes from and what it is spent on; and 

 a summary of the revenue expenditure on services and capital expenditure over 
the course of the year. 

2. Summary of Statement of Accounts. 

The accounts for 2021/22 are set out on pages 6 to 18.  They consist of the following: 

 Statement of Accounting Policies – sets out the policies adopted by the Joint 
Committee in preparing the Accounts.  

 Statement of Responsibilities for the Statement of Accounts – records the 
respective responsibilities of the Joint Committee and Chief Financial Officer. 

 Income and Expenditure Account – reports the net cost for the year of all the 
functions for which the Joint Committee is responsible and how they have been 
financed. 

 Statement of Movement on General Fund Balance – discloses the adjustments 
necessary to determine the movement on the General Fund Balance 

 Balance Sheet – this sets out the financial position on 31 March 2022. 

 Cash Flow Statement - this summarises cash coming in or going out from 
transactions with others for revenue and capital purposes. 

 

In addition, the Annual Governance Statement, which reviews the effectiveness of the 
system of internal control, is included on pages 19 to 24. 

3. Overall financial position  

As PfSH is not able to own any assets, the balance sheet total mainly represents the 
balance of funding being carried forward to the next financial year to fund ongoing PfSH 
programmes. The balance sheet position as at 31 March 2022 reflects a decrease of 
£301,000 compared to the previous year.  

Revenue funding for 2020/21 was made up of carried forward of balances from 2020/21 
and in year partner contributions.  

Carry forward balances from 2021/22 will be used to part fund the 2022/23 programme. 
Subscriptions will continue in 2022/23 as agreed by the Joint Committee on 14th 
February 2022. This will enable the partnership to fund committed projects, undertake 
work in 2022/23 and also maintain an appropriate level of resources in reserves.  
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4. Where the money comes from 

The Joint Committee’s income in 2021/22 came from the carry forward of balances 
along with interest earned on those balances. Interest rates recovered slightly during 
2021/22 so the balances held by PfSH earned £518 in 2021/22 compared to only £98 
in the previous year.  

  

Table 1: Total Resources Available 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 

Approved 
Budget  

Actual 
received 

Difference 

  £000s £000s £000s 

Revenue Funds       

Core funding (local authorities) 76 76 0 

Other contributions    

Interest on balances  1 1 

Unallocated balances 154 154 0 

Total 230 231 1 

 

5. Overview of the year – revenue expenditure 

The main components of the 2021/22 revenue budget and actual expenditure are set 
out in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 Revenue Allocations 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 

  
Approved 

Budget  
Total 

Spend 

Under/ 
(Over) 
Spend 

  £000s £000s £000s 

Culture, Creative Industries and the Built 
Environment 

13 13 0 

Greenprint for South Hampshire contribution 20 20 0 

Core Projects & Central Costs 75 75 0 

Total 108 108 0 

6. Unallocated Balances 

The unallocated balances are the revenue reserves of the partnership. These are 
maintained to enable the partnership to have resources available to react to potential 
future opportunities as they arise. 

 £000 
Balance brought forward into 2021/22 154 
To fund 2021/22 expenditure (108) 
Contribution income 2021/22 76 
Interest income 2021/22 1 

Balance at end of 2021/22 123 
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7. Overview of the year – capital expenditure 

There was no capital expenditure during 2021/22, however, capital grant funding of 
£390,000 was returned by PfSH. The funding was originally received in 2016/17 as part 
of the Solent Growth Deal for recreation mitigation projects. One project at Horsea 
Island was unable to be completed in the timeframe stipulated in the grant agreement. 
Under the terms of the grant, the funding was returned following a request from the 
grant provider. Portsmouth City Council had received £121,000 in interim payments for 
the project from PfSH. This was returned to the partnership in 2021/22 and repaid to 
the grant provider as part of the £390,000. PfSH now holds no capital resources 
following the completion of all other capital projects in the previous financial year 
2020/21. 

8. Further information 

Further information can be obtained about the accounts from John Harrison, the Chief 
Financial Officer to the Partnership for South Hampshire Joint Committee at the Finance 
Department, Southampton City Council, The Civic Centre, Southampton, Hampshire, 
S014 7LY, telephone 023 8083 4897 or Email john.harrison@southampton.gov.uk. 
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STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

1. General principles 

1.1 The accounts have been prepared in accordance with standard accounting practice. 
Any significant non-compliance is explained in the following notes. 

2. Debtors and creditors 

2.1 Debtors and creditors have been accrued in accordance with standard accounting 
practice. 

3. Reserves and provisions 

3.1 Specific amounts are set aside as reserves for future policy purposes or to cover 
contingencies. Reserves are created by transferring amounts in the Statement of 
Movement on the General Fund Balance. Expenditure on items for which the reserves 
were originally created is shown as service expenditure in the Income and Expenditure 
Account and then transferred back into the General Fund Balance Statement so that 
there is no net charge against council tax for the expenditure. Variations to earmarked 
reserves are shown in the notes to the accounts. 

3.2 Provisions represent legal liabilities when the amount or date of payment is uncertain. 
They are charged to the revenue account in the year they are recognised.  

3.3 PfSH currently maintains no such reserves or provisions. 

4. Non-current Assets 

4.1 PfSH does not own any non-current assets. 

5. Specific Revenue Government Grants 

5.1 Government grants for specific purposes are included in the accounts on the basis of 
the grant conditions that apply. These grants are shown against the relevant service in 
the Income and Expenditure Account. 

5.2 PfSH did not received any grants during 2021/22. 

6. Financial Instruments 

6.1 In accordance with Financial Reporting Standard (FRS 102) long-term debtors, debtors, 
payments in advance and temporary lending are classified as loans and receivable 
financial instruments. Creditors, receipts in advance and temporary and long-term 
borrowing are classified as financial liabilities at amortised cost.   

6.2 The Joint Committee has not granted any soft loans. 

7. Corporate and Democratic Core Expenditure 

7.1 Expenditure incurred on the corporate management team is deemed to be across all 
areas of PfSH activities, and has not been re-allocated to any specific PfSH activity. 
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8. Service Expenditure Analysis 

8.1 Expenditure has been allocated directly to the relevant service line, and there has been 
no apportionment of any expenditure. 

9. Accounting for VAT 

9.1 Claims for re-imbursement from other local authorities are paid net of VAT. Any claims 
from other bodies not able to reclaim VAT are paid gross. 

10. Interest 

10.1 Interest is calculated using the 6-month gilt yield average interest rate on the average 
fund balance held by Southampton City Council on behalf of PfSH. 

11. Liquid Resources and Cash 

11.1 The Joint Committee includes cash in its categorisation of liquid resources on the basis 
that this is actually held as cash.  No other resources are held that are readily convertible 
to cash. 

12. Fair Value 

12.1 All financial assets and financial liabilities carried in the statements are short term so 
have been valued at face value, which is a reasonable assessment of fair value. 
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STATEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS - JOINT 
COMMITTEE          

1. The Joint Committee’s responsibilities 

The Joint Committee is required: 

 To make arrangements for the proper administration of its financial affairs and to 
ensure that one of its officers has the responsibility for the administration of those 
affairs.  For this Joint Committee, that officer is the Chief Financial Officer. 

 To manage its affairs so as to secure economic, efficient and effective use of 
resources and safeguard its assets. 

 To approve the Statement of Accounts. 

2. The Chairman’s Statement 

I certify that the Statement of Accounts for 2021/22 were considered and approved at 
the Joint Committee meeting on 5th July 2022   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor Seán Woodward 

Chairman – Joint Committee 

5th July 2022 

Page 34



Page 9 

STATEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS - CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER                                 

1. The Chief Financial Officer’s responsibilities 

The Chief Financial Officer is responsible for the preparation of the Joint Committee’s 
Statement of Accounts in accordance with proper practices as was agreed with the Audit 
Commission. 

In preparing this statement of accounts, the Chief Financial Officer has sought to: 

 select suitable accounting policies and apply them consistently, 

 make judgements and estimates that were reasonable and prudent. 

 

The Chief Financial Officer has also: 

 kept proper records which are up to date, 

 taken reasonable steps for the prevention and detection of fraud and other 
irregularities. 

2. The Chief Financial Officer’s statement 

I certify that the Statement of Accounts presents fairly the financial position of the 
Partnership for South Hampshire as at 31 March 2022 and its income and expenditure 
for the year ended 31 March 2022. 

 

 

 

 

    

John Harrison  

Chief Financial Officer 

5th July 2022 
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INCOME AND EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT 

Net 
Expenditure 

2020/21   

Revenue 
Expenditure 

Specific 
Income 

Net 
Revenue 

Expenditure 

Payments 
for Capital 
Purposes 

Net 
Expenditure 

2021/22 

£   £ £ £ £ £ 

 Cultural, Environmental and Planning Services:       
37,500 Culture, Creative Industries & The Built Environment  12,500  12,500  12,500 

268,507 Local Growth Deal (Solent Recreation Mitigation Project)     (121,093) (121,093) 

306,507   12,500  12,500 (121,093) (108,593) 

        

 Corporate and Democratic Core:       

80,766 Central Costs  95,515  95,515  95,515 

80,766   95,515  95,515  95,515 

        

386,773 Net Cost of Services  108,015  108,015 (121,093) (13,078) 

        

(98) Interest Received      (518) 

        

386,675 Net Operating Expenditure      (13,596) 

        

(75,750) Partnership Contributions      (75,750) 

 Local Growth Deal (Solent Recreation Mitigation Project)      390,000 

        

310,925 Surplus(-)/Deficit(+) for Year      300,654 

        
        

 Page 10       
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 STATEMENT OF MOVEMENT ON THE GENERAL FUND BALANCE 

The Income & Expenditure account shows actual financial performance for the year, 
measured in terms of resources consumed, and generated over the last 12 months.  
However, the General Fund balance takes account of reserves built up in the past and 
contributions to reserves for future expenditure.  This statement summarises the 
differences between the outturn on the Income & Expenditure account and the General 
Fund balance. 

 

 

2020/21  
 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 

Total  
 Revenue Capital Total 

£  
 £ £ £ 

(734,805) 
 General Fund Balance Brought 

Forward (Restated) (154,973) (268,907) (423,881) 

  
    

310,925 

 Surplus(-)/Deficit(+) for the year on 
the Income and Expenditure Account 31,747 268,907 300,654 

  
    

423,881 
 Balance on General Fund Carried 

Forward 123,227 0 123,227 
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BALANCE SHEET 

 

2020/21    2021/22 

£    £ 

  Current Assets:   

23,600  Debtors  22,700 

587,461  Cash  117,027 

611,061  Total Current Assets  139,727 

     

  Current Liabilities:   

187,180  Creditors  16,500 

187,180  Total Current Liabilities  16,500 

     

423,881  Net Current (Liabilities)/Assets  123,227 

     

  Financed By:   

  General Reserves:   

154,973  For Revenue Purposes  123,227 

268,907  For Capital Purposes  0 

423,881    123,227 
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CASH FLOW STATEMENT 

2020/21    2021/22 
£    £ 
  Revenue Activities   
  Cash Outflows:   

118,671  Operating Costs  278,695 

118,671    278,695 
  Cash Inflows:   

(92,650)  Other Income  (76,650) 

(92,650)    (76,650 
     

26,021 
 Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from revenue 

activities  202,045 
     

 
 Returns on Investments and Servicing of 

Finance   

  Cash Inflow:   

(98)  Interest Received  (518) 
     

(98) 
 Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from Servicing 

of Finance  (518) 
     

 
  

Capital Activities   

  Cash Outflows:   

107,927  Grants for Capital Purposes  (121,093) 

107,927     
  Cash Inflows:   

  Capital grants  390,000 

     
     

     

107,927 
 Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from Capital 

Activities  268,907 
     

133,849  Net Cash Inflow(-)/Outflow(+)  470,434 
      

 

Note: Cash inflows are shown as negative numbers (-), outflows as positive. 
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ANNUAL AUDIT RETURN 

 Y/E Y/E 

 31 Mar 2022 31 Mar 2021 

 £ £ 

   

1. Balances Brought Forward 423,881 734,805 

   

2. Income From Local Taxation and/or Levy   

   

3. Total Other Receipts (313,732) 75,849 

   

4. Staff Costs   

   

5. Loan Interest/Capital Repayments   

   

6. All Other Payments (13,078) (386,773) 

   

7. Balances Carried Forward (1+2+3-4-5-6) 123,227 423,881 

   

   

8. Total Cash and Short Term Investments 117,027 587,461 

   

9. Total Fixed Assets and Long Term Assets   

   

10. Total Borrowings 6,200 (163,580) 
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

1. Apportionment of Costs from Corporate and Democratic Core 

1.1 All costs incurred by the PfSH corporate management team cover all PfSH activities, 
and are not attributable to any individual Delivery Panel. There has therefore been no 
apportionment of these costs. 

2. Interest Received 

2.1 Interest is calculated using the 6 month gilt yield average interest rate on the average 
fund balance held by Southampton City Council on behalf of PfSH. 

3. Partner Contributions to PfSH 

3.1 The table below shows the contributions made by each partner in 2021/22. 

Council 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

East Hampshire District Council 900 900 
Eastleigh Borough Council 5,200 5,200 
Fareham Borough Council 5,200 5,200 
Gosport Borough Council 3,500 3,500 
Hampshire County Council 22,700 22,700 
Havant Borough Council 5,200 5,200 
New Forest District Council 3,500 3,500 
New Forest National Park Authority 750 750 
Portsmouth City Council 15,700 15,700 
Southampton City Council 10,500 10,500 
Test Valley Borough Council 1,700 1,700 
Winchester City Council 900 900 
 75,750 75,750 

 

4. Payments from PfSH to Partners  

4.1 The table below sets out payments made to partners from PfSH: 

  

Council 2021/22 2020/21 

 £ £ 
Fareham BC  1,588 
Hampshire CC   
Havant BC  221,023 
Portsmouth CC 332,422 73,267 
Southampton CC 12,000 59,484 
Winchester CC   
Total Payments to Partners 344,422 355,361 
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5. Grants Received by PfSH 

5.1 PfSH received no grant funding during 2021/22. 

6. Debtors 

 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

Other Local Authorities 22,700 23,600 
 22,700 23,600 

 

7. Creditors  

 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

Other Local Authorities 16,500 177,180 
Sundry Creditors 0 10,000 
 16,500 187,180 

 

8. Reconciliation of Income and Expenditure Account to net cash inflow from 
revenue activities 

 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

Surplus(-)/Deficit(+) on Income & Expenditure 
Account 31,747 42,418 
   
Increase(+)/Decrease(-) in Debtors (900) (16,900) 
Increase(-)/Decrease(+) in Creditors 170,680 404 
Increase(-)/Decrease(+) in Receipts in Advance   
Less Interest Received 518 98 
   
Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from revenue activities 202,045 26,021 

9. Reconciliation of Income and Expenditure Account to net cash inflow from capital 
activities 

 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

Surplus(-)/Deficit(+) on Income & Expenditure 
Account 268,907 268,507 
   
Increase(+)/Decrease(-) in Debtors   
Increase(-)/Decrease(+) in Creditors  (160,580) 
Increase(-)/Decrease(+) in Receipts in Advance   
   
Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from capital activities 268,907 107,927 
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10. Reconciliation of the Movement in Cash 

 2021/22 2020/21 
 £ £ 

Increase(+)/Decrease(-) in Cash (470,434) (133,849) 
Represented by:   
Net Movement from Revenue (202,045) (26,021) 
Net Movement from Capital (268,907) (107,927) 
Net Movement from returns on investment 518 98 
   

11. Financial Instruments 

11.1 In accordance with Financial Reporting Standard (FRS 102) debtors, payments in 
advance and temporary lending are classified as loans and receivable financial 
instruments.  Creditors (note 7), receipts in advance and temporary borrowing are 
classified as financial liabilities at amortised cost.  All such elements included in the 
Balance Sheet are short term and have been valued at face value, which is a reasonable 
assessment of fair value. 

11.2 Credit risk arises from deposits with other institutions, as well as credit exposures to 
PfSH's debtors.  As surplus cash is temporarily invested with Southampton City Council, 
PfSH is exposed to minimal risk.  PfSH's debtors are generally other public sector 
bodies. 

11.3 PfSH has access to temporary borrowing from Southampton City Council’s cash 
surpluses, so there is no significant liquidity risk of not being able to raise finance. There 
is no investment in equity shares or other shareholdings, and no financial assets or 
liabilities in foreign currencies so no exposure to either price risk or exchange rate risk. 

11.4 In summary, the risks to which PfSH is exposed to are minimal and therefore it is not 
considered necessary to perform any sensitivity analysis of the above risks as any 
changes to the risks would be unlikely to be material to these accounts. 

12. Authorisation to Issue the Accounts 

12.1 These Accounts were authorised for issue on 5th July 2022 by the Chief Financial 
Officer, and events after the balance sheet date have been considered to this date.  

 

13. Other notes that require disclosure but which this Joint Committee has nothing 
to report 

 There have been no acquired or discontinued operations during the year. 

 There were no exceptional items, extraordinary items or prior period adjustments 
in the year. 

 The Joint Committee has no undischarged obligations from long-term projects. 

 The Joint Committee does not have any intangible fixed assets. 

 The Joint Committee does not have any contingent assets or liabilities. 
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 The Joint Committee does not have a controlling or dominant influence in any 
company. 

 The Joint Committee has no interests that would require the production of Group 
Accounts. 

 The Joint Committee has no Business Improvement District Schemes in operation. 

 The Joint Committee has no discretionary expenditure or pooled funds under the 
Health Act 1999. 

 The Joint Committee does not administer any Trust Funds. 

 The Joint Committee does not have any interest in Building Control and therefore 
no requirement to produce building control accounts. 

 The Joint Committee does not operate a scheme under the Transport Act 2000. 

 The Joint Committee does not have any Public Finance Initiative schemes. 

 No Allowances have been paid to Members. 

 There have been no post balance sheet events up to the date of the issue of the 
accounts to the Joint Committee. 

14. Related Party Transactions 

14.1 PfSH is required to disclose material transactions with related parties - bodies or 
individuals that have the potential to control or influence PfSH or to be controlled or 
influenced by PfSH.  Disclosure of these transactions allows readers to assess the 
extent to which PfSH might have been constrained in its ability to operate independently 
or might have secured the ability to limit another party's ability to bargain freely with 
PfSH. There were no related party transactions. 

14.2 Central government has effective control over the operations of PfSH - it is responsible 
for providing the statutory framework within which PfSH operates and has provided the 
majority of its funding in the form of grants.   

14.3 Members of the Joint Committee have direct control over PfSH's financial and operating 
policies, and notes 3 and 4 set out the transactions with the parent councils of the 
members of the Joint Committee.  Grants awarded were made with proper consideration 
of declarations of interest.  The relevant members did not take part in any decision 
relating to the grants.  There were no related party transactions involving members or 
officers. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT 

1. Scope of responsibility 

1.1 The Partnership for South Hampshire (“PfSH”) is a Joint Committee comprising 11 local 
authorities and one National Park Authority (“the Councils”). The primary governance 
arrangements that apply directly to those members and officers of the Councils who are 
engaged in PfSH activities are those maintained by their own individual local authority 
(for example, Codes of Conduct). The relationship between the Councils in respect of 
PfSH are set out in the Joint Agreement (“the Agreement”) which has been approved 
by each of the Councils at a full council meeting. A copy of the Agreement is available 
at: 

https://www.PUSH.gov.uk/partnership/working-arrangements/governance/   

1.2 Southampton City Council’s Service Director: Legal & Business Operations has also 
been appointed as the Lead Advisor on legal and constitutional issues for PfSH, and 
also the statutory Monitoring Officer for PfSH. As such, the Southampton City Council 
governance arrangements take precedence, and form the basis of PfSH’s governance 
framework for the operation of the Joint Committee and its activities. 

1.3 Southampton City Council is the lead authority for financial matters, and Southampton 
City Council’s Executive Director - Finance and Commercialisation is also the statutory 
Chief Financial Officer (“CFO”) for PfSH. 

1.4 PfSH (“the Joint Committee”) is responsible for ensuring that its business is conducted 
in accordance with the law and proper standards, and that public money is safeguarded 
and properly accounted for, and used economically, efficiently and effectively. The Joint 
Committee also has a duty under the Local Government Act 1999 to make 
arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way in which its functions are 
exercised, having regard to a combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. In 
discharging this overall responsibility, the Joint Committee is responsible for putting in 
place proper arrangements for the governance of its affairs, facilitating the effective 
exercise of its functions, and which includes arrangements for the management of risk. 

1.5 In addition to the Agreement, the Joint Committee reviewed the governance 
arrangements at its meeting of 15 October 2021, and the report is available at: 

(Public Pack)Agenda Document for Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee, 25/10/2021 18:00 (push.gov.uk) 

1.6 The Financial Protocols (“the Protocols”) for PFSH were reviewed at the meeting of 28 
January 2014, and these are available at: 

https://www.PUSH.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Item-7-Annex-A-Revised-
Financial-Protocols.pdf 

2. The purpose of the governance framework 

2.1 The governance framework comprises the systems and processes, and culture and 
values, by which the Joint Committee is directed and controlled and its activities through 
which it accounts to, engages with and leads the community. It enables the Joint 
Committee to monitor the achievement of its strategic objectives and to consider 
whether those objectives have led to the delivery of appropriate, cost effective services. 
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2.2 The system of internal control is a significant part of that framework and is designed to 
manage risk to a reasonable level. It cannot eliminate all risk of failure to achieve 
policies, aims and objectives and can therefore only provide reasonable and not 
absolute assurance of effectiveness. The system of internal control is based on an 
ongoing process designed to identify and prioritise the risks to the achievement of the 
Joint Committee’s policies, aims and objectives, to evaluate the likelihood of those risks 
being realised and the impact should they be realised, and to manage them efficiently, 
effectively and economically. 

2.3 The governance framework has been in place for the Joint Committee for the year 
ended 31 March 2022 and up to the date of approval of the statement of accounts. 

3. The Governance Framework 

3.1 The following describes the key elements of the systems and processes that comprise 
the Joint Committee’s governance arrangements including arrangements for: 

Identifying and communicating the Joint Committee’s vision of its purpose and 
intended outcomes for citizens and service users: 

3.2 The sub-regional strategy for South Hampshire sets out objectives for growing 
prosperity and improving the quality of life.  Those objectives need to be translated into 
actions that will deliver change.  PfSH’s Business Plan sets out how the sub-regional 
strategy is to be delivered. The 2021 - 2025 Business Plan was considered by the Joint 
Committee 15th October 2021. 

Reviewing the Joint Committee’s vision and its implications for the governance 
arrangements: 

3.3 Southampton City Council has adopted a Code of Corporate Governance (“CCG”) 
which identifies in one core document how the Council ensures that it runs itself in a 
lawful, structured, ethical and professional manner. The CCG is administered by the 
Monitoring Officer and is updated periodically by the Council’s Standards and 
Governance Committee. As PfSH follows Southampton’s governance arrangements (its 
Constitution etc), Southampton’s CCG reflects and represents PfSH’s governance 
arrangements. The full document is published on the City Council’s internet site at: 

https://www.southampton.gov.uk/media/fsinhz4z/code-of-corporate-governance-feb-
2021.pdf 

Measuring the quality of services for users, for ensuring they are delivered in 
accordance with the authority’s objectives and for ensuring that they represent 
the best use of resources: 

3.4 The Joint Committee has adopted a Performance Framework which sets out PfSH’s 
overall approach to secure on-going improvements across a wide range of services that 
are provided to local residents and businesses.   

3.5 The Joint Committee set budget allocations across the Delivery Panels and covering 
the core PfSH organisational costs at its meeting of 27th July 2021.   

3.6 Budget monitoring reports are considered by the Joint Committee periodically through 
the year.  

3.7 These reports are available at: 

https://www.PUSH.gov.uk/work/our-meetings/joint-committee/ 
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Defining and documenting the roles and responsibilities of the executive, 
scrutiny and officer functions, with clear delegation arrangements and protocols 
for effective communication: 

3.8 The Joint Committee has a Joint Agreement, Governance Framework and Financial 
Protocols setting out how it operates, how decisions are made and the procedures 
followed to ensure that these are efficient, transparent and accountable to local people. 
Some of these processes are required by the law, while others are a matter for the Joint 
Committee to choose. 

3.9 The Governance Framework and Financial Protocols set out the detailed rules 
governing the Joint Committee’s business including details of the scheme of delegation 
that provide for delegation to senior officers (Lead Chief Executives and the Executive 
Director). 

Developing, communicating and embedding codes of conduct, defining the 
standards of behaviour for members and staff: 

3.10 Members and officers acting on behalf of PfSH are required to follow their individual 
authority ‘Members’ Code of Conduct’ or ‘Officer Code of Conduct’ as appropriate. 

3.11 The Members’ Code covers areas of individual behaviour such as Members not abusing 
their position or not misusing their authority's resources. In addition there are rules 
governing disclosure of private interests and withdrawal from meetings where Members 
have relevant interests. Members are also required to record on the public register their 
financial and other interests. 

Reviewing and updating standing orders, standing financial instructions, a 
scheme of delegation and supporting procedure notes/manuals, which clearly 
define how decisions are taken and the processes and controls required to 
manage risks: 

3.12 The Joint Agreement sets out how the Joint Committee operates, how decisions are 
made and the procedures which are followed to ensure that these are efficient, 
transparent and accountable to local people. This includes information on how the Joint 
Committee operates, how decisions are made and the role of overview and scrutiny. 

3.13 Periodically, as appropriate, the Monitoring Officer, together with the CFO, conducts a 
review of the Joint Committee’s governance arrangements, which are considered by the 
Joint Committee from time to time. 

3.14 All reports submitted to the Joint Committee for a decision must receive legal and 
financial clearance prior to publication in accordance with the published procedures. 

Undertaking the core functions of an audit committee, as identified in CIPFA’s 
Audit Committees – Practical Guidance for Local Authorities 

3.15 It is not practical for PfSH to have a formally constituted Audit Committee whose role 
would be to provide independent assurance to the Joint Committee or Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee on the adequacy of the risk management framework and the 
internal control and reporting environment, including (but not limited to) the reliability of 
the financial reporting process and the annual governance statement. The Joint 
Committee therefore acts in this capacity directly to receive the accounts, annual 
governance statement and the reports of the appointed auditor. 
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Ensuring compliance with relevant laws and regulations, internal policies and 
procedures, and that expenditure is lawful: 

3.16 It is the role of the Monitoring Officer and the CFO to ensure compliance with relevant 
laws and regulations and that expenditure is lawful. This is achieved through the 
governance framework including the Joint Agreement itself and the Financial Protocols. 

Whistle-blowing and receiving and investigating complaints from the public: 

3.17 Any complaints received by the Joint Committee in respect of unlawful conduct, 
illegality, financial malpractice or dangers to the public, employees or the environment 
would be dealt with by the Monitoring Officer, in line with Southampton City Council’s 
procedures. 

3.18 The Joint Committee does not employ staff directly, but rather by the relevant 
constituent authorities. Each council is required to have its own whistle blowing policy, 
and staff can utilise these for any activities of PfSH. 

Identifying the development needs of members and senior officers in relation to 
their strategic roles, supported by appropriate training: 

3.19 The Councils individually have their own programmes for member and senior officer 
learning and development to cover general development needs. From time to time, 
PfSH organises member and senior officer workshops to address emerging 
development needs specific to the Joint Committee. 

Establishing clear channels of communication with all sections of the community 
and other stakeholders, ensuring accountability and encouraging open 
consultation: 

3.20 PfSH has established a Communications Strategy. In addition, the Joint Committee is 
able to draw on the existing communication channels of the Councils.  

4. Review of effectiveness 

4.1 The Joint Committee has a responsibility for conducting, at least annually, a review of 
the effectiveness of its governance framework including the system of internal control. 
The review of effectiveness is informed by the work of the appropriate officers. 

4.2 The review process applied in respect of maintaining and reviewing the effectiveness of 
the system of internal control, is informed by: 

 the work of Members/Officers within the Joint Committee; 

 audit and other periodic reports from the Internal Auditor; 

 reports received from service review agencies or inspectorates where appropriate 

5. The Joint Committee 

5.1 The Joint Agreement forms the cornerstone of effective corporate governance, 
supported by the Governance Framework and the Financial Protocols. It has been 
approved by the full Council meetings of each of the partner local authorities. 

6. The Overview and Scrutiny Committee 

6.1 The Joint Agreement establishes a Joint Overview and Scrutiny Committee with the 
following terms of reference: 
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 To scrutinise and call in Joint Committee decisions. 

 To scrutinise in particular the PfSH Business Plan and its delivery. 

 In respect of any call in: 

o To review decisions made in accordance with the approved business plan and 
where they consider it appropriate, refer such decisions back to Joint Committee 
with comments for reconsideration; 

o To review decisions not made in accordance with the approved business plan 
where they may either refer such decisions back to Joint Committee with 
comments for reconsideration or refer the decision back to individual authorities. 
The Council has a formally constituted Audit Committee whose role it is to 
provide independent scrutiny. 

7. The Joint Committee acting as an Audit Committee 

7.1 The Joint Committee receives reports to meet certain statutory obligations, such as 
approving the Annual Governance Statement and the Statement of Accounts. 

8. Internal audit 

8.1 The Joint Committee does not operate an Internal Audit function. However, the 
Southampton City Council / Portsmouth City Council shared internal audit service 
undertakes an assurance role that provides an independent and objective opinion to the 
CFO and to the external auditor that adequate financial systems and controls are in 
place.  The audit plan for PfSH is agreed with the CFO.  

9. Other review/assurance mechanisms. 

9.1 The Annual Governance Statement is reviewed each year. This statement, insofar as it 
is applicable to a Joint Committee, follows the guidance set out within the CIPFA 
framework: “Delivering Good Governance in Local Government”. 

10. Significant governance issues 

10.1 No significant governance issues have been identified, however we will continue to 
review our governance arrangements from time to time and on at least an annual basis. 

10.2 We propose over the coming year to take appropriate steps to address matters arising 
out of such reviews to further enhance our governance arrangements. We are satisfied 
that this will address the need for any improvements that might be identified in our 
review of effectiveness and will monitor their implementation and operation as part of 
any subsequent review. 
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Signed _____________________________________ 

 

Councillor Seán Woodward, Chairman. 

5th July 2022 

 

 

Signed ______________________________________ 

 

Paddy May, PfSH Co-ordinator. 

5th July 2022 
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire  

Joint Committee 
 

 

Date:  05 July 2022 

Report of:  Claire Upton-Brown, Chairwoman PfSH Planning Officers Group 

Subject:          STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND – UPDATE ON PROGRESS 

 

 
SUMMARY 

 
This report provides an update on progress towards completing the work identified in the 

PfSH Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). The report also provides some 

commentary on the planning reforms contained in the Levelling Up and Regeneration 

Bill. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the progress made on the 
Statement of Common Ground set out in this report. 

 

  

Page 51

Agenda Item 11



 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Joint Committee agreed a draft framework for the Statement of Common Ground 

(SoCG) at its meeting in October 2019. This was subsequently updated and agreed 

as a formal SoCG in September 2020 and further updates were agreed at the Joint 

Committee meeting in October 2021. 

2. The SoCG builds on previous extensive strategic planning undertaken by PfSH and 

sets out the strategic cross-boundary planning issues that need to be resolved at the 

sub-regional level, in particular the large housing shortfall of unmet need. The local 

planning authorities (LPAs) all rely on the SoCG to help demonstrate the duty to 

cooperate and the process for dealing with strategic issues as part of the evidence 

base at the examination of their local plans. 

3. The intention is that the work under the SoCG will provide the evidence base that will 

lead to a new Joint Strategy to replace the 2016 Spatial Position Statement.  The 

evidence base is focused on a comparative assessment of potential strategic 

development opportunity areas (SDOAs), as set out in the SoCG. 

 
 

PROGRESS MADE ON STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND (SoCG) 
 

4. The SoCG, agreed in October 2021, contains the following timetable for the two 

remaining workstreams. 

 

 Q4 
2021 

Q1 
2022 

Q2 
2022 

Q3 
2022 

SDOA assessments1 
 

Identify SDOAs and scope 
assessments/transport commission2 

    

Procure consultants for SDOA assessments     

Undertake assessments X X X  

Procure transport consultants     

Undertake modelling & TIAs3 X X X  

Finalise report   X  

Final report presented to Joint Committee 

 

  X 

Green Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of Mechanisms on how to 
achieve Green Belt Designation 

                                            
1 This workstream incorporates Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment of the 
potential Strategic Development Opportunity Areas. 
2 Struck through text indicates that the stage is complete. 
3 Transport Impact Assessments  
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Establish green infrastructure needs through 
SDOA assessments (SA/HRA) 

X    

Consider options for policy approach scope and 
procure landscape assessment 

X    

Undertake assessments and further consider 
options 

 X X  

Review evidence and determine approach to 
green belt designation 

   X 

 

The SoCG (para 3.56) states that it is anticipated that the Joint Strategy will be 

presented to the Joint Committee in Autumn 2022. 

5. ITP, the consultants appointed to undertake the transport impact assessments and 

transport modelling, have completed the first two stages of their commission, i.e., 

transport impact assessments of potential SDOAs and transport modelling of three 

alternative development scenarios. The results have been presented to members of 

the Joint Committee and the technical work has been signed off. The final stage of 

this element of the comparative assessment work is to produce a transport mitigation 

strategy for the preferred development strategy. 

6. Stantec, the consultants appointed to undertake the SDOA assessments, have 

completed the initial assessment of three alternative development strategies and 

discussed these results with the PfSH Planning Officers Group (POG) and presented 

them to members of the Joint Committee. The POG has expressed concerns about 

some of the assumptions used to estimate the capacity of potential SDOAs (i.e., that 

considering local gap designations and the need for land for environmental mitigation) 

the capacity estimates may be too high. Conversely, the local transport authorities 

(LTAs) have expressed concerns that the assumptions behind the capacity of the 

potential SDOAs result in densities that are too low to support effective public 

transport and will lead to new development that relies on the private car as the only 

realistic form of transport. 

7. In considering the initial results of the comparative assessment work, Joint Committee 

members have expressed concerns that agreeing a strategy based on SDOAs for 

inclusion in the new Joint Strategy, may prejudice decisions on allocations in future 

local plans. In particular, where land that has not been taken forward in current local 

plans is being considered, with the aim of arriving at a preferred development 

strategy. 

8. Following the feedback from members, the POG and LTAs, it has been agreed that 

the PfSH consultant and Stantec will hold individual meetings with the relevant LPA 

for each SDOA (or group of SDOAs) to establish the approximate capacity, taking into 

account constraints and opportunities to increase the amount of development in areas 

with good accessibility to public transport. The results will then be considered by the 

POG to determine the recommended way forward for the preferred strategy. 
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9. Land Use Consultants (LUC) have been appointed to undertake the ‘Green 

Infrastructure Needs and Consideration of Mechanisms on how to achieve Green Belt 

Designation’ workstream. Given the absence of a preferred development strategy the 

work is only able to be partly completed at this point in time. 

10. Given the delay to the finalisation of the SDOA assessments, and the consequential 

delay to the Green Infrastructure/Green Belt workstream, the timetable in the SoCG 

will need to be amended when the document is revised and updated later this year 

(likely to be December Joint Committee meeting). Currently the delay is likely to be 

approximately 9–12 months. 

 

LEVELLING UP AND REGENERATION BILL 
 

11. The government published the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill on 11 May. Of note 

for PfSH are the proposals to change the ways local plans are produced and the 

abolition of the duty to cooperate. However, the subsequent proposed changes to 

regulations and national policy and guidance are as important as the contents of the 

Bill itself in terms of understanding the impact for PfSH, and these are not currently 

available. 

12. It is suggested that local plans will gain stronger legal weight and be made simpler to 

produce. The government still envisages local plans being produced within a 30-

month timetable including two rounds of public consultation. 

13. The draft Bill would repeal the duty to cooperate and will be replaced by a more 

flexible alignment test which will be set out in national policy. It is difficult to comment 

on how this might affect local plans in south Hampshire until further detail on the 

content of new national policy is available. 

14. The draft Bill would enable groups of authorities to collaborate to produce a voluntary 

(but statutory) joint spatial development strategy, where they wish to provide strategic 

planning policies for issues that cut across their areas. This would only cover strategic 

matters and would not allocate land. This would be similar in format the spatial 

position statement or new joint strategy, but as a statutory document there would be 

public consultation, public examination and formal adoption stages. 

15. The draft Bill does not give any indication of any proposed change to current 

government policy to ‘significantly boost housing supply’ or the use of the standard 

method calculation to estimate local housing needs. Whilst the abolition of the duty to 

cooperate may be welcomed by some local planning authorities it is difficult to predict 

what this might mean for local plan preparation until the proposed changes to the 

national planning policy framework and planning practice guidance are available. 

16. The draft Bill will no doubt be subject to amendment as it passes through parliament 

and proposed changes to the national planning policy framework and planning 

practice guidance are expected. However, until new legislation is passed, inspectors 

conducting examinations of local plans will continue to assess plans against the 

existing legislation and government planning policy. The work carried out by the PfSH 
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authorities under the SoCG will continue to be needed to address the duty to 

cooperate and national policy requirements. 

 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 

17. The SoCG will be amended to take account of any changed circumstances – including 

updating the latest housing need and housing supply information to give an estimate 

of the current housing shortfall. It will also include a revised timetable for the evidence 

workstreams and production of the Joint Strategy. The proposed updates to the SoCG 

will be agreed by the POG before consideration by the Joint Committee – likely to be 

at the meeting on the 7 December. The updated signed SoCG can then continue to 

form part of the evidence base for local planning authorities to help demonstrate 

constructive and positive cooperation on strategic matters at local plan examinations. 

 

18. The Joint Committee will receive further reports on any proposed changes to the 

national planning policy framework and planning practice guidance and the 

implications to produce local plans and the PfSH Joint Strategy. 

 
   

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the progress made on the 
Statement of Common Ground set out in this report. 

 
 

Background Papers:  

None 
 
Reference Papers:  

Draft Framework for PfSH Statement of Common Ground – Report to PfSH Joint 
Committee 14 October 2019 
 
Statement of Common Ground – Revisions and Update – Report to PfSH Joint 
Committee 30 September 2020 
 
Statement of Common Ground – Revisions and Update – Report to PfSH Joint 
Committee 25 October 2021 
 
Enquiries:  
 
For further information on this report please contact:- 
 
Claire Upton-Brown, Chairwoman PfSH Planning Officers Group 
T: 02380 285588 
E: claire.upton-brown@nfdc.gov.uk  
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire 

Joint Committee 
 

Date:  05 July 2022 

Report of:  Simon Kennedy, PfSH Strategic Environmental Planning Officer 

Subject: UPDATE ON NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY IN THE SOLENT 
 
 

Summary 

This report provides an update on nutrient neutrality for PfSH authorities. The 

update focuses on the impact of updated advice from Natural England and the 

work being undertaken to ensure that sustainable growth can continue in the sub-

region.  

 

Recommendations 
 

It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee:- 

a) NOTES the contents of this report and provide any comments; 

b) AGREES that the available nutrient funding received from the Department of 
Levelling Up Housing and Communities (DLUHC) will be spent on additional 
nutrient mitigation staffing capacity, with some funds set aside for required 
consultancy work; and 

c) AGREES that subject to Joint Committee agreement of recommendation b, that 

the PfSH Planning Officers Group should have the authority to manage the 

details relating to the recruitment of further staff as appropriate. 
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1. New National Guidance for Nutrient Neutrality 

3.1 In March of this year, Natural England released updated guidance to local 

planning authorities with existing advice on nutrient neutrality. At the same time 

Natural England also released new advice to circa 42 other local planning 

authorities around the country advising, for the first time, that nutrient neutrality 

would be required for new development in their respective areas. 

3.2 Table 1 shows the PfSH authorities impacted by revised guidance on existing 

advice. Table 2 shows the PfSH authorities impacted by new advice related 

specifically to phosphate neutrality in the River Itchen catchment. 

 

Table 1 - PfSH Local Planning Authorities Impacted by updated advice from Natural 

England (All Authorities) 

East Hampshire Havant 

Portsmouth Gosport 

Fareham Eastleigh 

Winchester Southampton 

Test Valley New Forest  

New Forest DC   

 

Table 2 - PfSH Local Planning Authorities Impacted by New Advice on Phosphate 
Neutrality for the River Itchen 

Winchester Eastleigh 

Test Valley (part) East Hampshire (part) 

 

 

2. Impact on PfSH Authorities from Updated Guidance on Nitrogen Neutrality 

4.1 All PfSH authorities have been impacted by the release of updated guidance 

from Natural England. The guidance was accompanied by a 'nutrient calculator' 

- the means by which local authorities, developers and members of the public 

are able to work out how much nitrogen must be off-set, on any given 

development, by way of the purchase of nutrient credits or other method of 

mitigation. Unfortunately, the initial version of the nutrient calculator, issued with 

the updated guidance in March, was retracted due to errors in some of its 

calculations. This resulted in a short period where local planning authorities were 

unable to rely on either the old or the updated guidance. There was subsequently 

a short period when no new permissions could be granted across the PfSH sub-

region. 

4.2  The calculator has now been updated, and for those authorities not listed in table 

2, local authorities are able to resume issuing permissions. Due to the changes 

in guidance, the remaining credits in the strategic mitigation (land use change) 
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sites need to be recalculated. In the case of strategic mitigation sites, subject to 

further checks on the new calculations, it is likely that an increased supply of 

available credits will be able to be offered. However, as a result of the new 

calculator, in most cases a higher provision of nutrient credits will be required of 

developers to offset any given development. 

4.2 In the short term, for those authorities not listed in table 2, the revised guidance 

is unlikely to have a substantial impact on sustainable growth. In the medium and 

longer term, substantive work is required to assess the impact on supply and 

demand. This work is currently being undertaken by the PfSH Strategic 

Environmental Planning Officer and will be presented at the next scheduled PfSH 

Joint Committee Meeting.  

3.    Impact on PfSH Authorities from New Guidance on Phosphate Neutrality 

5.1 For those authorities in the Itchen catchment receiving new advice on phosphate 

neutrality (see table 2), Natural England have released a phosphate calculator to 

assist in assessing the required level of mitigation. However, due to the nature 

of phosphate mitigation options, and the lack of forewarning with regard to a 

requirement for phosphate neutrality, it is anticipated that it will take a minimum 

of 18 months to develop appropriate mitigation for sustainable development to 

continue in the Itchen catchment. 

5.2 Although PfSH planning officers have a good understanding of how phosphate 

mitigation could be provided, the spatial relationship between development and 

the River Itchen Special Area of Conservation means that the area available for 

strategic mitigation is considerably constrained. As a result, there is the potential 

for a strategic solution to take considerably longer than 18 months to achieve. 

Finding a solution for phosphate neutrality in the Itchen catchment is currently a 

key focus of work for the Strategic Environmental Planning Officer. However, 

there will be a clear impact, particularly in Eastleigh and Winchester, on new 

housing delivery.  

 

4. DLUHC Funding 

6.1 Timed to coincide with the release of the new guidance from Natural England, 

DLUHC have also made funds available to local planning authorities in order to 

“ensure dedicated resource is committed to respond to the stalling of housing as 

a result of nutrients pollution”. Further background and details relating to the 

funding can be found at Appendix 1, however, the total funding available to the 

PfSH sub-region and its catchment areas amounts to £200k. 

6.2 PfSH Planning Officers have made an assessment of the most appropriate use 

for the DLUHC funding to respond for the need for nutrient neutrality, both in 

terms of nitrogen and phosphorous. In brief the main options are set out below. 

Option 1  
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Return funds to relevant authorities to assist in recovery of spend to date of 

tackling nutrient neutrality. Distribute the money received to constituent LPAs 

(Itchen catchment LPAs would then need to progress their own phosphate 

solutions). 

Option 2 

Increase strategic environmental planning capacity (catchment based). Add staff 

capacity – separate officers for each nutrient catchment. 

Option 3 

Increase strategic environmental planning capacity (skills based). Add staff 

capacity – a team working to the SEPO, suggested to include a senior officer 

dedicated to the phosphate issue and a junior/GIS technician. 

Option 4 

Nutrient capital pot for outsourced work. Use the funding for targeted consultancy 

projects to support SEPO. 

6.3 In order to effectively manage the current strategic solutions to nutrient neutrality, 

and to support delivery of timely and effective solutions to phosphate neutrality, 

PfSH planning officers are proposing to Joint Committee that the funding be 

spent on a combination of additional staffing at a strategic level and targeted 

consultancy work (a combination of options 3 and 4).  

6.4 In-line with recommendation b of this report, it is proposed that, subject to Joint 

Committee approval, an officer group determine the details of the additional 

staffing, and consultancy budget, with PfSH Planning Officers Group having the 

authority to agree the detail and recruit additional staff accordingly. This 

approach was endorsed by PfSH Chief Executive's at a recent meeting in 

June.         

6.5 All non-PfSH authorities contributing to the cost of the PfSH nutrient mitigation 

work, as well as Natural England and the Environment Agency, have been 

provided with an options paper (as outlined in paragraph 6.2) and 

recommendations on how these funds might be apportioned. The non-PfSH 

authorities were invited to sit on the proposed officer working group and have 

shown general support for the proposals with no objections raised.  

 

5. Summary and next steps 

5.1. Although the updated guidance on nitrogen mitigation has caused a number of 

issues, both for local planning authorities and mitigation providers, there are still 

schemes coming forward to provide nitrogen mitigation. It is anticipated that for 

the majority of authorities there will continue to be a supply of strategic nitrogen 

mitigation to support sustainable development. 
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5.2. Due to the significant impact of the new advice relating to phosphate neutrality 

the majority of current work being undertaken by the PfSH SEPO is to investigate 

and deliver solutions for phosphate neutrality. Using the DLUHC money to, at 

least in part, recruit a dedicated officer to consider the phosphate mitigation issue 

will be of great benefit to those impacted authorities. 

5.3. In addition to work on phosphate solutions, a review of supply and demand for 

both nitrogen and phosphorus mitigation across the sub-region will be prepared 

in the context of the new guidance.  

 

Recommendations 

It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee:- 

a) NOTES the contents of this report and provide any comments; 

b) AGREES that the available nutrient funding received from the Department of 
Levelling Up Housing and Communities (DLUHC) will be spent on additional 
nutrient mitigation staffing capacity, with some funds set aside for required 
consultancy work; and 

c) AGREES that subject to Joint Committee agreement of recommendation b, that 

the PfSH Planning Officers Group should have the authority to manage the 

details relating to the recruitment of further staff as appropriate. 

 

Appendices – Appendix 1 - DLUHC funding to support the LPA response to 

requirements for nutrient neutrality 

 

Enquiries:  

For further information on this report please contact:- 

 

Simon Kennedy, PfSH Strategic Environmental Planning Officer 

T: 01329 824522 

E: skennedy@fareham.gov.uk 
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Appendix 1 

DLUHC funding to support the LPA response to requirements for nutrient 

neutrality 

 

On 15 March 2022 the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) approached the PfSH 

Strategic Environmental Planning Officer (SEPO) to advise that DLUHC had funding 

available to local planning authorities (LPAs). The funding is for those authorities that 

have existing advice from Natural England regarding a need for nutrient neutrality. 

The funding amounted to £100,000 to be shared amongst LPAs in the wider Solent 

catchment. To receive the funding, LPAs in the wider Solent catchment were 

required to agree a lead authority to receive the funds, the lead authority was also 

required to sign a memorandum of understanding regarding how the funds would be 

spent and the reporting requirements attached to the funds. This had to be agreed 

by LPAs within 7 days to be able to obtain the funding.  

 

During the application process for the funds the SEPO pointed out to PAS that the 

area defined by DLUHC for the Solent catchment was considerably larger and more 

complex than other catchments nationally that had also received an offer for 

£100,000. It was also made clear to DLUHC that we are also in receipt of new advice 

for phosphates specifically related to the Itchen river catchment. Although DLUHC 

had indicated that funds would be made available for LPAs impacted by new advice 

on nutrients next year, there was a clear desire to receive funds earlier to help 

respond to this new advice.  

 

Ultimately, and due to the hard work and co-operative working between all impacted 

LPAs, Fareham Borough Council was agreed as the lead authority and has now 

received two separate payments from DLUHC of £100,000 each at a total of 

£200,000. The first £100,000 is for the wider Solent catchment authorities as 

identified in table 1. The second £100,000 is specifically for those authorities 

impacted by phosphate neutrality in the Itchen as identified in table 2. 
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Itchen river catchment - Authorities identified as beneficiaries of funding (£100k) 

PfSH Authorities  Non PfSH authorities funding the 

SEPO work 

Winchester South Downs National Park (part) 

Eastleigh Basingstoke and Deane (part) 

Test Valley   

 

 

Funding details, timescales and requirements 

 

On 16 March LPAs received a letter from the Chief Planning Officer in DLUHC. The 

letter stated that: 

 

“Every catchment is different, and local authorities will be best placed to make 

decisions on how to support strategic management and mitigation plans in their 

areas. For this reason, national policy interventions must be supplemented by local 

action to work in collaboration with Natural England and the Environment Agency. 

This action would enable the nuances of nutrient pollution in specific catchments to 

be understood, the required strategies for restoring habitats sites to be formulated, 

and for mitigation solutions to be identified.” 

 

 

Wider Solent Catchment - Authorities identified as beneficiaries of funding (£100k) 

PfSH Authorities  Non PfSH authorities 

funding the SEPO 

work 

Non PfSH authorities 

funding their own work 

East Hampshire 

South Downs National 

Park Wiltshire County Council 

Havant 

Chichester District 

Council  Isle of White Council  

Portsmouth  Basingstoke and Deane    

Gosport      

Fareham     

Eastleigh     

Winchester     

Southampton     

Test Valley     

New Forest DC     

New Forest NP     
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Additionally the letter stated: 

 

“…..the department will provide a nutrient support fund, with £100,000 available for 

each Habitats Site catchment. This will enable affected areas to hire catchment 

nutrients officers to respond to the challenges of nutrient pollution in a partnership 

approach.” 

 

When applying to DLUHC for the funding the lead authority was required to sign a 

memorandum of understanding (MOU) with regard to the timescales and 

requirements associated with receiving the funds. The memorandum of 

understanding is provided in full on the following pages. However, a summary of the 

key points are as follows: 

 The MOU is not a legally enforceable agreement 

 The MOU related to funding from the Nutrients Fund for the period until 31 

March 2023. All funding to be committed as spend on activities by 5 April 

2022.  

 The funding is intended to ensure dedicated resource is committed to respond 

to the stalling of housing as a result of nutrients pollution. This can be through 

the hiring of an additional dedicated member of staff or through identifying 

dedicated resource from within existing teams. 

 The funding should be used to Identify where there are potential nutrient 

mitigation solutions within the catchment, and produce an action plan that sets 

out how these solutions will be implemented.  

 Quarterly progress reports are required on or before the following dates; June 

31st 2022, September 30th 2022, December 31st 2022 and March 31st 2023 

 

Although the SEPO has chased DLUHC regarding a MOU for the Itchen funding, this 

has yet to be provided. However, it is assumed the requirements will be similar to the 

MOU for the wider Solent. 
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Nutrient Pollution Mitigation Funding 
Memorandum of Understanding 
 
Purpose 
 

1. This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into between The Department for 
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) and Fareham Borough Council (the Council) 
as a Local Planning Authority affected by Natural England’s (NE) nutrient neutrality advice in 
the Solent catchment. The MOU provides a framework for Fareham Borough Council and 
DLUHC to collaborate on the Nutrients Fund and sets out the expectations of all parties.  

 
2. While this is not a legally enforceable agreement, this MOU sets out: 

 Funding arrangements for DLUHC to fund the listed council to deliver the agreed 
activity and outcomes and 

 The agreed principles for monitoring and evaluating the delivery and outcomes of 
the project, including the respective responsibilities of the councils and DLUHC.  

 
Duration 
 

3. The MOU related to funding from the Nutrients Fund for the period until 31 March 2023. All 
funding to be committed as spend on activities by 5 April 2022.  

 
DLUHC will be expected to: 
 

4. Provide £100,000 funding to the listed council via a Section 31 grant, in the expectation that 
the funding will be used to identify solutions for housing development under nutrient 
neutrality advice. Payment will be made as one payment in April 2022. 

 

5. Maintain a relationship as grant funder and will; 

 Monitor progress on the delivery of the agreed outputs and outcomes, 

 Provide steer to grant-holding LPAs on potential nutrient neutrality solutions, 
through workshops provided by the Planning Advisory Service, 

 Work with grant-holding LPAs to facilitate sharing of good practice and collaborative 
problem solving, through the Planning Advisory Service Nutrients Advisors.  

 
Fareham Borough Council will be expected to: 
 

6. Ensure dedicated resource is committed to respond to the stalling of housing as a result of 
nutrients pollution. This can be through the hiring of an additional dedicated member of 
staff or through identifying dedicated resource from within existing teams.  

 
7. Identify where there are potential nutrient mitigation solutions within the catchment, and 

produce an action plan that sets out how these solutions will be implemented.  
 

8. Work collaboratively with DLUHC to evaluate the programme, in the form of quarterly 
reports.  
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Aims 
 

9. The work funded by this project will aim to respond to and remedy the stalling of housing 
due to nutrients pollution. This will vary between catchments but may include; 

 Understanding the sources of pollution in the catchment, 

 Identifying the most appropriate type of mitigation for the catchment, 

 Determining possible locations for these mitigation projects.  
 

10. These actions can then be brought together in a strategic plan for the catchment, setting out 
a clear plan for progressing development in the catchment. 

 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
 

11. DLUHC will provide a template for project reports. Grant-holding LPAs will be expected to 
provide written reports detailing if a nutrients officer has been hired, what mitigation 
solutions have been identified and if there has been any increase in planning applications 
approved as a result of this work. 

 
12. Quarterly progress reports should be provided on or before the following dates; June 31st 

2022, September 30th 2022, December 31st 2022 and March 31st 2023.  

 

Data Protection 
 

13. Fareham Borough Council will be responsible for ensuring requirements under the General 
Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 2018. 

 
 
Procurement 
 

14. Fareham Borough Council will be responsible for ensuring that any third-party partnership 
arrangements or procurement activities related to delivering projects for this programme 
comply with Procurement Law and the Council’s own procurement procedures.  

 
"Procurement Law" includes, but is not restricted to, the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 (SI No 
102/2015), as amended, and the Utilities Contracts Regulations 2006 (SI No 6/2006) as amended. 
 
Due Diligence 
 

15. Fareham Borough Council will be responsible for procedure, contract management and 
undertaking due diligence processes (including but not limited to the prevention of financial 
crime), on all organisations in receipt of financial support, which will be used in the delivery 
of this programme. 

 
Amendment of this Memorandum of Understanding 
 

16. The arrangements under this MOU will be kept under review by DLUHC and Fareham 
Borough Council and can be amended at any time upon securing written agreement 
between both parties. 
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