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Date:  5 March 2025 

From: Paddy May, PfSH Coordinator 

Subject: The Future of PfSH in the Context of the Devolution White Paper  

 

SUMMARY 

On 24 February, PfSH Joint Committee members met informally to discuss the role of 
PfSH in the context of the English Devolution White Paper, published in December 2024. 
Given the number of conversations that were already underway around local government 
reorganisation (LGR), the purpose of the discussion was not to replicate what is going on 
elsewhere - but rather to have a free and frank exchange of views about the voice for 
South Hampshire, most significantly at the new Mayoral Combined Authority (MCA) level. 
 
The discussions were aided by a supporting briefing paper attached at Appendix 1.      
A number of recommendations were included in that briefing for members' consideration 
to help facilitate discussion only. This report summarises those discussions and so, by 
default, could form the basis of a PfSH response to the Ministry of Housing and Local 
Government's (MHCLG) consultation 'Hampshire and the Solent Devolution' outline in 
Appendix 2. The deadline for responding is 13 April. 
 
 

CONSIDERATIONS 

Joint Committee is asked to consider: 

i) whether the content of this briefing is a satisfactory reflection of the members' 

discussion on 24 February 2024, and whether it is satisfied that its' contents form 

the basis for the response to the MHCLG consultation  

ii) whether it is appropriate for the Chair of PfSH to be given delegated authority to 

sign-off on a PfSH response to the MHCLG consultation 'Hampshire and the 

Solent' following consultation following consultation, in turn, with Joint Committee 

members. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

1. Broadly, member discussions at the informal meeting on 24 February covered three  

main topics, covered in more detail in the briefing circulated to facilitate discussions 

(Appendix 1): 

Briefing for the Partnership for South Hampshire 
Joint Committee 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/english-devolution-white-paper-power-and-partnership-foundations-for-growth/english-devolution-white-paper
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution-consultation
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• The submission of a formal response to the MHCLG consultation 'Hampshire 

and the Solent Devolution' and accompanying narrative that should be 

included 

• The role of PfSH as a 'voice for South Hampshire', now and through to the 

emergence and establishment of a mayoral combined authority 

• The value of PfSH to its member local authorities, its potential to influence 

and act as a guide, and trusted partner, as a new mayoral combined 

authority emerges. 

 

The submission of a formal response to the MHCLG consultation 'Hampshire and 

the Solent Devolution'  

2. Members AGREED that PfSH should submit a formal response to the MHCLG 

consultation 'Hampshire and the Solent Devolution' - and is an opportunity present a 

collective view across the most populous areas of the county of Hampshire and, it 

was hoped, engender a sense of 'place' and socialise the significant issues and 

priorities that must be addressed as a new mayoral combined authority is created.  

•  Whatever the outcome of LGR, it was acknowledged that it must be very clear from 

the outset what the needs of the Solent will be from the new arrangements (mayoral 

combined authority). The area of South Hampshire (the Solent) is distinct from the 

northern parts of Hampshire County and is based around the two main economic 

drivers of Portsmouth and Southampton together with the Isle of Wight and the New 

Forest National Park. It is more populous, is more diverse (residents, geography) 

and its drivers of growth are different. Members were therefore keen to present 'the 

Solent' as a distinct presence within a wider mayoral combined authority for 

Hampshire. As an aside, and to illustrate this (IMD figures, 2019): 

a) Population density: 

 Portsmouth: 5,314 

 Southampton: 5,069     v.      c.f density in Hampshire: 377 

 Gosport: 3,337 

b) Of 32,844 lower super output areas in England, 44 in Hampshire and Isle of 

Wight are in the most deprived 10% nationally: 

19 in Southampton, 15 in Portsmouth, six in Havant, three on the Isle of Wight 

and one in the rest of Hampshire. 

c) Hampshire is the 136th most deprived (or 16th least) deprived upper-tier authority 

in England (rank out of 151 authorities). Yet Southampton is the 44th most 

deprived, and Portsmouth the 45th most deprived nationally. 

d) The Solent has established links between research universities and advanced 

manufacturing, marine and maritime, defence and aerospace, and digital firms.  
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e) The Solent has an emerging and is growing exchanges around creative 

economy networks (that do not necessarily reflect local authority boundaries), 

the new Freeport sites and their connections 

• Members considered that some examples of the specific needs of the Solent might 

be:  

• significant investment in local transport infrastructure across South 

Hampshire to facilitate growth 

o how the work, influence and funding of Transport for the South East is 

absorbed into, and benefits, a combined mayoral authority for 

Hampshire and the Solent 

• investment in transport on the Isle of Wight and its links with the mainland 

• investment in skills development 

• the nurture of the marine/maritime industries 

• the building of flood defences to facilitate growth and development 

• growing the cultural and creative industries 

• making the most of the benefits of the Solent Freeport. 

• Members acknowledged the value of the active Business Representative Forum that 

works well to inform the Solent Growth Partnership's decision making. Given that it 

is likely that the Solent Growth Partnership's function will be absorbed into a 

mayoral combined authority, members considered that, that mechanism for listening 

to the voice of business in decision making should be adopted, in some form, into 

new local government governance.  

• Members discussed whether to publish the expression of interest, submitted to 

government in September last year, (before the Devolution Priority Programme was 

launched by the Government) for a devolution deal for Hampshire - which signals an 

ongoing commitment to ensuring that residents benefit from the opportunities that 

devolution brings. Members thought that it is a very good demonstration of ambition 

and the scale of what can be achieved. 

 

The role of PfSH as a 'voice for South Hampshire', now and through to the 

emergence and establishment of a mayoral combined authority 

3. It is clear that there is overwhelming support, across the PfSH member local 

authorities, that there is a role for PfSH as a coherent 'voice for South Hampshire' 

up to and including the establishment of a combined mayoral authority. That is, to 

champion in particular, the districts and boroughs that are likely to be subsumed 

under LGR into combined authorities. Of note, members considered that: 

PfSH's strengths lay in in its collaborative approach, developed over two decades, 

in particular, its ability to: 

• provide democratic leadership and generate consensus across its 

membership, regardless of the political persuasion of its member local 

authorities 

https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/
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• recognise the value of working together across local authority boundaries to 

address shared challenges. In recent years, this has included strategic 

planning (the development of a strategic spatial positions statement that 

satisfies the requirements of local plan making), generating nutrient 

mitigation solutions to facilitate new housing 

• secure significant government funding, in particular for the roll out of nutrient 

mitigation schemes that have benefitted all of its member local authorities 

(and others beyond its membership) 

• speak more powerfully, with one voice, when responding to government 

consultations, or undertaking lobbying  

• manage the continued and successful operation of Bird Aware Solent 

• continued support the cultural and creative industries through Creative 

Network South 

• support green growth initiatives, for example the Greenprint initiative which 

seeks a regional approach to addressing the social, economic and 

environmental challenges to climate change and nature emergencies. 

3.1  The existence of PfSH (and later a dedicated Local Enterprise Partnership for the 

Solent, now decommissioned) reinforces the fact that there has been a long-

standing acknowledgement for the need for structures dedicated to 'the Solent' as 

part of the wider county of Hampshire - in recognition of its distinct geography, and 

importantly, it's population and demographics, compared to the north of the county. 

3.2  Members considered that, whatever the future local government arrangements in 

Hampshire and the Solent may look like, the model that PfSH has fostered and 

championed for over two decades should not be abandoned. In particular, structures 

created to address issues like, for example, the set-up of the Solent Mitigation 

Partnership, should continue. There is much that its local authorities have learned 

from membership over time, and together with its successes - should not be 

disregarded. Rather, that the collective institutional memory can be used to inform 

and shape successful new local government structures and inspire the strategic 

planning required for their establishment. To be able to reflect on experience of the 

'PfSH model' will be a valuable resource to draw on. The experience of the New 

Forest local authorities' membership, for example, will have been different to that of 

the more suburban boroughs or districts, and to that of the existing unitary 

authorities. The knowledge around successfully managing that cross-section of 

competing priorities and experiences will, no doubt, be of value. 

3.3  There was a general consensus that there will continue to be a role for PfSH, as a 

representative body for the local authorities across South Hampshire, albeit one that 

maintains the links in the context of the new combined authorities and, later, as a 

part of a wider partnership of a mayoral combined authority that supports a new 

mayor. As a representative body, it can advise, for example, on how an where the 

responsibility for the new strategic priorities should come together. The offer of 

support to a new mayor should be included in the formal consultation response to 

'Hampshire and the Solent Devolution'. 
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The value of PfSH to its member local authorities, its potential to influence and 

act as a guide, and trusted partner, as a new mayoral combined authority 

emerges. 

4. Given that PfSH is a vehicle for identifying and addressing common issues and 

priorities common across its membership, members considered that it should 

remain a vehicle for the collective engagement of its members in the process to set 

up the new strategic authority - phase one (Appendix 1, section 2 refers). 

4.1 In respect of phase two, (Appendix 1, section 2 and paragraph 3.5 refer), there is 

the potential for a 'power vacuum' in the intervening period between the creation of 

unitarity authorities and then that the strategic authority. It is at that point, that 

members thought that PfSH could be of most assistance in terms of clarifying what 

representation for 'the Solent' when building the new strategic structures might be. 

The more powers that are devolved from government to the strategic authority, the 

better the chance there is of exacting real and meaningful change for residents, 

members cited transport improvements on the Isle of Wight as an example. The 

operational detail of how local government is administered in that intervening period 

will require much thought in terms of clear direction and getting it right. 

4.2 Members agreed that PfSH should continue to operate, in some form in phase 

three (Appendix 1, section 2 refers) as a 'voice for South Hampshire' that works 

closely with the new strategic authority from inception, right through to it becoming 

functionally operational and beyond. A PfSH representative should be embedded 

with a strategic authority's governance arrangements (at least initially) and should 

be drawn from a non-unitary authority member. 

 

5. Members are asked to consider whether this briefing constitutes a satisfactory 

summary of discussions on 24 February, and if so, whether the content at Appendix 

2 should form the basis for a response to the MHCLG consultation 'Hampshire and 

the Solent Devolution'. 
 

CONSIDERATIONS 

Joint Committee is asked to consider: 

i) whether the content of this briefing is a true reflection of the members' 

discussion on 24 February 2024, and whether it is satisfied that its' 

contents form the basis for the response to the MHCLG consultation at 

Appendix 2. 

ii) whether it is appropriate for the Chair of PfSH to be given delegated 

authority to sign-off on a PfSH response to the MHCLG consultation 

'Hampshire and the Solent' following consultation, in turn, with members 

on behalf of PfSH member local authorities. 
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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   

mailto:paddy.may@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
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1) Purpose 

1.1 To provide some background information on the English Devolution White 
Paper and in particular how it relates, or could relate, to the role of PfSH, 
where the “voice of South Hampshire” will be in the future and to pose some 
questions for the Members of PfSH Joint Committee to consider. 

2) Issues for Discussion 

2.1 Members of PfSH Joint Committee are asked to:  

1. note that there are three separate periods going forward, and the role of 
PfSH might be different in each period. These periods are: 

• Status quo whilst preparing for the Strategic Authority (PERIOD 

ONE) 

• The strategic authority is up and running and there is, at the same 

time, preparation for local government reorganisation (LGR) 

(PERIOD TWO) 

• There are new unitary authorities across Hampshire alongside the 

Strategic Authority (PERIOD THREE) 

6. agree that during period one PfSH should continue to operate as normal 

albeit it will need to engage with the process to set up the new strategic 

authority. 

7. agree whether or not PfSH should have a role in period two acting as the 

voice for South Hampshire with the Strategic Authority and potentially 

delivering initiatives on behalf of the strategic authority. PfSH could also 

have a role as the voice of the districts across the Solent feeding into the 

strategic authority governance processes (which may well include district 

council representatives as non-constituent members) recognising that 

many of the competencies of a strategic authority are district and 

borough functions. 

8. agree that in period three, until it is clear what the future structure of 

local government is, it would be premature to discuss the potential role 

of PfSH.  

9. discuss whether there are key learning points from the operation of PfSH 

that would be good to feed into the wider Hampshire and the Solent 

(HTS) area whilst preparing for devolution or LGR. 

Appendix 1 

The role of the Partnership for South 
Hampshire in the context of the English 
Devolution White Paper 

24 February 2025 
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10. discuss whether or not PfSH should make a consultation response to the 

HMG Consultation on the devolution proposal for HTS 

 

3) Background 

3.1 The English Devolution White Paper was published in December 2024. It is 
not within the remit of this discussion paper to provide a full analysis and 
summary of the White Paper but there are a number of excellent summaries 
available including this one from the LGA. In terms of issues relevant to the 
future of PfSH, the main ones relate to devolution and LGR. There are a 
number of conversations that are underway around LGR, and the purpose of 
this discussion is not to replicate what is going on elsewhere. 

3.2 The Government has now confirmed that Hampshire and the Solent (HTS) will 

be on the priority programme for devolution (DPP). If everything goes to plan, 

this means that the HTS Strategic Authority, which will be a Combined County 

Authority, will be set up in March 2026 with an election for the new mayor 

taking place in May 2026.  

3.3 An argument could be put forward that all existing sub-regional bodies, 

including PfSH for example, should be shut down at this point and new 

arrangements put in place for the new strategic authority that recognises the 

new functional economic geography. An alternative view would be that PfSH 

works well, and that for the moment there is still work that PfSH is providing 

governance for and helping to take forward. It could also be suggested that 

any new arrangement should look to build on what works well rather than 

starting from scratch. On this basis it is suggested that members are asked to 

discuss whether they agree that PfSH should continue to operate as normal - 

at least up until the creation of the new strategic authority. Similarly, members 

are asked if there are key messages or lessons that PfSH can provide for the 

creation of the new strategic authority. 

3.4 Unlike previous devolution arrangements, where devolution deals were 

negotiated, the Government is envisaging areas taking their powers from a 

menu of options available through the Devolution Framework. The English 

Devolution White Paper provides information on the framework, what is 

available immediately and what can be included once the strategic authority is 

established and is delivering against priorities.  

3.5 Whilst leaders have been clear that the priority needs to be about devolving 

power from central government, as opposed to taking power from local 

authorities, the Government has identified the following competencies for 

Mayoral Strategic Authorities with an opportunity for these to be enhanced 

over time.  

• Transport and local infrastructure 

• Skills and employment support  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution-consultation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/english-devolution-white-paper-power-and-partnership-foundations-for-growth/english-devolution-white-paper
https://www.local.gov.uk/parliament/briefings-and-responses/devolution-white-paper-day-factual-briefing
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• Housing and strategic planning  

• Economic development and regeneration 

• Environment and climate change 

• Health, wellbeing and public service reform 

• Public safety 

3.6 There is a strong possibility that for a number of these areas of work the 

strategic authority will take on roles that were previously undertaken by local 

authorities. There are already examples of agencies that currently deal with 

local authorities, saying that in the future they plan to deal with the strategic 

authority (for example the Southwest Energy Hub). It is quite likely that some 

of the environmental functions that PfSH currently provide governance for, will 

also move to the strategic authority (via the new national role that is 

envisaged). The functions that were passed to UTLAs when the Solent LEP 

funding was ceased will also now move to the strategic authority, and the 

strategic authority will have responsibility for the Key Route Network and will 

be the transport authority for the wider geography - albeit the individual UTLAs 

will also still have transport responsibilities. Similarly, we know that the 

strategic authority will have responsibility for strategic planning. 

3.7 With the strategic authority likely to be taking on a wide range of functions 

there is a question over whether PfSH still has an important role, once the 

strategic authority is set up, to act as the voice of South Hampshire to help 

ensure that the needs and priorities of this area are heard. Members of Joint 

Committee are asked to discuss whether they think PfSH still has a role to 

play to undertake this. The Solent Growth Partnership, which was set up to 

undertake LEP integration and is chaired by Councillor Lorna Fielker, also 

recently discussed whether it had a future role. It was decided that at least for 

now it would need to continue to champion the Solent area and to ensure that 

the Solent LEP disaggregated funding was spent for the benefit of the Solent 

area as was required when the funds were disaggregated.  

3.8  Whilst the legislation is clear that only UTLAs can be constituent members of 

the new strategic authority, it is clear that the districts and boroughs in the 

area have responsibilities for a number of the competencies mentioned above 

(sometimes jointly with a UTLA). In terms of the governance for the HTS 

strategic authority, the consultation document proposes that there will be six 

members with one representative each for the Isle of Wight, Portsmouth and 

Southampton, two Members for Hampshire County Council and the Mayor. It 

is also possible for there to be up to five non-constituent or associate 

members, and these can include representatives from other bodies including 

districts and boroughs. PfSH could have a role going forward giving the wider 

South Hampshire districts view into this governance process with the 

discussions and views heard by three of the four UTLAs assuming current 

membership remains. 
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3.9 There is currently consultation underway on the HTS strategic authority. PfSH 

may wish to provide a response to the consultation and Members are asked if 

they agree whether this would be a good idea and any points that they wished 

to make. The consultation questions are listed below: 

Q1 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that establishing a mayoral 
combined county authority over the proposed geography will deliver benefits 
to the area? 

Q2 - To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed governance 
arrangements for the mayoral combined county authority? 

Q3 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority will 
support the economy of the area? 

Q4 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority will 
improve social outcomes in the area? 

Q5 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority will 
improve local government services in the area? 

Q6 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority will 
improve the local natural environment and overall national environment? 

Q7 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority will 
support the interests and needs of local communities and reflect local 
identities?  

3.10 With so much still to be decided around LGR it is suggested that it is 

premature to consider what role, if any, PfSH might have once LGR is 

implemented. 

ENDS 

 

PADDY MAY 

Partnership for South Hampshire Coordinator and  
Corporate Strategy Manager 

Portsmouth City Council 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution/hampshire-and-the-solent-devolution-consultation
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Appendix 2 

 

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
Consultation: Hampshire and the Solent Devolution 

Suggested basis of a Partnership for South Hampshire 
Response 

Q1 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that establishing a mayoral 
combined county authority over the proposed geography will deliver 
benefits to the area? 

• Agree. However, acknowledge that it must be very clear from the 
outset what the needs of the Solent will be from the new arrangements 
(mayoral combined authority). The area of South Hampshire (the 
Solent) is distinct from the northern parts of Hampshire County and is 
based around the two main economic drivers of Portsmouth and 
Southampton together with the Isle of Wight and the New Forest 
National Park. It is more populous, is more diverse (residents, 
geography) and its drivers of growth are different. 

• Signpost and extracts from the expression of interest (EoI), submitted 
to government in September 2024, for a devolution deal for Hampshire 
- which signals an ongoing commitment to ensuring that residents 
benefit from the opportunities that devolution brings. The EoI 
demonstrates or ambition and the scale of what can be achieved. 

 

Q2 - To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed 
governance arrangements for the mayoral combined county authority? 

• We have concerns about the proposed governance arrangements and 
in particular how the voice of districts will be heard. Although the 
constituent members and the mayor will have six votes, we are aware 
that there can be 5 non-constituent / associate representatives on the 
MCCA. However, with 11 districts across Hampshire, alongside the 
other interest groups such as health, community safety, business etc. 
the potential for meaningful district involvement will be limited. This is 
where the PfSH provides an opportunity to represent the interests of 
South Hampshire districts particularly if the Chair of PfSH was 
automatically a non-constituent member of the MCCA. 

• There is the potential for a 'power vacuum' in the intervening period 
between the creation of the MCCA and the creation of unitarity. It is at 
that point, that members thought that PfSH could be of most assistance 
in terms of clarifying what representation for 'the Solent' when building 
the new strategic structures might be. 
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Q3 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority 
will support the economy of the area? 

• Acknowledge the value of the active Business Representative Forum 
that works well to inform the Solent Growth Partnership's decision 
making. Given that it is likely that the Solent Growth Partnership's 
function will be absorbed into a mayoral combined authority, that 
mechanism for listening to the voice of business in decision making 
should be adopted, in some form, into new local government 
governance. 

• Build information on the PfSH track record in supporting economic 
development - development allowed through effective mitigation, 
provided the basis for the Solent LEP and its support for the cultural 
and creative industries. 
 

 

Q4 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority 
will improve social outcomes in the area? 

• The area of South Hampshire (the Solent) is distinct from the northern 
parts of Hampshire County and is based around the two main 
economic drivers of Portsmouth and Southampton together with the 
Isle of Wight and the New Forest National Park. It is more populous, is 
more diverse (residents, geography) and its drivers of growth are 
different. 

 

• The more powers that are devolved from government to the strategic 
authority, the better the chance there is of exacting real and meaningful 
change for residents. Members have cited transport improvements on 
the Isle of Wight as an example. The operational detail of how local 
government is administered in that intervening period will require much 
thought in terms of clear direction and getting it right. 
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Q5 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority 
will improve local government services in the area? 

• Highlight the specific needs of the Solent:  

• significant investment in local transport infrastructure across South 

Hampshire to facilitate growth 

• utilising the work, influence and funding of Transport for the South East 

if it is absorbed into a combined mayoral authority for Hampshire and 

the Solent 

• investment in transport on the Isle of Wight and its links with the 

mainland 

• investment in skills development 

• the nurture of the marine/maritime industries 

• the building of flood defences to facilitate growth and development 

• growing the cultural and creative industries 

• making the most of the benefits of the Solent Freeport. 

 

Q6 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority 
will improve the local natural environment and overall national 
environment? 

• Highlight PfSH's existing initiatives here, that should be integrated into 
a new MCA (i.e. Solent Mitigation Partnership, Bird Aware, New Forest 
Recreation Mitigation, Greenprint) i.e. we would NOT be starting from 
scratch, we're already working well together. 
 

Q7 - To what extent do you agree or disagree that working across the 
proposed geography through the mayoral combined county authority 
will support the interests and needs of local communities and reflect 
local identities?  

• Overwhelming support, across the PfSH member local authorities, that 

there is a role for PfSH as a coherent 'voice for South Hampshire' up to 

and including the establishment of a combined mayoral authority. That is, 

to champion in particular, the districts and boroughs that are likely to be 

subsumed under LGR into combined authorities. 

• The collective institutional memory can be used to inform and shape 

successful new local government structures and inspire the strategic 

https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/
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planning required for their establishment. To be able to reflect on 

experience of the 'PfSH model' will be a valuable resource to draw on. 

o PfSH's can add value and its strengths lay in in its collaborative 

approach, developed over two decades, in particular, its ability to: 

▪ provide democratic leadership and generate consensus 

across its membership, regardless of the political persuasion 

of its member local authorities 

▪ recognise the value of working together across local authority 

boundaries to address shared challenges. In recent years, 

this has included strategic planning (the development of a 

strategic spatial positions statement that satisfies the 

requirements of local plan making), generating nutrient 

mitigation solutions to facilitate new housing 

▪ secure significant government funding, in particular for the 

roll out of nutrient mitigation schemes that have benefitted all 

of its member local authorities (and others beyond its 

membership) 

▪ speak more powerfully, with one voice, when responding to 

government consultations, or undertaking lobbying  

▪ manage the continued and successful operation of Bird 

Aware Solent 

▪ continued support the cultural and creative industries through 

Creative Network South 

▪ support green growth initiatives, for example the Greenprint 
initiative which seeks a regional approach to addressing the 
social, economic and environmental challenges to climate 
change and nature emergencies. 

 

ENDS 

 

 
 


