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Revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Consultation - 

July 2024. Response from the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH). 

 

Introduction 

The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) consists of 12 local authorities1.  This 

response reflects the key strategic issues faced by PfSH across its area.  Many of 

the local authorities are responding individually, reflecting the issues in their areas 

(some of which stretch to wide rural areas beyond PfSH). The PfSH response does 

not prejudice the responses from individual authorities. 

PfSH recognises there is a housing crisis in the UK and that there is a need to plan 

positively to significantly increase the supply of new homes.  We support the 

objective to ‘get Britain building again’.  It is important to emphasise that increasing 

the supply of homes depends on far more than the planning system.  Housebuilders 

need to be incentivised to build out the large number of homes which have already 

been permitted, and there also needs to be a focussed national effort in increasing 

capacity in the house building industry and associated supply chains.  Equally, the 

PfSH area is already significantly built up, is bordered to the south by the Solent and 

its estuaries (which limit the options for growth) and contains a wide range of 

important biodiversity and countryside designations.  These all reflect important 

components of the quality of life in our area.  It is important to plan positively for the 

new homes we need in a way which protects and enhances our quality of life and the 

wider environment. 

  

 
1 Including the New Forest National Park Authority 

Partnership for South Hampshire 

Councillor Keith House 
Chair, Partnership for South Hampshire  

Email: keith.house@eastleigh.gov.uk 
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The “advisory starting point” to calculating housing need. 

(It is proposed to delete the reference to exceptional circumstances relating to 

particular demographic characteristics which may justify an alternative approach to 

assessing housing need.  The housing need to be considered through Local Plans 

would be set by the Government’s standard method, it would no longer be described 

as an ‘advisory starting point’).   

Question 1:  Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes 

made to paragraph 61? 

(The standard method relates to the need for homes in an area.  A Council’s ability to 

make provision for these homes in the light of environmental and other planning 

considerations would still be considered under the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development.  This is explained further in the section below). 

In general, yes.  We support the use of a standard method for identifying the housing 

need figure for local authorities - that is then used as the basis for plan-making.   

The Government’s supporting consultation material explains that the need figure is 

the basis for plan making, not the final requirement.  The NPPF wording in section 5 

(Delivering a sufficient supply of homes) should make this clear, linking back to the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development.  

However, there will still be exceptional circumstances where the demographics 

issues of an area are at fundamental variance to the general national picture, and 

this should still be taken into account.  The Government could limit these by 

specifying the exceptional circumstances, e.g. islands and national parks.  To assist 

Councils, the Government should provide guidance on how these exceptional 

circumstances should be assessed.  For example, a number of authorities in the 

PfSH area overlap with two different national parks.  It would be helpful to have 

guidance on how the national standard method figure for the whole district should be 

broken down into the consistent parts of the district inside and outside of the national 

parks.  However, the housing need for national parks should not be calculated based 

on the standard method approach, with a percentage increase in the existing 

dwelling stock and an affordability uplift.  The potential demand to live in national 

parks (reflected in house prices / affordability) is very high.  However, a significant 

element of this demand is unlikely to relate to local needs (e.g. second homes or 

relocation on retirement, which is geographically footloose).  Where these needs 

cannot be met within a national park, these demands could transfer over a far wider 

area than the local economic area.  Therefore, a position should not be created 

whereby a very high need figure is attributed to national parks which cannot be met 

(given the protections which apply in national parks) and which is automatically 

transferred to neighbouring authorities.  The position is far more nuanced, and 

should be reflected in more guidance on this specific exceptional circumstance. 
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Urban Uplift 

(It is proposed to delete the application of a 35% urban uplift to the housing need 

target in the top 20 cities in England, including Southampton). 

Question 3:  Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes 

made on the urban uplift by deleting paragraph 62? 

Yes.  The uplift has been applied to the need figure, although there was no evidence 

of a 35% uplift in demographic need in these cities.  However we strongly support 

the underlying principle behind the urban uplift of focussing development in cities 

and urban areas first.  This should focus on the site supply element of a local plan’s 

assessment.  The removal of the uplift should not result in cities reducing their 

planned supply.  The NPPF should be clear that cities should meet, and wherever 

possible, exceed their own need, where this is consistent with the overall approach 

of the NPPF. 

 

 

Character and Density 

(It is proposed to delete references that significant uplifts in density in areas such as 

city and town centres, and those accessible by public transport, may be 

inappropriate if this would result in development wholly out of character with the 

existing area). 

Question 4:  Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes 

made on character and density and delete paragraph 130? 

Yes for city / large town centres and other highly accessible sites.  It is important to 

achieve a significant uplift in densities in such central / accessible locations.  The 

consultation document also suggests the Government will strengthen the expectation 

that plans should promote an uplift in densities across all urban areas.  We support 

this aim, however it is unclear how this has come through in the proposed NPPF 

changes.  In-order to meet housing needs whilst protecting important green spaces / 

areas of countryside, an appropriate uplift should also be encouraged on major new 

greenfield sites.  Paragraph 127b (new numbering) could be strengthened to make 

these points.   

However market towns can be less accessible, and have a distinct historic identity 

reflective of their character as smaller more rural centres.  In these cases significant 

density uplifts should not be supported where they are wholly out of character with 

the area.  Therefore, we do not agree that the changes should be wholly reversed. 
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Question 5:  Do you agree that the focus of design codes should move 

towards supporting spatial visions in local plans and areas that provide the 

greatest opportunities for change such as greater density, in particular the 

development of large new communities? 

Yes. 

 

 

The presumption in favour of sustainable development 

(The presumption in favour of sustainable development explains the need for new 

homes and other development should be met unless this would affect [inter]national 

designations or the adverse impacts would significantly outweigh the benefits).  This 

is applied to plan making and the determination of planning applications when plans 

are out of date.  The proposed changes clarify the test is whether the policies for the 

supply of land are out of date, and place an added emphasis on the parts of the 

NPPF setting out the approach to the location and design of development, and 

securing affordable homes). 

Question 6:  Do you agree that the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development should be amended as proposed? 

We support the principle of the presumption and the retention of footnote 7 setting 

out the areas or assets of particular importance where development should be 

restricted.  The changes are generally helpful clarifications.  However in placing a 

particular emphasis on certain parts of the NPPF there’s a risk of downplaying other 

important issues.  The NPPF should not imply that a major impact on a biodiversity 

or heritage designation for example is somehow less important than securing good 

design or affordable homes.  They are all important issues to consider through the 

presumption.  The point that the presumption should not be used to support poor 

design or fewer affordable homes would be better made in text separate to and 

beneath the para 11. box. 

PfSH also considers it is important to strengthen some other environmental aspects 

of the NPPF in-order to link back to a balanced consideration under the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development.  This is vital to ensuring the appropriate 

protection of some of the key qualities of South Hampshire, and in turn gaining 

acceptance for positive planning for increased housing needs (see response to 

question 17.   
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Maintaining effective co-operation and the move to strategic planning 

(There is currently no comprehensive ‘cross Councils’ strategic planning system in 

England, rather a ‘duty to co-operate’ between Councils.  The Government is 

proposing to legislate to achieve universal coverage of Strategic Development 

Strategies (SDSs).  Outside of Mayoral areas, the Government will explore the most 

effective arrangements for achieving this regarding geography (to cover functional 

economic areas) and democratic mechanisms.  The Government will encourage a 

partnership approach, working with local leaders, but in any case will ensure SDSs 

are prepared and adopted.  In the short-term changes to the NPPF are proposed to 

strengthen the duty to co-operate.  These highlight the need to align infrastructure 

and designations, and that unmet development needs from neighbouring areas are 

met in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development).   

Question 12:  Do you agree that the NPPF should be amended to further 

support effective co-operation on cross boundary and strategic planning 

matters? 

Yes.  The proposed additions are helpful clarifications.  More broadly, cross 

boundary strategic planning across functional areas is vital to secure the best 

outcomes for development, the provision of infrastructure, and enhancement of the 

environment across the whole area.  Therefore we support the intention to introduce 

a system for strategic planning, and look forward to working with the Government to 

implement this in a way which works for our area. 

 

(Strategic scale proposals with associated infrastructure can be implemented over a 

longer period, making it more difficult to prove deliverability.  We support long term 

and ambitious planning which is grounded and realistic). 

Question 13:  Should the tests of soundness be amended to better assess the 

soundness of strategic scale plans or proposals? 

The soundness effectiveness test includes ensuring proposals are deliverable over 

the plan period.  The NPPF glossary currently defines ‘deliverable’ for major sites as 

having clear evidence that housing delivery will start within 5 years.  This is too tight 

a definition for strategic scale development that can sometimes have longer lead-in 

times.  We support the Government’s general suggested approach. The key is not 

whether the site will start delivering in 5 years, but a realistic assessment of how 

many homes will be delivered over the 15 year plan period.  Whilst longer term 

deliverability is by definition less certain, a form of words can be found to reflect that 

for strategic sites this should be based on a broad / proportionate / high level view of 

potential deliverability.  These high-level assumptions should reflect the 

Government’s aim to achieve an increase in housing supply.  The aim should be 

simply to ensure there are no major ‘showstoppers’ to bringing forward sites.  Local 

Plans are reviewed on a 5-year cycle and can address any major slippage. 
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A new standard method for assessing housing needs. 

(The proposal is to amend the standard method housing calculation.  The outputs 

should total to the Government’s aim to deliver 1.5 million new homes over the next 

5 years.  Rather than use household projections which are volatile and may not pick 

up concealed households, the proposal is to replace these with a baseline increase 

against existing dwelling stock of 0.8% per annum, based on the past trends of the 

average national growth in the number of dwellings.  The affordability multiplier 

which is then added is retained but increased from 0.25 to 0.6).  

  

Question 15:  Do you agree that Planning Practice Guidance should be 

amended to specify that the appropriate baseline for the standard method is 

housing stock rather than the latest household projections? 

It is recognised that there are pros and cons to any approach.  We stress the 

importance of a method which brings a stable basis to plan making.   (The current 

method can sometimes generate significant changes from year to year).  However, 

PfSH do not support the use of the existing housing stock as the baseline.  The need 

for homes is based on people rather than the number of existing dwellings.  The 

proposed dwelling stock approach means it is even more likely that historic patterns 

of development are essentially perpetuated, which may not always be appropriate 

(e.g. in areas where more recent designations that would justify restricting 

development have been made, areas which are becoming closer to capacity with 

respect to existing designations, or areas which are already heavily built up).  

 

Question 17:  Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting 

within the proposed standard method? 

There is a housing affordability crisis, and the Government has a commitment to 

deliver 1.5 million new homes over the next 5 years.  Therefore the need to 

reconsider the affordability ratio is recognised. 

However, the constituent PfSH authorities have different views on how to address 

this point.  Some consider that too much weighting is applied to affordability in the 

proposed method.  Others recognise that the affordability ratio needs to align with 

the aim of increasing the supply of homes. 

In any case, if a significant increase in the supply of homes is achieved over the 

medium term this is more likely to bring supply and demand back into balance and 

make homes more affordable.  However, the NPPF rightly expects Local Plans to 

look at least 15 years ahead from final adoption.  Therefore the emerging plans 

which are in preparation now are looking as far as 20 years ahead.  The 1.5 million 

homes target is a 5-year commitment.  A sustained national effort to achieve this rate 

of growth over the next 5 to 10 years is likely to make homes more affordable again.  

Therefore, the support from some of the PfSH authorities on this point is on basis 

that the standard method should apply the increased affordability ratio through to say 

2034 or 2035.  At this stage, the plans being prepared that are looking beyond this 
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should be based on a lower affordability ratio for the longer term beyond 2034/35.  

Clearly the Government can review the affordability ratio in the future depending on 

the levels of affordability which have by then been achieved, and this can be factored 

into future Local Plan reviews.  However, locking in high affordability multipliers now 

for up to 20 years into the future, risks that Local Plans will plan for a scale of growth 

which may well not be need.  This could have major impacts on important 

designations, and be very challenging to deliver / reach agreement on at the local 

level.  In reality this could delay plan production and be counter-productive, drawing 

attention away from the need to fundamentally increase supply over the next 5 – 10 

years.   

In order to ensure that local authorities can plan positively for the increased housing 

targets over the next 10 years and gain local acceptance for these plans, it is vital 

that the NPPF provides Councils with the tools to create a vision for how their overall 

areas can grow as places in a way which protects the quality of life of communities 

and the wider environment. 

On this basis it is important that other aspects of the NPPF are strengthened in-order 

to link back to a balanced consideration under the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development to enable this positive vision for local areas to be justified 

and implemented. 

The NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development provides clear 

protection for national designations.  It also protects against impacts which would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the 

policies in the NPPF as a whole.  The effectiveness of this second clause depends 

on the strength of these policies. 

At present the NPPF makes a very brief reference to “recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside” (para. 180).  Beyond the protection afforded 

to nationally designated areas of countryside (the para. 11 footnote 7 constraints), 

this is the only reference which can be used to consider and potentially protect other 

important areas of local countryside.  This reference should be strengthened and 

expanded to ensure that Councils are able, through the application of the 

presumption of sustainable development, to attach weight to the most important 

areas of countryside in their area.  For example, in PfSH, there are areas of more 

sensitive local landscapes and settlement gaps protecting the identity of individual 

towns, whose protection will form a vital part of a positive vision for growth in the 

area. 

The NPPF makes reference to protecting and enhancing biodiversity, safeguarding 

and enhancing ecological networks and securing net gains for biodiversity.  Too often 

in the past, particularly in areas such as South Hampshire which have experienced 

major growth, incremental development has occurred without enhancements to the 

wider countryside and green infrastructure.  This adds more pressure to the smaller 

areas of countryside which remain, reducing their value.  It is important that in 

planning positively for growth, Councils are able to shape this growth to protect and 

enhance biodiversity and multi-functional green infrastructure.  This is vital to 

achieve a positive overall vision for places – growth in new well-designed 
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communities, within a setting of enhanced countryside for the benefit of people and 

nature. 

It is also important to recognise that our cities and urban areas are relatively small 

geographical areas which are already heavily built up.  PfSH supports a ‘city / towns’ 

first approach, and positive planning to achieve high density growth in sustainable 

locations.  Equally our cities generate a significant housing need and ultimately there 

are limits on their capacity to accommodate these needs whilst maintaining a good 

quality of urban life.   

It is fully recognised that in planning for the scale of growth needed over the next 10 

years, local Councils will have difficult decisions to take.  The proposed 

strengthening of the NPPF as set out above will provide authorities with the ability to 

set out and justify a positive vision for growth which protects and enhances the most 

important local qualities of their areas.  This will be key for authorities to assist the 

Government in its aims to deliver more homes. 

 

Question 19:  Do you have any additional comments on the proposed method 

for assessing housing needs? 

Given that some local authorities will not be able to meet their needs (given the built-

up nature of or the range of national designations in their area) there is a suggestion 

that the proposed method ‘makes room’ for this with a higher target for each local 

authority.  This is double counting.  The method should simply set out the need for 

each local authority area.  Where a local authority cannot meet its needs, this is 

already accounted for in the approach to neighbouring local authority meeting unmet 

needs. 

 

 

Brownfield, Grey Belt and the Green Belt 

(The intention is to state that proposals on suitable brownfield land should be 

regarded as acceptable in principle, in addition to existing references to substantial 

weight being attached to the use of brownfield land). 

Question 20:  Do you agree that we should make the proposed change set out 

in paragraph 124c, as a first step towards brownfield passports? 

Yes. 

 

(Where green belt land is release, ‘golden rule’ policy requirements are proposed:  

including that 50% of homes are affordable, necessary improvements to 

infrastructure are achieved and local green spaces provided.  The Government 

proposes a mechanism to avoid landowners or developers inflating profits and so 

reducing investment in these requirements.  The Government would set an indicative 

benchmark for the uplift in the land value a landowner could receive.  This would be 

a reasonable and proportionate uplift.  The Government implies that they are 
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particularly interested in an uplift at the lower end of the ranges currently applied 

(which might imply around a 10 times uplift, rather than up to a 40 times uplift).  This 

uplift in land value (refined in the light of local circumstances as needed) would be 

applied in Local Plan viability assessments.  The effect of this would be to identify 

through these assessments a greater range of infrastructure which would be viable.  

If land was transacted at a higher value, meaning the policy requirements became 

unviable and could not be delivered, the NPPF would support refusal of planning 

permission unless material considerations indicated otherwise.  If the land was 

transacted at a lower value and the policy requirements were still not viable, there 

would be more flexibility).  

 

Question 37:  Do you agree that Government should set indicative benchmark 

land values for land released from or developed in the Green Belt, to inform 

local planning authority policy development? 

Yes, except that this should be considered for all green field releases, not just those 

in green belts.  Private landowners should clearly gain a reasonable uplift in land 

value, and care should be taken to ensure landowners are not dissuaded from 

releasing land, but beyond this values should be focussed on securing the 

infrastructure needed to support new communities, enhance biodiversity / open 

spaces, and manage the impacts on existing communities.  This is fundamental to 

delivering sustainable new communities, addressing the legitimate concerns of 

existing communities, and minimising the call on the public purse to fund 

infrastructure.  Therefore, this approach should be considered across all green field 

land releases.  This would be key to gaining more public acceptance of housing 

growth and would be strongly welcomed. 

Mechanisms should also be explored to facilitate the ability of planning authorities to 

secure further infrastructure where the viability of schemes improve between 

granting of planning permission and implementation. 

It is also important to recognise the importance of delivering growth within urban 

areas and on brownfield sites first.  This is vital to securing sustainable patterns of 

growth.  The mechanisms proposed above are welcome and potentially important for 

securing the infrastructure needed in greenfield communities.  However, brownfield 

sites are often more costly and complexed to develop, and the challenge here is to 

create viable schemes in the first place.  Continued Government support and 

investment, where needed, will be vital to bringing these sites forward. 
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Building a modern economy 

(The existing NPPF places significant weight on plans positively encouraging 

sustainable economic growth, capitalising on each areas strengths, areas where 

Britain can be a global leader of innovation, and identifying sites to meet needs.  

Policies should support clusters of knowledge, data-driven, creative or high 

technology industries, storage and distribution.  The proposal is to add references to 

identifying sites to meet the needs of the modern economy, including laboratories, 

gigafactories, data centres, digital infrastructure, freight and logistics, and grid 

connections.  References are also proposed to explain that storage and distribution 

should support the efficient and reliable handling of goods to support the supply 

chain, transport innovation and decarbonisation.  More generally, reference is added 

to supporting other industries of local, regional or national importance). 

 

Question 62:  Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 86 b) 

and 87 of the existing NPPF? 

Yes.  These are helpful additions to emphasise the importance of key / emerging 

sectors. 

 

 

A vision led approach to transport planning. 

(The existing NPPF supports a sustainable transport system and pattern of 

development which supports walking, cycling and public transport and addresses the 

impacts of development.  The proposed change is to add reference to a “vision led” 

approach.  The supporting consultation document explains that this refers to moving 

away from a ‘predict and provide’ approach which assumes automatic traffic growth 

and plans for a worst-case peak hour scenario.  A vision led approach would instead 

set out the types of places we want to create and the transport and behavioural 

interventions needed to achieve this.  Further guidance will follow). 

Question 69:  Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 114 and 

115 of the existing NPPF? 

Yes, we fully support the underlying approach, and a move away from ‘predict and 

provide’.  A shift away from continued growth in car traffic is vital to support an 

efficient transport network which enables economic growth, tackles climate change 

and local pollution, creates positive places, and supports healthy lifestyles.  In a free 

society, personal choice and mobility will remain important, and a steady shift to 

electric vehicles will support the climate change / pollution policy aims.  A vision led 

approach should not be based on assuming an entirely unachievable level of modal 

shift.  This could result in a failure to manage the level of car traffic which will be 

generated.  A realistic but sensibly challenging policy led shift should be supported. 
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Transitional Arrangements 

(Transitional arrangements are set out.  For example, plans which have reached the 

formal consultation stage (reg. 19) and who’s housing provision is no more than 200 

dwellings per annum lower than the new Government targets can proceed to 

examination under the current NPPF.  Where the dwelling gap is greater, the plan will 

need to be revised in line with the new NPPF [Government funding will support these 

Councils].  The Government still intends to implement the new plan making system 

set out in the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act.  Plans will need to be submitted by 

the (extended) deadline of December 2026 to ensure they can be prepared under 

the 2004 Act.  Further details on plan making reform will be published in due course).  

Question 104:  Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements? 

The need for transitional arrangements to enable a timely application of the new 

NPPF is fully supported.  This is important to enable progress on plan making to be 

maintained.  It is vital that these arrangements provide a stable, clear and 

transparent basis for plan making.  Wherever possible it is important to maintain the 

transition dates that Councils are already working to, and where changes are 

proposed to make the new dates clear at the earliest possible opportunity. 

PfSH wish to support the Government’s aim of planning positively for higher levels of 

growth through a plan led system.  Planning authorities in our area are already 

planning positively for major growth.  In the PfSH area, the Government’s proposed 

higher housing need figures result in a 28% increase in need.  This means that out of 

the Government’s overall growth aims, 72% rests on implementing current emerging 

plans.  These are the proposals which are by definition more advanced and capable 

of delivery earlier.  Locking these proposals into adopted plans as quickly as possible 

will give developers and investors the confidence to progress these proposals.  This 

then enables planning authorities to move on quickly to reviewing plans to 

accommodate the extra growth. 

At present, the transitional arrangements support this approach where plans have 

been submitted, or have reached reg. 19 stage and are less than 200 dwellings per 

annum short of the new target, and this is welcome. 

However, where plans have reached reg. 19 stage and are more than 200 dwellings 

short of the new target, it is expected that they are revised based on the new NPPF 

and submitted for examination within 18 months.  This will not enable planning 

authorities to rapidly lock in existing growth proposals to adopted plans.  In the 

absence of a major simplification of the overall local plan process, consideration of 

major additional growth will take longer than 18 months.  This approach is not 

considered conducive to efficient and timely plan making. 

Planning authorities will have made a considerable resource commitment and made 

difficult decisions to progress plans to reg 19. Stage.  Where this has been achieved, 

this demonstrates a real commitment to positive planning under the current system.  

These planning authorities should be able to progress these plans to adoption as 

quickly as possible, and then start an early review against the new NPPF. 
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Failing this, it would be very helpful if the Government could announce now the date 

at which the transition will apply.  At present the date is linked to an unknown 

publication date for the final NPPF, which creates added uncertainty. 

At present the proposal is to apply a different approach depending on whether a plan 

is within or below 200 dwellings per annum of the new target.  This is an arbitrary 

figure.  If the Government choses to continue to apply this type of approach, it should 

be based on the extent to which a plan falls below the new target in percentage 

terms.  This would be a more proportionate approach. 

The Levelling Up and Regeneration Act sets out an approach for Local Plan 

preparation from start to finish.  A wide range of Local Plans will have reached an 

advanced stage of preparation by December 2026, setting out proposals for major 

growth, but will not have reached their submission stage.  It is vital that transition 

arrangements are put in place for this scenario, so that positive planning can 

continue over the next 2 years, and that these plans can continue under the new Act 

starting from the point they’ve reached by December 2026.  If plans are required to 

pause, restart or go back to an earlier stage, this will simply delay the whole process, 

to no-one’s benefit.  Transition arrangements need to be put in place to address this.  

Where adopted plans are more than 5 years old, under the current proposals the 

new housing targets would be applied immediately to the calculation of the 5-year 

land supply requirement.  This would mean that many planning authorities, including 

those who have had a good track record in maintaining a 5-year supply to date, 

would suddenly not meet this target.  These Councils would not have had the time to 

plan positively through the plan led system to meet the higher growth targets, 

working with communities and all interested parties, to understand the best 

approaches for their area.  Planning authorities would be faced with considering ad-

hoc proposals from individual developers.  This will not be conducive to gaining 

public acceptance at a local level for higher growth and risks being 

counterproductive.  Where Planning authorities have a good track record of 

maintaining a 5-year supply against current targets, a transition period should be 

introduced before the higher targets are applied to the 5-year calculation. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Councillor Keith House 

Chair, Partnership for South Hampshire 

Leader, Eastleigh Borough Council 
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About the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) 

PfSH is a partnership of twelve local authorities around the Solent that aim to 
improve the environmental, cultural and economic performance of the South 
Hampshire area. 

It works with partners to dissolve the boundaries of individual local authorities – to 
successfully meet challenges together – and to make the most of the opportunities 
that can be shared across the wider South Hampshire area. 

Members include Eastleigh Borough Council, East Hampshire District Council, 
Fareham Borough Council, Gosport Borough Council, Hampshire County Council, 
Havant Borough Council, New Forest District Council, New Forest National Park, 
Portsmouth City Council, Southampton City Council, Test Valley Borough Council, 
Winchester City Council - together with partners including government agencies, 
infrastructure bodies and many others. 

For more information about PfSH please visit the PfSH website at www.push.gov.uk 

 

ENDS 

http://www.push.gov.uk/

