
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

AGENDA 
PARTNERSHIP FOR SOUTH HAMPSHIRE 

(PFSH) JOINT COMMITTEE 
 

 
Date: Monday, 14 July 2025 
  
Time: 6.00 pm 
  
Venue: Council Chamber - Civic Offices 

 
 
Members:  
Chair  To be appointed 
Vice-Chair  To be appointed 
 Councillor Keith House, Eastleigh BC 

Councillor Simon Martin, Fareham BC 
Councillor Robert Hylands, Gosport BC 
Councillor Nick Adams-King, Hampshire CC 
Councillor Philippa Gray, Havant BC 
Councillor Derek Tipp, New Forest DC 
David Bence, New Forest NPA 
Councillor Steven Pitt, Portsmouth CC 
Councillor Simon Letts, Southampton CC 
Councillor Phil Bundy, Test Valley BC 
Councillor Martin Tod, Winchester CC 

 
Chief 
Executives 

 
Jillian Kay, Southampton CC 
James Strachan, Eastleigh BC 
Andrew Wannell, Fareham BC 
Debbie Gore, Gosport BC 
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For further information please contact: 
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ 

Tel: 01329 236100 
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk  

Carolyn Williamson, Hampshire CC 
Steve Jorden, Havant BC 
Kate Ryan, New Forest DC 
Alison Barnes, New Forest NP 
Natalie Brahma-Pearl, Portsmouth CC 
Andy Ferrier, Test Valley BC 
Laura Taylor, Winchester CC 

 
Co-opted 
Members: 

Charlotte Lines, Environment Agency 
Alison Potts, Natural England 
Paddy May, Partnership for South Hampshire 
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1. ELECTION OF CHAIR  
 To elect a Chair for the Municpial Year 2025/26. 

  
2. APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIR  
 To appoint a Vice-Chair for the Municipal Year 2025/26. 

  
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 - 10) 
 To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 05 March 2025. 

  
5. CHAIR'S ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
6. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 To receive any declarations of interest from Members, in accordance with the Joint 

Agreement. 
  

7. REFERENCES FROM THE PFSH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE  
 To receive any reference passed to the PfSH Joint Committee from the PfSH 

Overview and Scrutiny Committee held on the 02 July 2025. 
  

8. DEPUTATIONS  
 To receive any deputations of which notice has been lodged. 

  
9. SOLENT MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP ANNUAL REPORT (Pages 11 - 26) 
 To present the Solent Mitigation Partnership Annual Report for 2024. 

  
10. PFSH COORDINATORS REPORT (Pages 27 - 38) 
 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. 
  

11. REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING AND STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2024-25 
(Pages 39 - 64) 

 To receive a report outlining the PfSH statement of accounts for the financial year 
2024/25. 
  

12. BIRD AWARE SOLENT (Pages 65 - 74) 
 To present proposals for the small scale capital projects and mid-year budget 

review. 
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13. SUPPORT FOR FLOOD DEFENCES ON BROWNFIELD SITES (Pages 75 - 88) 
 To present proposals to lobby for resources to provide flood defences for housing 

development on brownfield sites. 
 

 
 
 

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: Wednesday, 5 March 2025 
  
Venue: Council Chamber - Civic Offices 

 
 

PRESENT:  

Chair Councillor Keith House, Eastleigh BC (Chair) 
 

Vice Chair Councillor Steven Pitt, Portsmouth CC 
Councillor Stephen Philpott, Hampshire CC 
Councillor Simon Letts, Southampton CC (Vice-Chair) 

 Councillor Robert Hylands, Gosport BC 
Victoria Mander, New Forest NPA 
Councillor Derek Tipp, New Forest DC 
Councillor Phil Bundy, Test Valley BC 
Councillor Neil Cutler, Winchester CC 
 

Chief 
Executives: 

James Strachan, Eastleigh BC 
Andrew Wannell, Fareham BC 
Debbie Gore, Gosport BC 
Gary Westbrook, Hampshire CC 
Tim Guymer, New Forest DC 
Alison Barnes, New Forest NPA 
Pete Boustred, Southampton CC 
Graham Smith, Test Valley BC 
Laura Taylor, Winchester CC 
 

 
Co-opted 
Members: 

  
Paddy May, PfSH Manager (also representing Portsmouth CC 
for Natalie Brahma-Pearl) 
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Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH) Joint 
Committee 

 5 March 2025 

 

 

Also 
Present: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inter-
Authority 
Agreement 
Attendees: 

Alex Russell, Solicitor 
Charles Freeman - Item 8 
Acqusilia Mudzingwa – Item 9 
Alex Jolley – Item 10 
Graham Tuck – Item 10 
David Balding – Item 11 
Richard Jolley – Item 11 
 
 
 
Councillor Bill Brisbane – Chichester Council  
Tony Whitty – Chichester Council 
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND CHANGES IN JOINT COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP  

The following apologies were received: - 

2. MINUTES

RESOLVED that the Minutes from the 10 December 2024 PfSH Joint 
Committee meeting be agreed as a correct record. 

3. CHAIR'S ANNOUNCEMENTS

The Chairman made the following announcement: - 

Members will note that a tabled item was to be considered at tonight’s meeting 
at item 7 – PfSH Coordinators report. The purpose of this item was to note that 
a consultation response would be sent from PfSH to the MHCLG in response 
to the national consultation on the proposed creation of a new Combined 
Authority for Hampshire & The Solent. Some PfSH authorities have raised 
concerns over the tabled item and have asked that this be deferred to allow 
more time to gather the views of all PfSH authorities before drafting the 
consultation response. Therefore this tabled item will not be considered at item 
7 and an informal meeting will be arranged to discuss this matter further and in 
the meantime Authorities can send potential responses to Paddy May.  

4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

No declarations of interest were received. 

Committee Member Deputy Local Authority 

David Bence Victoria Mander New Forest NPA 

Councillor Martin Tod Councillor Neil Cutler Winchester CC 

Councillor Philippa Gray Havant BC 

Councillor Nick Adams-King Councillor Phil Bundy Test Valley BC 

Councillor Simon Martin Fareham BC 

Councillor Chris Hatter East Hants DC 

Steve Jorden Havant BC 

Kate Ryan Tim Guymer New Forest DC 

Natalie Brahma-Pearl Paddy May Portsmouth CC 

Adam Harvey East Hants DC 

Andrew Travers Pete Boustred Southampton CC 

Andy Ferrier Graham Smith Test Valley BC 
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5. REFERENCES FROM THE PFSH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE  
 
There were no references from the PfSH Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 
 

6. DEPUTATIONS  
 
No deputations were received at the meeting. 
 

7. PFSH COORDINATOR'S REPORT  
 
The Committee received the PfSH Co-ordinator's report providing 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.  
  
As stated at item 3 – Chairs announcements, the consultation response to the 
Devolution White Paper is to be deferred and the recommendations have been 
updated accordingly.  
  
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:-  
  

a)    AGREED to allow East Hampshire District Council to leave PfSH at the 
end of March 2025, without the necessary formal notice period, thereby 
also waiving East Hampshire District Council's PfSH subscription 
contribution for the financial year 2025/2026;  
  

b)    AGREED a PfSH budget allocation for the Greenprint initiative of £7.5k 
for the financial year 20025/26; and 

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

 
8. PFSH SUPPORT FOR THE CULTURAL AND CREATIVE INDUSTRIES  

 
The Committee received a report providing an update on the work of the 
culture, creative industries and built environment panel and proposes the 
establishment of a screen location agency to serve South Hampshire and the 
surrounding area with two budget requests are incorporated. 
  
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:-  
  

a)    NOTES the report and the work undertaken by the culture, creative 
industries and built environment panel is noted;  
  

b)    AGREED the future work priorities for the culture, creative industries 
workstream 2025/2026 be agreed and a £15,000 budget be allocated to 
support this work;  

  
c)    AGREED to support the proposition to establish a screen location 

agency which will operate across the whole PfSH area; and  
  

d)    AGREED a £15,000 one off investment be allocated to support the 
establishment of a regional film office. 
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9. BUDGET MONITORING AND PROPOSED BUDGET FOR 2025-26  
 
The Committee received a report providing an update for the Joint Committee 
on the position against the approved budget for 2024/25 and set out the 
proposed revenue budget for 2025/26 alongside the annual partnership 
contributions from members.  
  
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:-  
  

a)    NOTES the budget monitoring position for 2024/25, as set out in the 
report; b) NOTES that the forecast outturn from the 2024/25 budgets is 
provisional and may be subject to change in the final outturn budget 
report;  
  

b)    APPROVED the proposed revenue budget for 2025/26, as set out in the 
report; and  

  
c)    APPROVED the partner contributions for 2025/26 as shown on table 4. 

 
10. NUTRIENT MITIGATION SUPPLY AND DEMAND  

 
The Committee received a report from Alex Jolley, Senior Projects Officer, 
providing an update on the supply and demand of nutrient mitigation across 
the Solent.  
  
As part of the Inter-Authority Agreement, Tony Whitty, Divisional Manager 
Planning Policy and Councillor Bill Brisbane from Chichester Council were 
invited to the table to take part in the discussion for this item and item 11. 
  
Members of the Committee asked a number of questions pertaining to the data 
in the report, including; why some areas have 10 year and some 5 year 
forecast data, the value of some of the older data and why comparison data 
with new housing targets has not been provided. Alex explained that due to 
the complexity and unreliability of some of the data collected along with the 
different stages of the regions Local Planning Authorities Local Plans, this has 
meant a variation in the reporting data. It is hoped that this will become more 
consistent over time and officers are working to obtain more data to assist with 
this. The Chair addressed the Committee to explain that the data provided 
gives a good indication of where we are at which makes it valuable at this 
stage.  
  
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee NOTES the content of the report. 
 

11. DEPLOYMENT OF THE LOCAL NUTRIENT MITIGATION FUND  
 
The Committee received a report providing an update on the Local Nutrient 
Mitigation Fund (LNMF) Round 1 capital programme, setting out the proposed 
capital programme for monies received from Round 2 of the LNMF, and 
requests for spending authorisation from both the capital and revenue 
elements of the LNMF Round 2.  
  
Tony Whitty from Chichester Council addressed the Committee to ask if 
recommendation d) could be amended to include the Inter-Authority 
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Agreement signatories within the delegation. The Committee agreed that this 
would be included so that the recommendation reads: - 
  
d) AGREED to delegate detailed spending authorisation, within the agreed 
capital and revenue allocations, to the lead PfSH Chief Executive, in 
consultation with the Chair of the Joint Committee, PfSH Monitoring Officer, 
Fareham Borough Council's Section 151 Officer and following consultation 
with the wider PfSH Chief Executives Group and the Inter-Authority Agreement 
signatories. 
  
RESOLVED that the Joint Committee:- 
  

a)    NOTES the contents of this report; 
  

b)   APPROVED the proposed £6.93M capital programme funding allocation 
from Round 2 of the Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund (LNMF); 

  
c)    APPROVED the carryover of the £224,498 revenue funding allocation 

from the LMNF Round 2 award and £200,000 from Nutrient Support 
Fund to 2025/26; and  

  
d)    AGREED to delegate detailed spending authorisation, within the agreed 

capital and revenue allocations, to the lead PfSH Chief Executive, in 
consultation with the Chair of the Joint Committee, PfSH Monitoring 
Officer, Fareham Borough Council's Section 151 Officer and following 
consultation with the wider PfSH Chief Executives Group and the Inter-
Authority Agreement signatories. 
  

 
(The meeting started at 6.30 pm 

and ended at 7.29 pm). 
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire  

Joint Committee 
 

Date:  14 July 2025  
Report of:  David Balding, Interim Programme Manager  
Subject:      SOLENT MITIGATION PARTNERSHIP - ANNUAL REPORT 
 
 

SUMMARY 
The Solent Mitigation Partnership Inter Authority Agreement requires an annual report 
to be presented to PfSH Joint Committee each year. This report details the 
development of the Solent Mitigation Partnership to facilitate the nutrient Mitigation 
credit sales function and delivery of the central government Local Nutrient Mitigation 
Fund from inception in 2024, through to March 2025.  

  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the content of this report 
and the Solent Mitigation Partnership Annual Report. 
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Background and Detail 
1.1 Following a successful bid for central government funding in 2023 and 2024 

(Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund), the Solent Mitigation Partnership was set up 
by PfSH to manage the creation and sale of nutrient mitigation credits to enable 
new housing development. Fareham Borough Council acts as the Lead 
Authority and the governance arrangements are agreed via the Inter Authority 
Agreement (IAA) signed by all local authority beneficiaries. 

1.2 The IAA is made up of the following key principles: 

• Shared benefits. The deployment of projects through the Local Nutrient 
Mitigation Fund (LNMF) is designed to facilitate development across 
authorities within the Solent region. The aim of this is to provide a 
sustainable and coordinated supply of nutrient mitigation - ensuring 
developers can move forward with projects while protecting the local 
environment. 

• Monitoring Functions. The agreement outlines a clear process to 
ensure that mitigation schemes meet the requirement for nutrient 
neutrality over the defined period - typically 100+ years. To manage 
this, a dedicated monitoring authority will be established for each 
scheme to oversee the ongoing compliance - eliminating the need for 
individual Section 106 agreements. 

• Working together. Due to the cross-boundary nature of many 
environmental services, it is intended that the Inter Authority Agreement 
ensures that projects delivered within the LNMF meet the requirements 
of the Habitats regulations for all of its signatories. 

1.3  The IAA requires the Lead Authority to report to PfSH Joint Committee annually 
on a number of factors. These are listed in the IAA:  

• the delivery of the aims and outcomes, including the capital and revenue 
expenditure of the grant funding, Income and future liabilities and sink 
funds; 

• the performance of the individual services; 

• plans to address any underperformance in the services; 

• actual expenditure compared with agreed budgets, and reasons for and 
plans to address any actual or potential underspends or overspends; 

• review of plans and performance levels for the following year. 

1.4 The Solent Mitigation Partnership Annual Report is attached at Appendix 1 for 
Joint Committee's consideration. 

 

RECOMMENDATION  
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES the content of this report and 
the Solent Mitigation Partnership Annual Report. 
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ENQUIRIES:  
For further information on this report please contact:- 

David Balding, Interim Programme Manager   
Fareham Borough Council 
01329 824549 
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Inter Authority Agreement 
Annual Review 2025  

1. Executive summary 
1.1. At the end of 2023 the authorities within the Solent area, led by Fareham Borough 

Council was awarded a capital grant of £9.6m and £422,610 revenue grant from the 
Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund (LNMF) by the Department for Levelling Up, Housing 
& Communities.  

1.2. The funding was to be used to provide a capital programme to be delivered 
throughout 2024 to develop and deliver Nutrient mitigation schemes. Four schemes 
were proposed, Agricultural reversion, Wastewater Treatment Works upgrades in 
Winchester, a Wetland at Eastleigh’s One Horton Heath development and Local 
Authority Water Efficiency initiatives. 

1.3. To support the mitigation created and provide sales to developers an Institutional 
Frameworks project was initiated. This investigated delivery mechanisms and built 
the sales approach, it also led the legal negotiation and agreement between the 
Solent’s local authorities. 

1.4. Late in 2024 a further £6.93m capital and £224,498 revenue grant was awarded by 
the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government to continue to support 
nutrient mitigation in the Solent area. 

1.5. Sixteen Authorities have agreed to progress schemes within their areas to enable 
housing developments using the £16.53m capital funding. 

1.6. The first agricultural reversion scheme was delivered in July 2024 with the newly 
formed Solent Mitigation Partnership selling its first credit in December 2024.  

1.7. Recruitment to replace the team manager started in early 2025 with the expectation 
for them to be in post by late summer 2025. 

2. Note from Lead Authority S151 officer   
2.1. As Lead Authority, Fareham Borough Council has administered the grant funding 

from the Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund in accordance with the memoranda of 
understanding with MHCLG. I confirm that all the information provided to MHCLG as 
part of the quarterly reporting requirements through the year has been accurate and 
that all significant issues affecting deliverability of the LNMF projects have been 
disclosed. 

2.2. FBC has implemented the decisions made by PfSH Chief Executives and Joint 
Committee. We have facilitated the development of the schemes and set up the 
Solent Mitigation Partnership as a standalone service based at Fareham.  

2.3. The Lead Authority will continue to apply the grant funding to the schemes and 
projects agreed by PfSH and facilitate Host Authorities to deliver projects within their 
area, highlighting any barriers there are to delivering the approved schemes. As at 
the end of 2024/25 28% of the capital funds have now been spent.    

Appendix 1
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2.4. Sales of nitrate and phosphate credits arising although currently slow are being ring 
fenced to help continue funding of the team and further projects once the grants are 
exhausted. 

3. Aims and Outcomes 
3.1. The grant funding has been supplied to deliver a local authority response to stalling 

housing developments resulting from nutrient pollution. 
3.2. Its outcomes are aimed to:  

• Deliver nutrient mitigation interventions in the affected catchments (East 
Hampshire, Test and Itchen (Total Nitrogen), Itchen (Total Phosphorus), New 
Forest Rivers, Western Streams and Isle of Wight) from 2024 to enable 
sustainable development until nutrient mitigation is no longer required. 

• Unblock (nutrient mitigation capacity available for developers) 1,500 homes 
within six months, 4,000 homes within 18 months, and 10,000 homes over the 
long term.  

4. Delivering Homes 
4.1. The private nutrient market in the Solent is well established and unlike other areas 

developers have multiple options to serve their housing developments. Our credits, 
from the first mitigation scheme became available for sale in December 2024, 
providing nitrogen mitigation in the East Hampshire Rivers Catchment. The 
expectation of credit sales over the first months of going live was low as medium 
and large developers would already have solutions in place to accompany planning 
applications, but expected small and ‘DIY’ developers to be our main customers 
during this time.  

4.2. No specific marketing has been undertaken to date and the homes that were 
delivered were mostly facilitated by direct referrals from authorities. Further detail is 
provided below on the 2025 marketing campaign to be rolled out going forward 
which is designed to encourage all developers to use our mitigation. 

5. Capital and revenue expenditure; Income from 
sales 
5.1. The spend and income in Tables 1 to 3 represents the financial position up to 31 

March 2025.  

Table 1: Capital    
Capital Scheme  Budget  Spent  Remaining 
Agricultural reversion opportunities £13,720 
Stubbington Agricultural reversion £4,068,564 
Test Valley Agricultural reversion 

£7,490,336 
£3,400 

£3,404,651 

Winchester Wastewater Treatment 
Works upgrade  £1,985,000 £29,252 £1,955,747 
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Solent wide Wastewater Treatment 
Works upgrade  £3,400,000 £0 £3,400,000 

Basingstoke and Deane 
Wastewater Treatment Works 
upgrade  

£600,000 £0 £600,000 

Test and East Hants Wastewater 
Treatment Works upgrade  £1,000,000 £0 £1,000,000 

Water Efficiency  £547,430 £450,000 £97,430 
Institutional Framework - Solent 
Mitigation Partnership £90,000 £29,161 £60,838 

Eastleigh Wetland £67,234 £8,398 £58,835 
New Wetland - feasibility £200,000 £0 £200,000 
Local authority ‘Quick Wins’ pilots £200,000 £0 £200,000 
Work with land grants £850,000 £0 £850,000 
Scheme wide cover £100,000 £50,000 £50,000 

Total £16,530,000 £4,652,495 £11,877,501 
 

Table 2: Revenue  
Revenue Fund Grant Spent Remaining 
LNMF Round 1 – Revenue £422,610 £109,186 £313,424 
Nutrient Support Fund – Itchen  £100,000 £41,659 £58,341 
Nutrient Support Fund – Solent  £100,000 £41,659 £58,341 
LNMF Round 2 – Revenue £224,498 £0 £224,498 
Nutrient Support Fund – Itchen £100,000 £0 £100,000 
Nutrient Support Fund – Solent £100,000 £0 £100,000 

Total £1,047,108 £192,504 £854,604 
 

Table 3: Income 
Income stream  Amount Income Allocated 
Nitrogen credit sales £12,317.50 No 
Phosphorus credit sales £0 No 
Admin Fee £3,000 Yes 
Grazing licence £3,000 No 
Interest £255,105 No 
Stubbington Management Lease  £0 Yes 

Total £273,422.50  

5.2. Future liabilities  
5.2.1. The Winchester Wastewater Treatment Works upgrade scheme is well 

underway and WCC will require the next payment to cover the installation of the 
Package Treatment Plants within this financial year. The main negotiations with 
the landowner on the Test Valley Agricultural reversion scheme have been 
agreed and the exchange of contracts and transfer of payment planned for 
Winter 2025. A business case for the Basingstoke and Deane Wastewater 
Treatment Works upgrade is under review and this scheme is predicted to be 
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approved and completed before the end of 2025. These are the main capital 
liabilities up to March 2026. 

5.3. Sink Funds 
5.3.1. The current total sink fund1 stands at £1,377m. This is to protect the 

Stubbington scheme and will expand as more schemes are delivered. No 
request has been made to draw down on the fund by a host authority.  

6. Set up of Solent Mitigation Partnership 
6.1. On 16 December 2024, the Solent Mitigation Partnership (SMP) made the first 

nutrient credits available for purchase, providing nitrogen mitigation in the East 
Hampshire Rivers catchment. The SMP was created to provide developers with 
nutrient mitigation to unlock housing in the Solent, while protecting its sensitive 
ecosystems. Prior to launch, several preparatory steps were undertaken to ensure 
the sales process ran smoothly. 

6.2. Structure 
6.2.1. The SMP is a business function within Fareham Borough Council and uses 

the revenue grant to provide its service while income is being generated.  
6.2.2. The SMP team will likely need to expand as further mitigation is added to its 

inventory and the SMP’s remit increases with new schemes and opportunities.     
6.2.3. Prior to launch, a trademark application was submitted to protect the branding 

of the Solent Mitigation Partnership and the scope of which it operates. A Data 
Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) has been completed and agreed by the 
Governance Manager at Fareham Borough Council.  

6.2.4. Following the sale of the first credit, an audit was conducted of the sales 
process and security of the website and management of data. A review has 
taken place with the FBC S151 officer, and the report recommendations 
actioned to improve the sales service.  

6.3. Inter Authority Agreement  
6.3.1. On the 10 December 2024, the Inter Authority Agreement was sealed by 15 

Local Authorities within the Solent. Southampton City Council became the last 
to join this agreement on 30 January 2025.  

6.3.2. There are 5 main principles of the IAA:  
• Shared benefits – The deployment of projects through the LNMF is designed 

to facilitate development in multiple authorities with the aim of providing a 
robust and sustainable supply of mitigation across the Solent area. 

• Monitoring functions –the process for ensuring that the mitigation schemes 
meet the requirements to provide nutrient neutrality over the defined period 
(usually 100+ years). It creates the role of Monitoring Authority which will 
carry out this function. As such, the IAA removes the need for signatories to 

 
1 means a separate fund held by the Lead Authority for each scheme to mitigate any unforeseen long-term 
costs or liabilities arising during the duration of the credit’s lifespan. 
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enter into individual section 106 agreements for each scheme, as well as 
removing the need for additional legal agreements to deal with cross-
boundary enforcement requirements. 

• Working together – Due to the cross-boundary nature of many environmental 
services, projects delivered within the LNMF meet the requirements of the 
Habitat Regulations for all signatories.  

• Risk management – In order to protect against any external financial risk 
arising from projects deployed through the LNMF, a sinking fund has been 
ringfenced for that purpose. The sinking fund is designed to be equal to the 
potential liability arising from each scheme. As new projects comes forward a 
sinking fund amount will be agreed as part of the business case agreement 
process and held separately by the Lead Authority.  

• Sales process – The IAA identifies the PfSH Joint Committee as the body 
responsible for agreeing the sales price and allocation of credits. This is to 
allow easier review and agreement of these elements as the market 
continues to evolve. Local authority signatories outside of PfSH will be 
invited to sit at the relevant Joint Committee items. 

6.3.3. Local authorities within this agreement are eligible to be Benefiting 
Authorities2 of schemes created by the SMP.  

6.4. Pricing  
6.4.1. The table below reflects the agreed pricing of credits, administration fees and 

reservation fees: 

Table 4: Pricing 
Type    Cost 
Nitrogen Credit (per credit)  £3,250 
Phosphorus Credit (per credit) £50,000 
Administration Fee £750 
Reservation Fee £750 

 
• The reservation fee covers a 4-month period.  
• Credits can be purchased in parts, to 2 decimal places, and charged to that 

effect. 
• For all purchases of credits, the administration fee will be charged. 

6.5. Due Diligence and Money Laundering checks 
6.5.1. Basic background check will be completed by FBC’s Investigation officer for 

credit sales over the threshold of £50,000 in the East Hampshire, Western 
Streams, Isle of Wight, New Forest Rivers and Test and Itchen (Total Nitrogen 
only) catchments. When a sale in the Itchen catchment has Phosphorus 
requirement as well the threshold will increase to £80k. 

 
2 An Authority where credits generated by a scheme can be sold and has accepted a share of the potential 
future liability. 
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6.5.2. This basic background check would be roughly the equivalent of checking 
developments over 20 properties. 

6.5.3. For any sale regardless of Nutrient type over £150,000 an in-depth 
background check will be completed. 

6.6. Digital Presence and Engagement 
6.6.1. A digital presence was created for the Solent Mitigation Partnership prior to 

the launch, this includes: a LinkedIn account, YouTube channel and website.  
6.6.2. The initial Solent Mitigation Partnership website has been developed by 

Portsmouth City Council’s Website Design team and enables customers to 
make enquiries to purchase credits and reflects how many credits have been 
sold for the first scheme.  

6.6.3. Portsmouth City Council’s Communications and Marketing team supported a 
marketing campaign using Google adverts. These have been placed to target 
developers and those looking to invest in the area outlined by the current 
scheme.  

7. LNMF Round 1 Scheme 
7.1. Agricultural reversion opportunities 

7.1.1. Four Agricultural reversion schemes have been investigated and aborted; two 
were due to bids not being accepted, the others did not produce enough credits 
to make them viable. In total the abortive costs are under £15,000. 

7.2. Stubbington Agricultural reversion 
7.2.1. Agricultural land has been purchased in Stubbington, within the Fareham 

Borough Council administrative area and East Hampshire Rivers Catchment. 
This land, purchased through the LNMF, is for the purpose of ensuring the long-
term cessation of intensive agriculture activities on the land. The cessation of 
intensive agriculture has been calculated, using the most up-to-date Natural 
England nutrient neutrality calculator, to determine the associated reduction of 
Total Nitrogen to the protected sites of the Solent. Natural England have 
provided advice through their discretionary advice service that confirms the 
principle of the site for mitigation of Total Nitrogen, the quantum of mitigation 
arising from the cessation of intensive agriculture on the site, and the areas of 
development that the mitigation can serve. 

7.2.2. The site already had elements of public access in the form of public footpaths, 
with the intention to also improve biodiversity on the site for the purpose of 
providing Biodiversity Net Gain Units to the development industry alongside 
nutrient credits. 

7.2.3. The purchase of the land was completed in July with contracts exchanged on 
30 July 2024. Negotiations with the landowner agreed a purchase price of 
£2,550,000. Scheme due diligence costs including stamp duty came to 
£126,709.36 (but excludes legal costs of lease / management agreements).  
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7.2.4. The last agricultural activity which introduced nutrients to the environment 
happened in May 24 and Natural England confirmed that the nutrient credits 
could be sold after August 2024. The site had 2 different parcels of land 
generating 260.76 and 417.53 nitrogen credits for sale.  

7.2.5. The first sale proceed immediately after the IAA was signed on 17 December 
2024.  

7.2.6. In the case of BNG, the value of BNG units is dependent on a number of 
factors, including habitat type and quality. An estimation has been made in the 
creation of a Habitat Plan of the potential BNG units, this has been undertaken 
on the basis of habitats that are known to be deliverable on the site and where 
the capital and maintenance costs can also be confidently estimated. The 
scheme has progressed on the basis that a site management agreement will be 
entered into with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust to secure the 
Nutrient Credits and also create BNG units for sale. Negotiations with the 
Wildlife Trust are progressing. 

7.3. Test Valley Agricultural reversion 
7.3.1. An agreement has been made with a landowner in the Test Valley Borough 

Council administrative area to purchase four parcels of land, three of them will 
be funded by the LNMF and the fourth by Test Valley Borough Council. This 
scheme is under development and aims to deliver the benefits by the end of 
2025. The investment will mainly be from Round 1 funding, but a small amount 
has been allocated from Round 2. The scheme is projected to return over 1,000 
nitrogen credits which provides much needed mitigation in a catchment with 
high demand. BNG units and SANG developments will also be achievable and 
discussions with the Wildlife Trust similar to the Stubbington approach are being 
held. 

7.4. Winchester Wastewater Treatment Works (PtP) upgrades 
7.4.1. Throughout 2024 the SMP team worked with Winchester City Council to 

develop the scheme. The initial feasibility focused on 10 sites along the Itchen, 
with the introduction of further funding this expanded to 15 sites.  A full business 
case has been developed and 11 of these sites have been selected to be 
upgraded by LNMF funding, the business case demonstrates the viability of the 
scheme and shows estimates for every £1 of investment £5 is returned.   

7.4.2. The feasibility study, which has been validated by Natural England provides a 
standardised methodology and detailed technical elements to secure nutrient 
mitigation arising from these upgrades.  

7.4.3. Procurement for each upgrade is being undertaken by Winchester City 
Council’s Housing team with support from the Drainage team. Each site needs a 
design and this approach has extended the timeline from the planned delivery at 
the start of 2025 to a roll out over 2025.  

7.4.4. The speed at which the mitigation takes effect and can be used by developers 
to mitigate the occupation of dwellings varies greatly between each upgrade, 
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however, there will be both phosphorus and nitrogen mitigation available 
immediately for sale after the first upgrades.  

7.4.5. The overall costs of the scheme are predicted to be £1,920,614, broken down 
to £1,173,022 for the upgrade of the selected tanks, £277,048 project costs and 
£470,544 for ongoing maintenance.  

7.4.6. The investment returns 1475.1 Nitrogen credits within the Test and Itchen 
Catchment and 166.98 Phosphorous credits within the Itchen Catchment.  

7.5. Water efficiency 
7.5.1. The LNMF water efficiency project focuses on upgrading fixtures and fittings 

in Council owned housing stock with the aim of reducing water usage in 
properties. All the PfSH Local Authorities with their own housing stock 
(Portsmouth CC, Southampton CC, Winchester CC, Gosport BC, Fareham BC 
and New Forest DC) were allocated £90,000 under the project for water 
efficiency upgrades.  

7.5.2. Throughout 2024/25 we have worked with the relevant local authorities to 
develop a water upgrade scheme that meets the requirements needed to create 
water efficiency nutrient credits. 

7.5.3. The scheme will have several benefits. Alongside creating nutrient credits, the 
reduction in water use should also help reduce water bills for tenants and have 
wider water supply benefits.  

7.5.4. As of the end of the 2024/25 financial year the project has created an 
estimated 76.51 Kg/TN/Yr (subject to Natural England validation).  

7.5.5. The delivery rate of the funding has varied between authorities due to the 
varying size of each authorities housing stock. This means that there are 
unspent funds that will be carried over into the 2025/26 financial year. To 
ensure that the remaining unspent funds are spent in full by the end of 2025/26, 
some of the monies will be redistributed to those authorities in the project with 
more capacity.  

7.5.6. Overall, the water efficiency project has been successful with it likely 
generating a significant number of nutrient credits that will be ring-fenced for 
unlocking future Council owned developments. 

7.6. Round 1 Wetland 
7.6.1. As part of the One Horton Heath development in Eastleigh nutrient neutrality 

was assessed. The report was delivered in March 2022 and advised of 3 
potential wetland sites: 
• Quobleigh Pond located adjacent to the northern boundary of the site;  
• Chalcroft Farm marshy grassland to the south-west of the site; 
• Chickenhall Wetland Site on land alongside the River Itchen.  

7.6.2. Along with a list of key design considerations, surface flow or subsurface flow 
systems studies and current nutrient loading of each site, the opportunity for 
potential Nutrient removal was calculated. In order to reduce the uncertainty 
regarding the Nutrient removal potential, a water quality monitoring programme 
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in the watercourse was implemented to establish a more robust Nutrient 
concentration against which the potential can be considered.  

7.6.3. Using the monitoring data the feasibility studies report was updated to include 
the latest results from the water sampling data. This report was delivered in 
September 2024. 

7.6.4. Unfortunately, the new feasibility study using the latest water sampling data 
showed a dramatic reduction in the potential nutrient removal from both sites. 
Taking that new information into account, along with other problems identified 
with the sampling data it was recommended at the December 2024 PfSH Joint 
Committee to close down the Wetland scheme. This was agreed. 

7.6.5. The allocated LNMF funding was reprioritised to another viable scheme. All 
development costs incurred will be settled with Eastleigh. 

8. LNMF Round 2 Scheme development 
8.1. In October 2024 the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government 

awarded the Solent authorities another £6.93m from LNMF. The Schemes being 
delivered by this fund were designed over Winter 2024/25 and approved at the 
March 2025 PfSH Joint Committee meeting. 

8.2. The market in the Solent is very dynamic with a good mix of private mitigation, local 
authority lead mitigation and now supplemented by emerging schemes from the 
LNMF Round 1 capital programme. This provided an opportunity to use the LNMF 
Round 2 fund and future income streams from LNMF Round 1 projects’ credit sales 
more strategically and move towards a more diversified mitigation offering. 

8.3. It has been demonstrated that wastewater treatment works upgrade schemes 
generate a good return of credits compared to the investment. A large allocation of 
the Round 2 funding will be used to upgrade local authorities and private septic 
tanks across the Solent area, with research started into the best grant mechanism 
for delivery being supported by Portsmouth City Council Procurement team.   

8.4. An area near Bow Lake in Eastleigh has been assessed by the Environment Agency 
as a Bad Ecological status3, we aim to improve this area with a scheme. Funding 
will be used to develop options and progress the most appropriate solution up to 
delivery. 

8.5. Officers also propose to work with local wildlife trusts, utility companies and local 
farmers’ groups to fund assessments and deliver on nutrient and water quality 
improvement opportunities such as buffer strips, sediment traps and other nature-
based nutrient solutions. These will form Grants over the long term with landowners 
to remove nutrients from their land or change current activities on land.  

8.6. The final scheme using Round 2 funds will be aimed at utilising Council-owned land 
and or infrastructure to generate nutrient credits. An initial budget of £200,000 will 
be used for piloting scheme in selected local authorities to understand the nutrient 
benefits and public good they offer and to roll them out to all Authorities in the 
Solent.  

 
3 https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB107042016650 
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9. 2025 Delivery plans 
9.1. The focus of 2025 will be to complete the agreed programme of works set out using 

Round 1 funding. The Test Valley Agricultural reversion and Winchester Wastewater 
Treatment Works upgrade scheme are well underway and planned for completion 
by the end of 2025. Some simple Round 2 schemes are being progressed and it is 
hoped we can complete them within this financial year 2025/26.  

9.2. Development of the two public grants schemes will continue with a policy approach 
being presented to PfSH Joint Committee in September 2025. We aim to undertake 
procurement and roll out over the Winter 2025/26 period ready for a public launch in 
Spring 2026. 

9.3. Over the year the Solent Mitigation Partnership team will likely need to expand with 
specialist expertise being brought in to manage the grant scheme rollout. As the 
amount of credits increases and schemes complete the ongoing function of sales 
and monitoring grows, this is likely to require further administrator support to 
manage the workload.   

9.4. Throughout 2025 and 2026 we will also investigate how local authority assets and 
infrastructure can be used to generate nutrient credits, this will require a number of 
pilots to be undertaken with successful trials being expanded to all authorities over 
2026 and 2027. 

9.5. The Solent Mitigation Partnership team will monitor the progression of the Planning 
and Infrastructure Bill through parliament and adjust any scheme delivery that it 
deems necessary. As appropriate, the SMP team will provide support to MHCLG, 
DEFRA and Natural England to develop the environmental delivery plans for the 
Solent.   

9.6. Advertising and Marketing plans  
9.6.1. The Solent Mitigation Partnership has been offering credit sales since 

December 2024. The approach to marketing has been limited and over 2025 
needs to be expanded. Fareham Borough Council’s communications team now 
lead on the generation of marketing and advertising material for the SMP, 
including producing plans to promote individual nutrients schemes. The first 
action will be to strengthen the brand strategy that will be built into a 
redeveloped SMP Website; this will include a digitalised sales process. It will 
expand on blogs and its social media presence by providing industry information 
on nutrient mitigation, planning issues and the progress of government 
legislation and initiatives.  

9.6.2. As credits become available from completion of each new scheme a 
dedicated targeted campaign to promote these credits will be launched. And 
throughout 2025 the SMP will promote its services at industry events.  

9.6.3. A secondary core activity will be to communicate the public good the 
mitigation schemes will be delivering to residences across the Solent area and 
support engagement with those groups, community, environment and SME 
developers not being actively being engaged.  
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9.7. Agency agreement of the SMP 
9.7.1. Currently there are signatories of the Inter Authority Agreement which have 

nutrient credits for sale created from their own individual local authority led 
schemes. The expansion of Solent Mitigation Partnership to provide an agency 
sales service for these credits will be explored and may be entered into by these 
authorities. This would expand the remit of the SMP and provide an estimated 
3,000 extra credits for sales across the Solent. 

9.8. Income management 
9.8.1. As more schemes are delivered and credit sales increases income will 

become available to fund future schemes. The mitigation programme for 2026-
2027 will need to account for this income and a more robust forecasting model 
will be developed.    

9.9. Supply and demand 
9.9.1. The next bi-annual update to the nutrient supply and demand report is 

scheduled for the September 2025 PfSH Joint Committee meeting. The report 
will consider the newly adopted National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
Standard Method Figures and will aim to show how these new figures are 
expected to impact the demand for nutrient mitigation going forward.   
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire 

Joint Committee 
 

Date:   14 July 2025 
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:- 
i) NOTES the contents of this report; 

ii) AGREE that future contributions (2026/27) be recalculated and updated 
to reflect East Hampshire District Council's withdrawal from PfSH using 
the established methodology for doing so; and 

iii) Agree that PfSH Coordinators should undertake a light-touch review and 
update of the PfSH Business Plan 2021-2025 (reflecting its current 
operational context as local government reorganisation and the creation 
of a strategic mayoral combined authority progresses).   
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PART A: MATTERS FOR DECISION 
1. Amendment to the contributions payable under the PfSH Joint Agreement 

1.1 East Hampshire District council (EHDC) formally withdrew from the Partnership for 
South Hampshire (PfSH) on 4 April. The terms of its withdrawal were discussed and 
agreed at the last meeting of the Joint Committee on 5 March. Following legal advice, 
it has been confirmed that no formal amendment will need to be made to the PfSH 
Joint Agreement - of which EHDC was a signatory. Within the Joint Agreement there 
is a table that outlines the contribution from each authority and this includes a 1.1% 
contribution from EHDC (equating to £1,200 in 2025/26). At the last Joint Committee it 
was agreed that for 2025/26 the EHDC contribution would be covered by unallocated 
balances. For 2026/27 it is proposed that the established method is used to apportion 
the former EHDC contribution between the remaining authorities using the existing 
population proportions as of today as the basis for the calculation. The contributions 
can be varied by Joint Committee as envisaged in the PfSH Joint Agreement 
(paragraph 10.1 refers). This should have a minimal impact on the present 
contributions that member local authorities are asked to contribute. If this is approved 
by Joint Committee this will supersede the table used in the Joint Agreement. 
Notwithstanding that, it is currently unknown what impact local government 
reorganisation and the establishment of a strategic mayoral authority will have on the 
future of PfSH's operation. 

 
 
2. PfSH Business Plan from 2025 

2.1 The current PfSH Business Plan will expire on 31 December this year, following its 
last review and amendment in September 2021. 

2.2 While, in essence, the content of the current Plan remains relevant, some references 
have become outdated - for example to the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership (now 
decommissioned), and to the development of a Joint Agreement (spatial position 
statement) for new development across South Hampshire (now complete, albeit 
under regular monitoring review). 

2.3 Significantly, the current Plan does not reference the shift in PfSH activity towards 
more environmental concerns, in particular the creation of the Solent Mitigation 
Partnership for the creation and selling of nutrient mitigation credits to facilitate new 
housing development. 

2.4 In the context of up-coming local government reorganisation and the creation of a 
strategic mayoral combined authority (MCA), the future role and operation of PfSH is 
uncertain and it can be anticipated that many of its undertakings may be absorbed 
into MCA functions once it is operational. Joint Committee is asked to consider how 
PfSH should reflect its purpose, aims and objectives once the current Plan expires.  

2.5 It is recommended that the PfSH Coordinators undertake a 'light-touch' review and 
update of the Plan, given the current political landscape for 2026 year. Other options 
that Joint Committee could consider would include: 
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a) letting the existing Business Plan roll over, with no formal amendment, until the 
future landscape of local government across Hampshire and the Solent becomes 
more clear; or 

b) undertake a complete review and update of the Plan for the 2026 year. 
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PART B: MATTERS FOR INFORMATION 

3. Solent Forum 
3.1 In May 2025, Portsmouth City Council was approached by the Solent Forum, Phil 

Horton (Chair) and Kate Ansell (Manager) to discuss providing hosting for the Solent 
Forum. The Solent Forum was established in 1992 as one of the Coastal Partnerships 
around the country to facilitate collaboration and partnership working across the 
Solent’s coastal and marine space. It covers multiple sectors, issues and jurisdictions 
which need to be addressed via partnership working at the strategic seascape scale. 
Its work covers economic, environmental and social matters. The Solent Forum is a 
non-statutory membership partnership which has been hosted by Hampshire County 
Council since its inception; as host the County Council acts as its accountable body. 
It has 57 members (ranging from the Environment Agency, local and harbour 
authorities, to other more local interest groups) which pay annual subscriptions. 
Eleven local authorities also pay the Forum to manage the Solent Marine Sites 
(SEMS) Management Scheme (see Appendix 1).    

3.2 In response to ongoing financial pressures and its return to core purpose, Hampshire 
County Council has taken the decision to cease its role as host and accountable body 
for the Solent Forum. The Solent Forum is therefore exploring what options are 
available for its functions to be hosted elsewhere. We are aware that it has also 
approached Southampton City Council. 

3.3 Appendix 1 provides an overview of the Solent Forum's operating model and 
governance structure. The Forum is an unincorporated association that is based on 
a member subscription model. As noted above, the Forum also provides the 
Secretariat for the statutory Solent Marine Sites (SEMS) Management Scheme. This 
scheme of management was established in 2000 for Relevant Authorities to work in 
partnership to manage activities so as to comply with duties under the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. The Scheme surveys and reports on the 
impacts of non-licensable activities across the Solent’s designated sites on behalf of 
SEMS Management Group members. It looks at potential impacts and management 
measures and agrees strategic actions. The Solent Forum has undertaken an 
evaluation exercise of what the cost would be to individual relevant authorities if they 
had to comply with this duty individually. The figures show a £9k pa cost saving to 
local authorities if their existing staff are used (staff time and resources), and a £13k 
pa saving if they opted to contract to work out externally. To note, the SEMS 
Management Scheme, as currently undertaken, cannot be delivered without the 
existence of the core Solent Forum partnership. 

3.4 At a meeting on 13 May, representatives of Portsmouth City Council (Ian Maguire,  
Assistant Director, Economy, Transport and Planning) and Paddy May (PfSH 
Coordinator) met with Kate Ansell and Phil Horton from the Forum, and Simon Cramp 
(Head of Waste and Environmental Services at Hampshire County Council) to 
discuss the possibility of Hampshire County Council transferring its hosting 
responsibilities to either Portsmouth City Council, or PfSH (as an umbrella 
organisation that would potentially host the Solent Forum in a similar way to Bird 
Aware Solent). At the meeting, the Solent Forum presented its current contractual 
agreement with Hampshire County Council and budget for the financial year 2025/26. 
The rationale behind Hampshire County Council's decision to cease its role as host 

Page 30

https://www.solentforum.org/
https://www.coastalpartnershipsnetwork.org.uk/coastal-partnerships
https://www.solentems.org.uk/sems/management_scheme/
https://www.solentems.org.uk/sems/management_scheme/


 
 

for the Solent Forum was discussed, as was the current situation in the context of 
local government reorganisation and the creation of a Strategic Mayoral Combined 
Authority.    On this basis, Hampshire County Council was asked to consider whether 
it would review its decision to rescind its current responsibilities. 

3.5 Notwithstanding that, Portsmouth City Council officials agreed to consider the 
proposal more closely, including an examination of the hidden, or in-kind costs 
(procurement, HR, legal costs, other resource), of hosting the Solent Forum outside 
of core funding. Officials also agreed to liaise with colleagues at Southampton City 
Council given that it has also been approached as a potential host. There is a strong 
view that the Solent Forum could fit well within the PfSH structure, given the current 
focus of PfSH. 

A combined meeting of Portsmouth, Southampton, and PfSH officials met on 12 June 
to discuss the proposal. The officials' preference would be for the Solent Forum to 
move under the auspices of PfSH (with PfSH acting as an umbrella body). It is 
anticipated that the Solent Forum to function in a similar way to that of Bird Aware 
Solent. Southampton City Council could act as the accountable body (as it is for 
PfSH). This was considered the least disruptive (for the Solent Forum) and cost-
effective offer that might be put forward. 

Officials at Southampton City Council are therefore undertaking internal discussions 
concerning the implications of this possible proposal. Joint Committee's approval 
would, of course, be sought before any formal transfer taking place - should the 
Solent Forum opt to accept an offer from PfSH.  
 

4. Greenprint for South Hampshire 
4.1 At the December 2024 meeting of Joint Committee, members endorsed the formation 

of a 'Greenprint Network' of relevant officials drawn from across (but not confined to) 
the PfSH membership of local authorities. The purpose of the group is to grow 
collaboration, share skills and knowledge, facilitate projects, encourage joint working 
and win resources. Leadership of the wider Greenprint initiative is retained by the 
existing Greenprint Steering Group including New Forest National Park Authority and 
the universities of Portsmouth and Southampton. 

4.2 The inaugural meeting of the Network took place on Friday 14 March and was hosted 
by the University of Portsmouth. The chosen theme for the session was 'Climate 
Resilience and Economic Growth'. Climate resilience is the ability to prepare for, 
respond to, and recover from the effects of climate change. It involves understanding 
the risks of climate change and taking action to reduce the damage to people, 
property, and the environment. Economic growth is needed so that we can make a 
just transition and are 'climate ready' across the region. The Network session 
explored the opportunities and tensions of economic growth in key sectors. It looked 
at examples and measures of best practice that can be employed to promote both of 
these necessities across our Partnership.  

4.3 The programme on the day included a series of key speakers to facilitate, and add 
colour to, the workshop sessions:  
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• Professor Tim Coles (University of Exeter) introduced his research on 
climate resilience and tourism for the Marine Climate Change Impacts 
Partnership.  

• Claire Buckley, programme lead at Julie's Bicycle, a not-for-profit organisation 
mobilising the arts and culture industry to act on the climate, nature and justice 
crisis also presented.  

• Heidi Roberts from ABPMer (Associated British Ports) presented the findings 
from the research that her team has carried out on the climate resilience 
requirements across the maritime industries. 

4.4 The Greenprint Steering Group is keen for there to be palpable outcomes for our people 
attending the Network meetings which included: 

• increased awareness of the inter-play between the need for climate resilience 
and generating economic growth 

• provided a focus on the relevance of local authority activity designed to promote 
climate resilience and economic growth - and how that can be done 

• demonstrate what, by working together with partners across the region, can be 
achieved locally 

4.5 At time of writing, the second meeting of the Network is being planned for 27 June, 
which will be hosted by the University of Southampton, covering the theme of 'Green 
Skills and Jobs'. It is anticipated that the programme for the day will include 
presentations from: 

• Jamie Mackay - Strategic Skills Lead, Hampshire County Council - who will 
reflect on skills need and horizon scanning. 'The future of work is being shaped 
by powerful global forces—from AI and automation to shifting demographics 
and evolving employee expectations. But one megatrend stands out as both 
a challenge and a strategic opportunity: the Green transition. In this session, 
we’ll explore how sustainability is redefining the skills landscape, reshaping 
talent strategies, and creating new avenues for innovation and growth. For 
forward-thinking leaders, embracing the Green agenda isn’t just good ethics—
it’s smart business'. 

• Ashra Khanom - Project Fellow, University of Swansea will introduce 
'Creating Opportunities Through Local Innovation Fellowships (COLIF)' - a 
project focussing on community organising to address local priorities. 'Its aim, 
through the Creating Opportunities for Local Innovation Fellowship (COLIF) 
project, is to support the development of a responsive green skills system, 
enhancing regional productivity and mitigating employment inequalities'. 

4.6 Members will receive an update on the outcome of the second Greenprint Network 
event on 27 June, via this report, at the next meeting of Joint Committee on 18 
September. The third meeting of the Network will take place sometime in the Autumn. 

 
 

5. Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy 
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5.1The purpose of this update to Joint Committee is to update members on the progress 
of the elements of the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SW&BGS) funded 
by the PfSH local planning authorities' £14k annual contribution. The SW&BGS 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. The SW&BGS is aligned to, and complements, the work of Bird 
Aware Solent, and seeks to benefit local planning authorities by monitoring the impact 
of development on the SPAs. 

5.2 Over the 20 years since the inception of the Strategy, with over 23,000 individual 
records submitted and a network of almost 900 sites spread across three counties, 
the SW&BGS has entered a new, next phase. Throughout 2024, a comprehensive 
review of the Strategy was undertaken, beginning in June 2024, with an ‘Away Day’ 
where the Steering Group met in Havant to discuss the future of the Strategy. The 
evidence base was refreshed by incorporating thousands of new records from 
partners. Following meetings with each local planning authority - and Local Records 
Centre which wished to consult on the updated strategy, the updated Strategy was 
launched in April 2025 - with updates made to the mapping, mitigation strategy 
documents and the website. 

5.3 The Strategy is a vital tool for local planning authorities (LPAs), informing decision 
making by providing key spatial information, as well as a mechanism for effective 
mitigation. The strategy document explains the conservation need, survey and 
analyses methodologies, and recommended conservation policies. This is supported 
by interactive mapping of SW&BGS sites and mitigation guidance which aims to 
inform mitigation and offsetting requirements where impacts cannot be avoided. 
Solent-waders-brent-goose-strategy-2024.pdf 

 
6 PfSH Support for the Cultural and Creative Industries. 

6.1 Solent and South Hampshire Film Agency. At its meeting on 5 March, Joint 
Committee agreed to support the proposition to establish a screen location agency 
which will operate across the whole PfSH area. The prospectus for the PfSH and 
Solent Growth Partnership Solent and South Hampshire Film Agency is currently 
being advertised on the Portsmouth City Council Procurement Website. The tender 
submission deadline is the 14 July and it is hoped that a final appointment will be 
made by the end of July. Film Office opportunity set to boost the region's Film 
Industry. 

 

 

 

 

 6.2 Local Skills Improvement Plan (LSIP). Creative Network South (CNS) is 
continuing to work with Hampshire Chamber of Commerce on the LSIP. Hampshire 
and Surrey Chambers of Commerce have jointly commissioned a project to explore 
skills requirements within the Screen Sector.  
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6.3 CNS is continuing to work with the games sector to develop pathways to employment 
for FE students completing games courses. A particular focus will be on the way 
games industry skills are transferable to roles in other industries such as marine and 
aviation. CNS is funding the formation of a network of games designers.  

6.4 CNS is also working with Artswork, Hampshire Chamber of Commerce and 
Portsmouth Creates to support a range of employability projects, ranging from 
apprenticeships to paid internships and T Level placements - designed to support 
young people in finding pathways to employment in the creative sector.  

6.5 Partnerships with other organisations working in the creative digital and tech 
sectors. CNS is continuing to support:  

• a network of artist studio providers across south Hampshire 

• a network of academic researchers at the four South Hampshire universities 
in the area and will sponsor a fourth symposium in January 26 

• Venturefest South which acts as a festival celebrating innovation and creativity 
in the area.  

• the Southampton branch of Ladies Wine, Dine and Design – which is 
undertaking a skills need assessment for the design sector 

• Solent Creative Catalyst, which is building a network of commercial 
businesses in the sector. CNS is also working with Solent Creative Catalyst 
and Tech Solent to explore the need to build an alliance of organisations which 
can voice the needs of businesses within the tech digital and creative sectors  

 
 

7 Strategic Recreation and Mitigation Partnership (Bird Aware Solent) Key 
Performance Indicators. 

7.1 The following covers the period 1 January to the end of April 2025. As this covers 
both our Winter and Summer operational seasons, the first sets of statistics have 
been split to reflect what was achieved during each. 

1 January to 31 March 2025: 

In this time period, the Rangers delivered 267 on-site engagement sessions1, of 
which: 

• 171 site patrols 
• 73 site pop-ups 
• 23 guided walks 

While on site, rangers had 3,339 interactions with visitors, of which: 
• 1,778 on site patrols 
• 1,351 on site pop-ups 
• 210 on guided walks 

Additionally, rangers delivered 37 events in this time period, during which they had 
1,095 interactions with members of the public. 

 
1 An engagement session comprises a half day of a Ranger's time.  
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1 April 2025 to 30 April 2025: 
In this time period, the Rangers delivered 9 on-site engagement sessions of which: 
• 7 site patrols 
• 2 site pop-ups 

While on site, rangers had 122 interactions with visitors, of which: 
• 77 on site patrols 
• 45 on site pop-ups 

7.2 Additionally, rangers delivered 2 events in this time period, during which they had 
100 interactions with members of the public. 

7.3 During the same 4-month period, our comms lead continued to encourage traffic 
to the website, run promotional campaigns and to grow our social media presence 
as follows: 

• From the start of January until the end of April, Bird Aware Solent website 
achieved 37k pageviews. This is a slight decrease on the same period in the 
previous year when 16.5K of the views were as a result of a viral corvid post, 
however it was an increase of 89% on the same period in 2023. 

• Blog posts continued to achieve heavy traffic with ten features added to the 
website in this period. The events page performed well with 2.6k visits, as did 
pages about the photography competition (1.8k) and the Bird Aware Art Fest 
(690). 

• Our social media accounts saw rapid growth across our two main social media 
platforms as a result of excellent content provided by the ranger team. The 
resulting engagement is as follows: 

o Instagram: followers 4.2k (up by 500), accounts reached: 29k, 
engagement: 12k 

o Facebook: followers 5.7k (up by 600), accounts reached 220k, 
engagement: 15k  

o LinkedIn: followers 188 (up by 100) 

• The winter edition of the Bird Aware Solent newsletter was distributed to almost 
2,000 subscribers in January. This achieved a particularly a high opening rate 
of over 63% (industry norms are around 33% or less) with an extremely high 
click-to-open rate of 110.5%. 

• Online promotional campaigns included the Bird Aware photography 
competition which resulted in 2.5k visits made to the competition web pages 
and a reach of around 100k among our target demographics.  More than 300 
photos were submitted to the competition. 

• During this period press releases were shared about the Art Fest, about the 
revised strategy, about the Coast & Country Canines Dogs’ Day Out event, and 
the results of the Bird Aware Solent photography competition, with resulting 
press coverage including features in the Daily Echo and the Lymington 
Advertiser and Times. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee:- 

i) NOTES the contents of this report; 

ii) AGREE that future contributions (2026/27) be recalculated and updated 
to reflect East Hampshire District Council's withdrawal from PfSH using 
the established methodology for doing so; and 

iii) Agree that PfSH Coordinators should undertake a light-touch review and 
update of the PfSH Business Plan 2021-2025 (reflecting its current 
operational context as local government reorganisation and the creation 
of a strategic mayoral combined authority progresses).   

 
 
Background Papers: None 
Reference Papers: None 
Enquiries: For further information on this report please contact: 
Paddy May (PfSH Co-ordinator)  
Tel. No. 023 9283 4020  
E-mail: paddy.may@portsmouthcc.gov.uk  
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Appendix 1 

 
Solent Forum Summary Paper 
Introduction 
The Solent Forum was established in 1992 as one of the Coastal Partnerships around 
the country to facilitate collaboration and partnership working in the Solent’s coastal 
and marine space. Many issues cover multiple sectors and jurisdictions and need to be 
addressed via partnership working at the seascape scale. Its work covers economic, 
environmental and social matters. 
Its aims and objectives can be viewed at: Solent Forum - What We Do. 
Geographical Coverage 
The Forum’s geographical area of work is from the Dorset/Hampshire boundary in the 
west to Selsey Bill in the east and the Isle of Wight. 
The Forum covers all issues that impact on the Solent’s coastal and marine 
environment, including terrestrial drivers, so no definitive inland boundary is drawn. 
See: Solent Forum - Where We Are. 
Operating Model 
The Forum is an Unincorporated Association that is based on a member subscription 
model. There are two key functions that provide funding, the core coastal partnership 
and the Solent Marine Sites (SEMS) statutory scheme of management that is open to 
Relevant Authorities. More detail is available in the Solent Forum Constitution. Further 
information is available on SEMS at: Solentems - Solent Marine Sites. 
There are 57 members as of April 2025 who are all professional bodies and 
organisations. There is one full time member of staff, an independent chair and a 
steering group that oversees the work programme and budget. It is politically neutral. It 
is self-funding but requires a legally constituted body as a host. 
Current members are listed at: Solent Forum - Solent Forum Members Directory. 
It has a Business Plan (2025 to 2030) and produces Annual Reports, see: Solent 
Forum - Solent Forum Business Plan and Annual Reports. The Annual Reports show 
both the annual core work programme and the project work in which it is involved. 
Meetings 
The full Forum meets in person bi-annually in Southampton, Portsmouth and Cowes in 
rotation. These meetings are very well attended and enable members to learn about 
the latest developments happening in the Solent and to network with colleagues.  
Member Services 
The Forum provides a range of services for its members that are included in the 
membership fee, these can be viewed at: Solent Forum - Solent Forum Member 
Services. 
 
ENDS 
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire 

Joint Committee 
 
Date:  14 July 2025  
Report of: Mel Creighton, Executive Director – Corporate Services 
Subject: REVENUE BUDGET MONITORING AND STATEMENT OF 

ACCOUNTS 2024/25 
 
 
 

SUMMARY 
 

This report summarises the outturn against the budget for the financial year 2024/25 
and includes presentation of the Statement of Accounts 2024/25 for approval. This 
report also notes the revenue budget for 2025/26 as approved at the Joint Committee 
meeting in March 2025. 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee: - 

i. NOTES the outturn for the financial year 2024/25 (Table 2). 

ii. APPROVES the Statement of Accounts for the 2024/25 financial year and 
the Annual Governance Statement (Appendix 1). 

iii. NOTES the revenue budget for 2025/26 as set out in the report (Table 4). 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. This report sets out the final outturn expenditure position against the budget for 
2024/25 and presents the revenue budget for the financial year 2025/26. 

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

available for 2024/25, the actual income received and the expected resources 
available for 2025/26.  

3. The expected resources for the financial year 2025/26 are the partnership 
balances carried forward from 2024/25, 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. 

2024/25 2024/25 2025/26 Table 1: Total Resources Available 

Approved 
Budget  Actual Proposed 

Budget  

  £000 £000 £000 
Revenue Funds       
Core funding (local authorities) 131 131 134 
Other contributions 0 0  
Interest on balances 0 7 0 
Unallocated balances 156 156 173 
Total 287 294 307 

 
5. The partner contributions for 2025/26 are £134,100 following approval by the 

Joint Committee in March 2025. Interest rates were relatively high throughout the 
year, so the balances held by PfSH earned £7,381 in 2024/25 compared to 
£7,621 in the previous year.  

FINAL OUTTURN 2024/25 - REVENUE 
 
6. Table 2 below sets out the revenue budget for 2024/25, approved by the Joint 

Committee in March 2024 and the actual outturn.  

7.  

Table 2: Revenue Allocations 2024/25  
2024/25 

 
2024/25 

 
2024/25 

  Approved 
Budget  

Spend 
to end 
Mar 25 

Under/ 
(Over) 
Spend 

  £000 £000 £000 
Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment 15 15 0 
Solent Waders Monitoring Officer 14 14 0 
Core Projects & Central Costs 102 92 (10) 
Total Core and Panel Budgets 131 121 (10) 
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8. 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 2024/25 156 
To fund 2024/25 expenditure (121) 
Contribution income 2024/25 131 
Interest income 2024/25 7 
Balance at end of 2024/25 173 
 
 

 

9. 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 to continue support for 
Creative Network South through the Culture, Creative Industries & the Built 
Environment panel was presented to the Joint Committee in March 2025. 

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

11. 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. 

 

2024/25 STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 
12.  The Statement of Accounts for the 2024/25 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. 
 

REVENUE BUDGET 2025/26 

13. The revenue budget allocations for 2025/26 are shown in table 4.  This is based 
on the 2025/26 budget as approved by the Joint Committee in March 2025.  

14.   

 
2025/26 
Budget 

Allocation 

Table 4: Revenue Allocations 2025/26 

£000 
Culture, Creative Industries & the Built Environment 15 
Screen Agency Feasibility 15 
Solent Waders & Brent Goose Strategy 14 
Core Projects & Central Costs 90 
Total Core and Panel Budgets 134 
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15. It is proposed that an Unallocated Balance of around £160,000 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 2024/25 173 
To fund 2025/26 budget (134) 
Contribution income 2025/26   134 
Interest income 2025/26   7 
Forecast balance at end of 2025/26 180 

 

It is RECOMMENDED that Joint Committee: - 

i. NOTES the outturn for the financial year 2024/25 (Table 2). 

ii. APPROVES the Statement of Accounts for the 2024/25 financial year and the 
Annual Governance Statement (Appendix 1). 

iii. NOTES the revenue budget for 2025/26 as set out in the report (Table 4). 

Background Papers:   
 
Appendix 1 - Statement of Accounts for the 2024/25 financial year and the Annual 
Governance Statement 
 
Enquiries:  
For further information on this report please contact: 
 
 
Mel Creighton, Executive Director – 
Corporate Services  
T: 023 8083 3528 
E: mel.creighton@southampton.gov.uk 

Acqusilia Mudzingwa, Finance Business 
Partner 
T: 023 8083 3162 
E: acqusilia.mudzingwa@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 2025. 

  This foreword contains: 

• a summary of the various statements which make up the 2024/25 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 2024/25 are set out on pages 6 to 16.  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 2025. 

• 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 18 to 23. 

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 2025 reflects an increase of 
£17,840 compared to the previous year.  
Revenue funding for 2024/25 was made up of carried forward of balances from 2023/24, 
in year partner contributions and interest received on balances.  
Subscriptions for 2024/25 were agreed by the Joint Committee on 14th March 2024. 
This will enable the partnership to fund committed projects, undertake work in 2024/25 
and maintain an appropriate level of resources in reserves.  
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4. Where the money comes from 

The Joint Committee’s income in 2024/25 came from the carry forward of balances 
along with interest earned on those balances and partner contributions. Interest rates 
were relatively stable throughout 2024/25, so the balances held by PfSH earned £7,381 
in 2024/25 compared to £7,621 in the previous year.  
  

2024/25   Table 1: Total Resources Available 

Approved 
Budget  Actual  Difference 

  £000s £000s £000s 
Revenue Funds       
Partner Contributions 131 131 0 
Other contributions  0 0 
Interest on balances  7 7 
Unallocated balances 156 156 0 
Total 287 294 7 

 

5. Overview of the year – revenue expenditure 

The main components of the 2024/25 revenue budget and actual expenditure are set 
out in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 Revenue Allocations 2024/25   
  

Approved 
Budget  

Total 
Spend 

(Under)/ 
Over 

Spend 
  £000s £000s £000s 
Culture, Creative Industries and the Built 
Environment 15 15 0 

Solent Waders Monitoring Officer 14 14 0 
Core Projects & Central Costs 102 92 (10) 
Total 131 121 (10) 

6. Unallocated Balances 

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

 £000 
Balance brought forward into 2024/25 156 
To fund 2024/25 expenditure (121) 
Contribution income 2024/25 131 
Interest income 2024/25 7 
Balance at end of 2024/25 173 
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7. Further information 

Further information can be obtained about the accounts from Mel Creighton, 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 mel.creighton@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. Accounting for VAT 

3.1 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. 

4. Interest 

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

5. Liquid Resources and Cash 

5.1 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. 

6. Fair Value 

6.1 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 2024/25 were considered and approved at 
the Joint Committee meeting on 14th July 2025.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Councillor xx 
Chairman – Joint Committee 
14th July 2025 
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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 2025 and its income and expenditure 
for the year ended 31 March 2025. 
 

 
 
 
    

Mel Creighton  
Chief Financial Officer 
14th July 2025 
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APPENDIX 1 – Statement of Accounts 

 

INCOME AND EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT 

Net 
Expenditure 

2023/24   

Net 
Expenditure 

2024/25 
£   £ 
 Cultural, Environmental and Planning Services:   
15,000 Culture, Creative Industries & The Built Environment  15,000 
14,000 Solent Waders Project  14,000 
29,000   29,000 

    
 Corporate and Democratic Core:   

96,593 Central Costs  91,941 
96,593   91,941 

    
125,593 Net Cost of Services  120,941 

    
(7,621) Interest Received  (7,381) 

    
117,973 Net Operating Expenditure  113,560 

    
(132,600) Partnership Contributions  (131,400) 

    

(14,627) Surplus (-) /Deficit (+) for Year  (17,840) 
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APPENDIX 1 – Statement of Accounts 

 

 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. 
 
 

2023/24   2024/25 
Total   Total 

£   £ 
(141,922)  General Fund Balance Brought Forward  (156,549) 

    

(14,627) 
 Surplus(-)/Deficit(+) for the year on the Income and 

Expenditure Account (17,840) 
    

(156,549)  Balance on General Fund Carried Forward (174,389) 
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BALANCE SHEET 

 

2023/24    2024/25 
£    £ 
  Current Assets:   

0  Debtors  1,200 
177,582  Cash  194,902 
177,582  Total Current Assets  196,102 

     

  Current Liabilities:   
(21,033)  Creditors  (21,713) 
(21,033)  Total Current Liabilities  (21,713) 

     

156,549  Net Current (Liabilities)/Assets  174,389 
     

  Financed By:   

  General Reserves:   
156,549  For Revenue Purposes  174,389 
156,549    174,389 
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CASH FLOW STATEMENT 

2023/24    2024/25 
£    £ 
  Revenue Activities   
  Cash Outflows:   

121,547  Operating Costs  120,261 
121,547    120,261 

  Cash Inflows:   
(141,600)  Other Income  (130,200) 
(141,600)    (130,200) 

     

(20,053) 
 Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from revenue 

activities  (9,939) 
     

 
 Returns on Investments and Servicing of 

Finance   
  Cash Inflow:   

(7,621)  Interest Received  (7,381) 
     

(7,621) 
 Net Cash inflow(-)/outflow(+) from Servicing 

of Finance  (7,381) 
     
     

(27,673)  Net Cash Inflow(-)/Outflow(+)  (17,320) 
     

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

 Y/E Y/E 
 31 Mar 2025 31 Mar 2024 
 £ £ 
   

1. Balances Brought Forward 156,549 141,922 
   

2. Income From Local Taxation and/or Levy   
   

3. Total Other Receipts 138,781 140,221 
   

4. Staff Costs   
   

5. Loan Interest/Capital Repayments   
   

6. All Other Payments 120,941 125,593 
   

7. Balances Carried Forward (1+2+3-4-5-6) 174,389 156,549 
   

   
8. Total Cash and Short-Term Investments 194,902 177,582 

   
9. Total Fixed Assets and Long-Term Assets   

   
10. Total Borrowings (20,513) (21,033) 
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

1. Interest Received 

1.1 Interest is calculated using the 6-month gilt yield average interest rate on the originally 
budgeted opening balance for 2024/25. 

2. Partner Contributions to PfSH 

2.1 The table below shows the contributions made by each partner in 2024/25. 
Council 2024/25 2023/24 

 £ £ 
East Hampshire District Council 1,200 1,200 
Eastleigh Borough Council 7,400 7,500 
Fareham Borough Council 6,200 6,300 
Gosport Borough Council 4,400 4,500 
Hampshire County Council 40,300 40,600 
Havant Borough Council 6,700 6,800 
New Forest District Council 9,500 9,600 
New Forest National Park Authority 1,200 1,200 
Portsmouth City Council 22,600 22,800 
Southampton City Council 27,000 27,200 
Test Valley Borough Council 2,500 2,500 
Winchester City Council 2,400 2,400 
 131,400 132,600 

 

3. Payments from PfSH to Partners  

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

Council 2024/25 2023/24 
 £ £ 

Portsmouth CC 66,580 71,219 
Southampton CC 17,338 21,953 
Fareham BC 7,548 3,421 
Havant Borough Council 476 0 
Total Payments to Partners 91,942 96,593 
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4. Debtors 

 2024/25 2023/24 
          £ £ 

Other Local Authorities 1,200 0 
   

 

5. Creditors  

 2024/25 2023/24 
 £ £ 

Other Local Authorities 21,713 21,033 

 

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

 2024/25 2023/24 
 £ £ 

Surplus (-)/Deficit (+) on Income & Expenditure 
Account (17,840) (14,627) 
   
Increase (+)/Decrease (-) in Debtors 1,200 (9,000) 
Increase (-)/Decrease (+) in Creditors (680) (4,046) 
Increase (-)/Decrease (+) in Receipts in Advance   
Less Interest Received 7,381 7,621 
   
Net Cash inflow (-)/outflow (+) from revenue activities (9,939) (20,053) 

 

7. Reconciliation of the Movement in Cash 

 2024/25 2023/24 
 £ £ 

Increase (+)/Decrease (-) in Cash 17,320 27,673 
Represented by:   
Net Movement from Revenue 9,939 20,053 
Net Movement from returns on investment 7,381 7,621 
   

  

Page 57



Page 16 

8. Financial Instruments 

8.1 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. 

8.2 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. 

8.3 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. 

8.4 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. 
 

9. Authorisation to Issue the Accounts 

9.1 These Accounts were authorised for issue on 14th July 2025 by the Chief Financial 
Officer, and events after the balance sheet date have been considered to this date.  
 

10. Related Party Transactions 

10.1 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. 

10.2 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.   

10.3 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. No grants were awarded in 2024/25 to related party 
organisations. 
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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 Director of Legal & Governance 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 – Corporate Services 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 2025 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 14th March 2024.   

3.6 Budget 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. 

  

Page 63



Page 22 

 
Signed _____________________________________ 
 
Councillor xxx, Chairman. 
14th July 2025 
 
 
Signed ______________________________________ 
 
Paddy May, PfSH Co-ordinator. 
14th July 2025 

Page 64



 

 

 

Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire  
Joint Committee 
 
 
 
Date:  14 July 2025 
Report of:  Paddy May, Bird Aware Board Chair 
 Anna Parry, Partnership Manager 
Subject:     BIRD AWARE SOLENT PARTNERSHIP 
 

SUMMARY 
 
This paper seeks approval from the Joint Committee for a number of matters related 
to the Bird Aware Partnership, namely the process for assessing small value project 
bids, a change to the timeline for a Partnership review, additional budget to pay a 
Partner organisation to fulfil the Accountable Body role and the recruitment of 
additional staff.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
It is RECOMMEDNED that the Joint Committee is asked to:- 

i) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for steps to 
review and support £5k and under site specific projects, and the proposed 
panel assessment scoring system; 

ii) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for the Chair of 
the Project Board to be granted delegated authority to make the final funding 
decision on these proposals; 

iii) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for a process of 
review/reflection in 2027, with a full independent review conducted in 2031; 

iv) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an additional 
£15k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the likely costs of resources 
necessary to undertake the Accountable Body role going forward; 

v) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an additional 
£5k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the costs now indicated by the 
current Accountable Body; 

vi) NOTE and ENDORSE the ongoing review work being undertaken surrounding 
our financial position.  
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Background 
1. In September 2024, the Joint Committee approved the Revised Bird Aware 

Strategy and it came into effect on the 1st April 2025.  
2. As part of this transition, and making sure that the Partnership is able to meet all 

the commitments of the Strategy, there are a number of issues that now need 
consideration by the Joint Committee. These are detailed in turn within this 
report. 

 
Approval Process for Site Specific Projects up to the Value of £5,000 

 
3. The Partnership has a budget of £440k per annum to support Site Specific 

Project work (SSP). This funds on site capital projects that meet mitigation 
aims, such as fencing, pathing and signage to keep people within less 
sensitive parts of the coast. Partner organisations bid for this funding, bids are 
considered and recommendations are made to the Joint Committee for final 
decision. It is recognised that overall this is an important but time consuming 
process. 
 

4. The Revised Strategy contains delivery strand S1 which is detailed below: 
 
Strand What Why 
S1 10% of site-specific 

funds to be ring-
fenced for small 
scale projects (£5k 
and under) on an 
agile, as-needed 
basis. 

Allows the process to consider small scale 
projects outside of the application window. 
This will remove previous barriers to smaller 
meaningful mitigation measures coming 
forward. Robust approval processes and 
monitoring schedules will still apply to these 
projects. 

 
 

5. Example of projects that might fall within this range are as follows: 
• Small scale footpath repair/improvements 
• Dog focused activity equipment 
• Buoys 
• Signs and way markers 

 
6. Given the aspiration for this funding stream to be more agile, a working group 

has considered the review, scoring and awarding process that would be best 
suited to this fund.  
 

7. This has considered proportionality, scrutiny, the need to make sure that more 
than one organisation is involved in the scoring process and the need to have 
flexibility to bring in other colleagues to review the applications as appropriate.  
 

8. It also focuses on prioritising the impact, effectiveness and deliverability of 
these project proposals by weighting the scoring to reflect that.  
 

9. The intention with this fund is that Partner organisations can apply to it at any 
point (unlike the larger fund which is run on a fixed 24 month cycle) and that 
they will receive a faster decision than is achievable for higher value SSPs.  
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10. With all the above in mind, the proposed process and scoring system are 
detailed in Appendix A.  
 

11. The Joint Committee are asked to note that unlike with the larger value 
projects which are reviewed by the Joint Committee, these proposals include 
for the final funding recommendations to be reviewed and the decision to lie 
with a person with delegated authority to do so.  
 

12. The Project Board have considered this in full and recommend that the Chair 
of the Project Board be granted delegated authority to decide the funding 
outcome for these small scale projects. 
 

Timing of Next Independent Review 
 

13. The Partnership underwent a comprehensive independent review in 2023, 
which examined our work over the period between 2017 and 2022. The 
positive results and findings of this, coupled with our own growing experience 
of delivering a successful strategic mitigation scheme, led to the development 
of the Revised Strategy.  
 

14. The Revised Strategy contains delivery strand M1 which notes the expectation 
that the next review is scheduled to begin in April 2027 and will be a 10 year 
review period, with commentary on the two 5-year periods.  

 
15. Given that time taken to prepare the Revised Strategy and the current 

expectation that the Partnership won't have the full expanded team until 
around September 2026, the value of carrying out the next review in 2027 is 
questionable as it will be looking back on an extended period of transition and 
unable to clearly define if the Revised Strategy has been effective.  
 

16. It is also considered that undertaking the Review in 2027 would not be a good 
use of resources. Consultancy support undertaking the last one cost £32K, 
then led to around 18 months of intensive work and input from the Project 
Board and dedicated Bird Aware Staff. This workload also incurred some 
additional fees amounting to around £10k, which included further consultancy 
support and the hosting of a number of away days structured around planning 
the scope of the Revised Strategy. 
 

17. Therefore, it is now proposed that the next review period is rescheduled to 
take place in 2031, to allow for a suitable time after the changes led by the 
Revised Strategy have had the opportunity to take effect. This will allow us to 
judge the effectiveness or otherwise of those changes whilst also achieving 
greater value for money by having a more useful result. 
 

18. Coupled with this, it is proposed that that the Project Board and dedicated Bird 
Aware staff undertake an internal review/ process of reflection in 2027, and 
publish the findings of this work. This work may involve the support of external 
consultants, but on a much scaled back basis to the full review. It is envisaged 
that the findings of this would most likely take the form of an extended Annual 
Report, with a 'lessons learnt' section and any proposed changes to working 
practices would then be shared with Governance prior to being implemented.  
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Accountable Body Role 
19. Bird Aware Solent is grateful to Fareham Borough Council (FBC) for acting as 

the Partnerships Accountable Body since 2017. When taking on this role, FBC 
originally committed to carry it out for a period of 3 years, and we are grateful 
to them for extending this service provision to us.  
 

20. FBC are now in the process of handing this role over to another Partner and it 
is likely that Havant Borough Council (HBC) will begin performing this role 
before the end of the current financial year.  
 

21. Since 2017, the Partnership has matured considerably and it is recognised 
that with this expansion, the requirements of the Accountable Body have 
grown exponentially. It is further recognised that these requirements will 
continue to increase under the lifetime of the Revised Strategy and that they 
will require a considerable resource commitment to meet them. 
 

22. With that in mind, HBC have indicated that they do not feel able to take on the 
Accountable Body role without their resource costs being met by the 
Partnership. From estimates provided by FBC, we are able to determine that 
these costs are likely to be in the order of £15k this year, then potentially 
closer to £10k per annum and therefore it is requested that the Bird Aware 
budget request for the year be amended to facilitate this additional necessary 
cost.  
 

23. FBC have also indicated that there is a considerable amount of work required 
to hand the role over to Havant. As part of this, they have noted a requirement 
in the order of approximately £5k to cover the costs associated with these 
tasks. Therefore there is a further request to add provision for this to the Bird 
Aware 2025/26 budget as it was unforeseen at the time of preparing it. 
 

 
Mid-Year Financial Review 

 
24. In December, the Partnership committed to bring to the Joint Committee a 

mid-year financial at about this time, and to seek permission before recruiting 
more of the agreed new posts under the Revised Strategy.  
 

25. Owing to time pressures on the Accountable Body, information relevant to this 
has only recently become available and the Partnership is seeking to conduct 
a thorough review of it at Board level prior to returning to a future Joint 
Committee meeting with both the findings and a report on how this aligns with 
the proposed recruitment timeline. 
 

26. The Partnership remains aware of the expectation of Natural England that all 
roles identified in the Revised Strategy will be filled by September 2026. 
However, the Partnership commits not to initiate recruitment of any new roles 
which it does not already have PfSH sign-off for, prior to returning to a future 
meeting with more information.  
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Recommendation 
 
It is RECOMMEDNED that the Joint Committee is asked to:- 
i) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for steps to 

review and support £5k and under site specific projects, and the proposed 
panel assessment scoring system; 

ii) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for the Chair of 
the Project Board to be granted delegated authority to make the final funding 
decision on these proposals; 

iii) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for a process of 
review/reflection in 2027, with a full independent review conducted in 2031; 

iv) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an additional 
£15k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the likely costs of resources 
necessary to undertake the Accountable Body role going forward; 

v) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an additional 
£5k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the costs now indicated by the 
current Accountable Body; 

vi) NOTE and ENDORSE the ongoing review work being undertaken surrounding 
our financial position.  

 
ENQUIRIES:  
 
For further information on this report please contact:- 
Anna Parry 
Bird Aware Partnership Manager 
Tel: 02392 834140 
Email: Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk 
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Appendix A 
 
Proposal for steps to review and support £5k and under site specific projects  
Stage 
 

Responsible Party Timescale 

Announce the call for projects SSP PO1 through the 
Steering Group 
circulation list 

Annually at start of financial 
year. 

Applicants develop project proposals All applicants Within timeframe that suits them 
and whilst funding is still 
available 

Applicants invite Site Specific Projects Project Officer (SSP PO) for 
site visit (SSP PO may invite colleagues or may decline if already 
familiar with the site and supportive of the proposal) 

Applicant  

Applicants submit draft application to SSP PO Applicant Prior to formal submission 
SSP PO reviews application (in isolation or with colleagues if 
appropriate) and returns draft with comments  

SSP PO Within 10 working days of 
receiving draft application 

Applicant formally submits the application to the SSP PO Applicant After taking into consideration 
comments on draft application 

SSP PO formally logs the application and shares it with Monitoring 
Officer 

SSP PO Actioned asap upon receipt 

Internal team independently review and score the project proposal.  SSP PO to co-ordinate Within 10 working days of 
receiving the application 

Scores internally moderated. (If required, other Bird Aware Solent 
staff and NE can be consulted and provide advice where necessary) 

SSP PO to co-ordinate Within 11 working days of 
receiving the application 

Once scores are moderated and agreed, SSP PO then sends SSS PO ASAP 
 

1 SSP PO is the Site Specific Projects Project Officer 
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application, score and recommendation (fund or don't fund) to 
Partnership Manager 
Partnership Manager presents this information to the 
person/persons with delegated authority to approve the 
recommendation 

Partnership Manager  ASAP 

Those with delegated authority review application and 
recommendation 

Decision maker (lead 
person with delegated 
powers) 

Within 5 working days of 
receiving recommendation 

Approval or objection to recommendation is made Decision maker Within 5 working days of 
receiving recommendation 

Decision recorded and shared with applicant, accountable body and 
relevant Bird Aware staff. 

SSP PO Within 1 working day of 
receiving approval/objection 

If approval is given, bespoke legal agreement is drafted SSP PO (with 
assistance from Bird 
Aware staff as 
necessary) 

Within 10 working days of 
receiving approval 

Drafted legal agreement is passed to accountable body SSP PO On day of completion 
Accountable body process and issue legal agreement directly to 
applicant 

Accountable body Within 1 calendar month 

Monitoring Officer decides what monitoring (if any) will be 
undertaken pre/post implementation  

Monitoring Officer ASAP once recommendation is 
approved 

Applicant reviews and signs legal agreement Applicant Within their own timeframe 
Pre intervention monitoring may take place Monitoring Officer As appropriate (may be specific 

times of year that it needs to be 
done) 

Work begins on site Applicant  Once legal agreement has been 
signed by both parties. 

Applicant notifies SSP PO, Monitoring Officer and accountable body 
once work is complete 

Applicant Upon completion of works 

Monitoring Officer signs off project and undertakes any agreed post 
intervention monitoring 

Monitoring Officer As appropriate 
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Site Specific Project - Panel Assessment Guidance 
 
 
For the purpose of assessing the Site-Specific Proposals, 5 assessment categories 
have been identified. This guidance note is intended to assist panel members in 
scoring projects against each of these2. Please remember that for projects that 
exceed the approximate annual limit of £400k, they would need to be considered 
'exceptional' and as such score strongly in all categories to be taken forward with a 
recommendation for supporting.  
Questions 1 - 4 are for information collecting only and will not be considered within 
the scoring process. All others will contribute towards the final scores as follows: 
 
SCALE OF IMPACT - Questions 5 and 6 
Points to consider when scoring: 

• Level of positive impact on one or more of the SPAs 
• Numbers of birds protected 
• Are benefits seasonal, or will it provide year-round mitigation? 
• Numbers of people outreached to (note, it is important to also consider if these 

are new audiences and/or hard to reach target audiences) 
• Potential for negative impact on SPAs (i.e. something that ultimately attracts 

more people to the area and therefore potentially more disturbance.) 

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:
  

• 0 - potential for a negative impact on an SPA 
• 1 - some localised reduction of impact on one SPA directly due to any of the 

measures above.  
• 2 - some notable reduction of impact at one SPA directly due to any of the 

measures above. 
• 3 - some notable reduction of impact at more than 1 SPA directly due to any of 

the measures above. 

 
EFFECTIVENESS - Questions 7 to 10 
Points to consider when scoring: 

• Does it wholly meet mitigation criteria as defined in the Strategy? 
• Is it a proven method of mitigation (tried and tested)? 
• If it's an innovative approach, is the rationale for this approach well evidenced? 
• What level of certainty is there of a positive impact? 
• Rapidness of effective change? 
• Is it a good fit for the site/does it maximise potential? 

 
2 It is noted that whilst all projects are scored under this system, it is unlikely that the £5k and under projects 
would be able to score a 3 in all categories 
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• Is there longevity from this, has necessary ongoing management been 
considered? 

• High or low risk? 

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:
  

• 0 - Falls outside the scope of mitigation approaches within the Strategy 
• 1 - Unevidenced mitigation impact, uncertainty that it will have positive results, 

slow to show results. 
• 2 - Potential for good mitigation, results may be slow to come forward 
• 3 - Strong mitigation expected, fully in line with the Strategy and evidenced. 

 
VALUE - Questions 11 to 12 
Points to consider when scoring: 

• Does it offer value for money? 
• Does it achieve economies of scale? 
• Is it opening up access to other funding sources, or contributions in-kind? 
• Does it offer joint working opportunities? 
• Does it offer seasonal or year-round mitigation measures (this point needs 

considering, but should not impede you from giving top marks for a good value 
project only supporting one season). 

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest: 
• 0 - Overpriced and/or over spec’d 
• 1 - Offers some opportunity for good value or economies of scale 
• 2 - Offers some opportunity for good value and economies of scale 
• 3 - Offers value for money and opens up contributions from third parties. 

 
DELIVERABILITY - Questions 13 to 18 
Points to consider when scoring: 

• Is it practical? 
• Does it have/need licences/consents (including landowners) etc 
• Is any matched funding secured? 
• Timescales and efficiency factors 
• What is the track record of this proposal/contractor/scheme 

For this point, a score of 1 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest: 
• 0 - Known insurmountable obstacle to delivery 
• 1 - No secured licences, consents, landowners’ agreement, match funding 
• 2 - Most elements agreed in principle, no major obstacles foreseen 
• 3 - All elements secured and a strong track record for delivering results. 

 
 
MONITORING - Question 19 
Points to consider when scoring: 

• Is a monitoring metric well thought out?  
• Will it reliably report on progress or otherwise? 
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• Are the metrics relevant to the type of project being put forward? 

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest: 
• 0 - No information put forward 
• 1 - Limited thought put into this and irrelevant metric proposed 
• 2 - Some potential to capture some relevant information from the proposed 

metric 
• 3 - Strong and relevant metrics proposed to provide relevant progress 

information. 
 

 
The SCALE OF IMPACT, EFFECTIVENESS and DELIVERABILITY scores will 
then be doubled, as these points are considered to need heavier weighting 
within the overall score for the project. All individual scores will be compared (in a 
panel meeting) and consensus reached. A final score will then be attributed to each 
proposal. 
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Report to the Partnership for South Hampshire  
Joint Committee 

 
Date:  14 July 2025 

Report of:  Jayson Grygiel 
  Manager of Planning Policy, Gosport Borough Council  

Subject: LOBBYING FOR GOVERNMENT SUPPORT FOR FLOOD 
DEFENCES ON BROWNFIELD SITES TO FACILITATE NEW 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.  

 
 
 

SUMMARY 
 
In order to facilitate the development of new homes on brownfield land across PfSH 
member local authorities, it will be necessary to build on sites that require new flood 
defences.  The significant costs of these measures is threatening the viability and 
deliverability of new housing development and therefore increasing unmet need. These 
brownfield sites can accommodate new homes, generate growth and employment, 
create new quality waterfront locations and represent significant regeneration 
opportunities. 
 
It is proposed that PfSH write to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and 
the Chief Secretary to the Treasury in order that the Government can consider 
providing specific funding for flood defences associated with brownfield sites.  This 
could be included as part of either a new fund or extending the remit of an existing 
fund. 
 
This proposal has been considered and agreed by PfSH chief executives. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES PfSH's intention to write to 
relevant government departments (as drafted at Appendix 1) requesting that they 
consider the issue of funding flood infrastructure associated with brownfield 
development.   
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BACKGROUND AND DETAIL 
 
1. A number of local authorities in South Hampshire will be relying on brownfield 

land to assist in meeting their housing needs. There are a number of locations 
identified that will require significant flood defences to make them safe over the 
lifetime of the development.  Many of these have been included in the recent 
strategic flood risk assessment process but are located within floodzone 3 or 
will be within floodzone 3 over the next 100 years.1 These sites are considered 
necessary to provide overriding sustainability benefits including making a 
significant contribution to meeting local housing requirements and can support 
new employment, generate growth, re-use heritage assets, create quality 
places, and enable the wider public gain access to the waterfront.  

 
2. These brownfield sites come with a number of significant challenges including 

contamination, the presence of historic buildings and scheduled monuments 
which have not received proper maintenance, limited utilities and the need for 
new infrastructure.  In many cases, such sites are within areas that have 
relatively low development values and consequently there are significant 
viability challenges which are likely to limit deliverability and therefore potentially 
increase unmet need within the local authority area. 
 

3. Flood defences for new development on brownfield sites do not meet the criteria 
of the Environment Agency’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management 
(FCERM) funding which relates to protecting existing residential development.  
It is clear from experience that there is a distinct lack of FCERM funding to even 
address current requirements to protect existing residential neighbourhoods. 
Whilst the Government’s announcement on 5 February 2025 of an additional 
£2.65 billion to be committed to build or maintain up to 1,000 flood defences, 
including within the South Hampshire area, is very welcome  there are numerous 
schemes across the country yet to be funded.  The pressure on this funding is 
set to increase with the implications of climate change. 
 

4. Without Government assistance to provide flood defences to support residential 
development on brownfield land it becomes very difficult to attract developer 
interest and consequently sites are likely to become undeliverable. This financial 
assistance could be included as part of either a new fund or extending the remit 
of an existing fund. 

 
5. It is recognised that there are sources of funding that could be accessed to help 

facilitate the development of sites meeting certain criteria - but these would not 
be appropriate for a large number of strategic sites for example, 

• Brownfield Land Release Fund - This Government fund has been only 
applicable for local authority sites and grants would not be of sufficient scale for 
flood defence work.  It is not clear at this time whether there will be further rounds 
of funding. 

• Home Building Fund - Infrastructure Loans - This fund provides support if a 
developer is preparing land for homes, the Government (Homes England) can 
provide loans up to £250 million to cover infrastructure and enabling 

 
1 Flood Zone 3 represents the highest flood risk category in the UK, encompassing areas with a high 
probability of flooding from rivers or the sea. It includes areas with a 1 in 100 (1%) annual probability of 
river flooding or a 1 in 200 (0.5%) annual probability of sea flooding. 
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costs.  Funds can provide financing for any non-housing activity needed to 
unlock large sites and enable partners to use their capital resources to deliver 
houses quickly. The fund provides infrastructure loan finance but has the 
capacity to provide support to establish investment platforms that unlock new 
housing capacity.  It focuses on the master development of multiple large scale, 
residential-led developments from 1,000 to more than 10,000 homes along with 
a variety of community facilities and employment uses. This is ultimately a loan 
for very large sites and may not be applicable for a range of other brownfield 
sites. 

 
6. In the light of the above it is considered useful to write to government for it to 

consider the issue further.  The letter includes the following: 
• Introduction to PfSH; 
• The scale of the sub-region’s housing need under the latest Standard 

Method; 
• The opportunities presented by brownfield sites; 
• Significant costs of redeveloping brownfield sites in general and the delivery; 

of flood infrastructure in particular which affect viability and deliverability; 
• Indicative brownfield sites in South Hampshire and what they could deliver 

(Appendix A to the letter) and a case study relating to the Blockhouse site, 
Gosport (Appendix B to the letter) ; 

• Request for Government to consider this issue further and invite a Minister 
to visit a sample of the sites highlighted. 

 
7. It is proposed that a letter is sent to the three government departments as it is 

cross-cutting issue. It is proposed that the letter is signed by the Chair of PfSH. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is RECOMMENDED that the Joint Committee NOTES PfSH's intention to write to 
relevant government departments (as drafted at Appendix 1) requesting that they 
consider the issue of funding flood infrastructure associated with brownfield 
development.   

 
 
Background Papers: None 
Reference Papers: None 
Enquiries: For further information on this report please contact: 
Jayson Grygiel  
Manager of Planning Policy, Gosport Borough Council  
E-mail: jayson.grygiel@gosport.gov.uk 
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Appendix 1 
The Rt Hon Angela Rayner MP 
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government and Deputy Prime Minister 
 
 
The Rt Hon Steve Reed MP OBE 
Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
 
The Rt Hon Darren Jones MP 
Chief Secretary to the Treasury 
 
 
House of Commons  
London 
SW1A 0AA 
 
Xx July 2025  
 
Dear Secretaries of State and Chief Secretary, 
 
RE: FLOOD DEFENCE FUNDING AND DELIVERING NEW HOUSING ON 
BROWNFIELD SITES  
 
I am writing to you on behalf of the authorities that form the Partnership for South 
Hampshire (PfSH)2 to request urgent Government consideration on providing 
funding that developers can access in order to deliver appropriate flood risk 
infrastructure to facilitate a significant number of new homes on brownfield land. 
 
We are a partnership of eleven local authorities around the Solent that aim to 
improve the environmental, cultural and economic performance of the South 
Hampshire area.  The sub region includes the two great port cities of Portsmouth 
and Southampton which are within one of the largest ten conurbations in England.  
The sub-region also includes the New Forest National Park in the west, the South 
Downs National Park to the north and the Chichester Harbour National Landscape 
on its eastern edge. 
 
PfSH was formed in 2003 and is a positive example of local authorities, local 
partners and government agencies working together across a range of cross-
boundary issues for the benefit of the people who live, work and visit this area.  
 
Building new homes 
 
One of the key aims of PfSH is to sustainably increase the supply of new homes and 
the required infrastructure to support them. PfSH supports the Government’s 
objective to ‘get Britain building again’ and have been working collaboratively to 
facilitate this. This includes the production of a joint Spatial Position Statement (Dec 

 
2 PfSH comprises the following local authorities: Eastleigh Borough Council, Fareham Borough 
Council, Gosport Borough Council, Hampshire County Council, Havant Borough Council, New Forest 
District Council, New Forest National Park Authority, Portsmouth City Council, Southampton City 
Council, Test Valley District Council and Winchester City Council.  
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2023)3 which aims to deliver much needed housing across the sub region. Working 
together we have devised effective and innovative solutions to provide 
environmental mitigation to address impacts on the international important habitats 
in and around the Solent and the New Forest. This has enabled significant housing 
building to take place over a number of years. 
 
The PfSH Spatial Position Statement seeks to develop housing in sustainable 
locations including brownfield sites within urban areas which will deliver a number of 
benefits in terms of place-making, improving existing infrastructure, and supporting 
local communities through regeneration projects. The development of brownfield 
sites will help deliver the Government’s mission of delivering 1.5 million homes 
nationally by the end of this Parliament. 
 
The scale of the task of building sufficient homes in South Hampshire is significant 
and this is demonstrated by the housing need figures for each authority in Table 1 
below, based on the latest Standard Method (December 2024).  
 
Table 1: The latest standard method (December 2024 with latest inputs May 2025) for PfSH 
local authority areas, and comparison with the previous standard method which used the 
2014-based household projections). 
Local Authority Name Previous 

method 
(per annum) 

Latest method 
December 2024 
with latest inputs 
May 2025 per annum 
(% increase from previous 
method) 

Average 
Annual 
Net 
additions 
(2020/21-
2023/24) 

PfSH local authority areas included in the Spatial Position Statement (Dec 
2023) 
East Hampshire 4 *5 575 1,119 (+95%) 441 
Eastleigh 645 911 (+41%) 652 
Fareham 498 797 (+60%) 158 
Gosport 339 433 (+28%) 53 
Havant 508 881 (+73%) 374 
New Forest 729 1,507 (+107%) 187 
Portsmouth 897 1,016 (+13%) 120 
Southampton 1,473 1,205 (-18%) 347 
Test Valley*4 524 928 (+77%) 508 
Winchester*4 676 1,128 (+67%) 1,054 
PfSH total 6,864 9,926 (+45%) 3,894 

 
Brownfield sites and flood defence infrastructure 
 
A key constraint to delivering a number of regeneration sites in the sub-region 
relates to flood risk and in particular the cost of providing flood defence infrastructure  
associated with brownfield sites. The sub-region has a number of former industrial 
and military sites that are in areas of flood risk but can make a significant 
contribution to delivering new homes, as well as growing the economy and delivering 

 
3 PfSH Spatial Position Statement 2023 - Partnership for South Hampshire 
4 since the Spatial Position Statement was approved by PfSH in December 2023 East Hampshire District has left PfSH 
*4 East Hampshire, Test Valley, and Winchester districts are only partly within the PfSH boundary. The figures reported in this 
table provide figures for the district as a whole. 
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high quality places with waterside frontages. 
 
A number of local authorities in South Hampshire will be relying on brownfield sites 
that have been tested through the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment process as 
required by the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework but are located 
within Floodzone 3 or will be within Floodzone 3 over the next 100 years.  
 
Appendix A identifies a number of sites within the sub region which can make an 
important contribution towards meeting housing targets but where there are 
significant flood risk issues.  In these cases the costs of new flood risk management 
infrastructure is known to be having a detrimental impact on the deliverability of 
development at this time.  
 
Most of these brownfield sites come with a number of significant challenges 
including contamination, the presence of historic buildings and scheduled 
monuments which have not received proper maintenance, limited utilities and the 
need for new infrastructure.  In many cases such sites are within areas that have 
relatively low development values and consequently there are significant viability 
challenges which are likely to limit deliverability and therefore potentially increase 
unmet need within the area. Appendix B provides a case study of the Government-
owned Fort Blockhouse site in Gosport as an example of the complexities involved.  
A key issue for local authorities moving forward with their local plans is being able to 
satisfactorily demonstrate deliverability to a Planning Inspector.  
 
PfSH very much welcomes the Government announcement on 5th February 2025 of 
an additional £2.65 billion to be committed to build or maintain up to 1,000 flood 
defences, including within the South Hampshire area. However flood defences for 
new development on brownfield sites do not meet the criteria of the Environment 
Agency’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) funding which 
relates to protecting existing residential properties rather than to fund protection for 
the new communities on brownfield sites. 
 
The PfSH authorities are therefore requesting consideration on providing funding, 
either as part of a new fund or extending the remit of an existing one, that 
developers can access in order to deliver appropriate flood risk infrastructure and 
de-risk sites to facilitate new homes and other wider benefits outlined in this letter. 
 
We would be very happy to arrange a visit for ministers and civil servants to see 
some of the sites in order to discuss opportunities and the flood risk challenge of 
bringing forward such sites. Similarly, if you require more information on this issue 
please let me know and we will aim to provide further details. 
 
I look forward to your response at the earliest opportunity.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Councillor Keith House 
Chair, Partnership for South Hampshire 
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Appendix A: Indication of brownfield sites requiring financial assistance for 
flood defences to enable development to take place 
 
 The sites set out below include a potential for almost 15,500 dwellings  
 

Ref  Local 
Authority 

Name of site Potential uses/quantum Comment 

G1 Gosport BC Blockhouse 1 At least 500 dwellings, 
significant marine 
employment with deep 
water access, heritage-
led development in the 
Fort area to potentially 
include food and drink, 
tourist accommodation 
and other commercial 
premises.  

Significant flood risk issues: The 
site is located at the mouth of 
Portsmouth Harbour. It has a 
vulnerable seawall on the Solent 
frontage and has low-lying areas 
of land adjacent Portsmouth 
Harbour. 

Due to be released by MoD in 
2025.  The former Submarine 
Base includes a schedule 
monument, listed buildings and 
is within the Haslar Peninsula 
Conservation 
Area.  Contaminated land issues 
will need to be addressed. 

G2 Gosport BC Priddy’s Heritage 
Area 

Approximately 80-100 
dwellings, artist studios 
and other small scale 
commercial uses 
(building conversions) to 
complement the 
Explosion Museum (part 
of the National Museum 
of the Royal Navy) 

The remaining part of the 
former Priddy’s Hard Munitions 
site. Owned by Portsmouth 
Historic Quarter. Numerous 
Listed Buildings including Grade 
I and II* within Priddy’s Hard 
Conservation Area. 

NF1 

 

New Forest 
District 
Council  

 

Eling Wharf  

 

Approximately 15 ha 
brownfield site on the 
edge of Totton Town 
Centre for employment 
led mixed use 
development. Brownfield 
Land Register identifies 
400 net dwellings 

There are opportunities for 
significant environmental 
improvements. A Flood Risk 
Assessment will be required and 
contamination issues will need to 
be addressed.  

 

NF2 

 

 

New Forest 
District 
Council  

 

Site of the former 
Fawley Power 
Station, Fawley  

Approximately 49 ha  

Strategic Site Allocation 
(SS.4) in the adopted 
Local Plan 2016-2036 
Part 1: Planning Strategy. 
Outline application 
(19/10581: 1,380 new 
homes, 95,300sqm of 
new commercial, civic 
and employment space) 
was withdrawn in July 
2024.   

Viability issues 

P1 Portsmouth  Tipner West A marine hub with a 
working quayside and up 
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Ref  Local 
Authority 

Name of site Potential uses/quantum Comment 

to 25,000m2 of marine 
employment floorspace 
(class E(g) offices, 
research and 
development, light 
industrial, B2 general 
industrial and B8 storage 
or distribution);  

1,000 residential 
dwellings (class C3);  

Shops selling essential 
goods, including food, 
where the shop’s 
premises do not exceed 
280 m2 (class F2a); and 
meeting places for the 
principal use of the local 
community (class F2b). 

 P2  Portsmouth   Port Solent  Approximately 500 
residential units; and 
other marine related 
uses. Potential leisure 
uses  

The development site itself if not 
at risk of flooding, however, the 
only access road in and out of 
the site is expected to be 
underwater during a flood event. 

 P3   Portsmouth   Fraser Range  134 dwellings removal 
and reinstatement of 
Grade II listed tank traps 
to existing pattern; and 
construction of access 
road, parking and 
landscaping works. 

 The current seawall surrounding 
the site is in poor condition. 
Ultimately it will not be capable 
of defending this part of the 
coast, and therefore any 
development on the site from 
inundation. For this reason, the 
erection of comprehensive new 
sea defences,  that integrate 
effectively with proposed 
enhancements to existing 
defences adjacent to the site 
and secure the site against 
flooding will be necessary. 

P4 Portsmouth  St James and 
Langstone 
Campus  

Approximately 417 
dwellings including 
potential elderly person 
and sheltered 
accommodation; 
Healthcare facilities; 
Education facilities; and 
recreation, sports and 
other community facilities. 

 

 

It is estimated that in 2122 much 
of the eastern extent of site will 
be in flood zones 2 and 3a. This 
part of the allocation is 
Langstone Campus. The St 
James part of the allocation is 
currently being developed.   

 S1 Southampton  Itchen Riverside Approximately 2,500 
dwellings, major new 
leisure and entertainment 

Area of significant 
redevelopment potential 
comprising multiple sites along 
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Ref  Local 
Authority 

Name of site Potential uses/quantum Comment 

uses to complement the 
existing stadium. Also 
potential opportunity for 
estate regeneration to 
increase densities and 
deliver circa 200 to 300 
net additional dwellings 
subject to design work 
and funding. 

the western shore of the River 
Itchen between Itchen Bridge 
and Northam Bridge, centred 
around St Mary’s Stadium. The 
area is currently home to several 
mineral wharves which are 
currently safeguarded will need 
to be relocated. Around 1,900 of 
the dwellings proposed for this 
area are currently located in a 
Flood Zone and the remaining 
700 will be vulnerable to flooding 
in the future due to climate 
change. The estate regeneration 
opportunity (200-300 net 
additional dwellings) is also in a 
Flood Zone and vulnerable to 
future flooding from climate 
change. 

     

 S2 Southampton  Mayflower 
Quarter 

Major 82 hectare mixed-
use development area 
likely to comprise circa 
4,000 to 6,000 new 
dwellings, circa 250,000 
to 400,000 sqm of non-
residential uses such as 
office, research and 
development, lab space, 
education, health, ground 
floor 
commercial/community 
uses, retention of 
Southampton Central Rail 
Station plus major 
transport infrastructure 
improvements to bus, rail 
and road 

Area of significant 
redevelopment potential in 
Southampton city centre 
between Southampton Central 
Rail Station and Mayflower Park. 
The area is not currently in a 
flood zone but will become 
vulnerable to flooding due to 
climate change. 

S3 Southampton  Ocean Village Potential for up to 1,300 
new dwellings plus 9,000 
to 32,000 sqm of non-
residential floorspace 

An area of Southampton City 
Centre that has seen significant 
redevelopment over the past few 
decades and could deliver 
further development in the 
coming years. The area is not 
currently within a flood zone but 
is expected to become 
vulnerable to flooding due to 
climate change. 

 

     

S4 Southampton  Bitterne District 
Centre 

Approximately 120 
dwellings 

Part of this district centre is 
within a Flood Zone which may 
affect the quantum of 
development that can be 
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Ref  Local 
Authority 

Name of site Potential uses/quantum Comment 

delivered from the 
redevelopment of the leisure 
centre. 

     

S5 Southampton  Bitterne Manor Approximately 280 
dwellings 

This area is located around 
Bitterne Rail Station and 
comprises several potential 
development sites that are either 
currently in a flood zone or may 
become vulnerable to flooding 
as a result of climate change. 

     

S6  Southampton  Mayflower 
Waterfront  

Approximately 550 
dwellings, non-residential 
uses of circa 9,000 to 
15,000 sqm which could 
include offices, hotel, 
hospitality, ground floor 
commercial uses, and 
improvements / 
reconfiguration of ferry 
terminals to Isle of Wight 
and Hythe. Improved 
public park and waterfront 
access. 

Area with potential for significant 
regeneration to deliver on 
Southampton’s ambition to have 
a world class waterfront. 
Redevelopment sites are not 
currently in a flood zone but may 
become vulnerable to flooding 
due to climate change. 

S7 Southampton  College Street  Approximately 140 
dwellings 

An area of the City Centre that 
could deliver additional 
dwellings. Sites are currently in a 
flood zone and will be further 
vulnerable to flooding in the 
future as a result of climate 
change. 

S8 Southampton  Old Redbridge 
Road and 
Surrounds 

Approximately 55 
dwellings, retention of 
major transport 
infrastructure including 
Redbridge Rail Station, 
the Redbridge Causeway 
(A35) which links 
Southampton and Totton, 
and the Redbridge 
Roundabout which links 
the M271 with the A35 for 
journeys to the City 
Centre and Totton 

An area at the western edge of 
the city that has some small 
development opportunities and a 
significant amount of major 
transport infrastructure. Whilst 
the area is not currently in a 
flood zone, it will become 
vulnerable to flooding due to 
climate change. 

     

S9 Southampton  Bevois Valley 
Road 

Approximately 38 
dwellings 

A potential redevelopment site 
that is not currently in a flood 
zone but will become vulnerable 
to flooding in future due to 
climate change. 
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Ref  Local 
Authority 

Name of site Potential uses/quantum Comment 

     

S10 Southampton   Portswood Road 
and Surrounds  

Approximately 40 
dwellings 

A couple of smaller-scale 
development sites, one of which 
is currently in a flood zone, and 
both of which will be vulnerable 
to flooding in the future due to 
climate change. 

S11 Southampton  Middle Road  Approximately 17 
dwellings 

Comprises a small-scale 
development site which is 
currently in a flood zone and will 
be vulnerable to flooding in the 
future due to climate change. 

 
  

Page 85



 
12 of 13 

Appendix B: Case Study: Blockhouse 1, Gosport  
Without Government assistance to provide flood defences to support residential 
development on brownfield sites it becomes very difficult to attract developer interest 
on a number of complex sites within South Hampshire. 
 
In Gosport’s case the release of Blockhouse 1 this year by the Ministry of Defence is 
a good example where this may be the case. A short summary of the site and specific 
issues are included below. 
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Blockhouse 1 
 

• Approximately 16 hectares site to be released by the Ministry of Defence in 
2025 

• Former submarine base with older fortifications and naval buildings 
• Located on the Haslar Peninsula with limited access including via a single 

carriageway bridge to Gosport Town Centre 
• c2km of coastline including frontage along the Solent, the harbour mouth and 

Portsmouth Harbour  
• Contains a scheduled monument and a number of listed buildings with the 

Haslar Peninsula Conservation Area. Many buildings will require significant 
investment to bring back to a viable use 

• Adjacent Haslar Hospital listed buildings and historic park and garden (any 
development will need to take into account its setting) 

• Contamination issues 
• Relatively low development values in Gosport 
• Solent Seawall - has experienced damage from recent storms - numerous 

expensive repairs undertaken 
• DIO currently working on a master plan with ongoing work on a flood defence 

strategy for the site. Costs to maintain the current sea wall with additional 
measures likely to be hugely significant. Highly likely to be several tens of 
millions of £s. 

• Whilst parts of the site will be used for marine employment, other parts of the 
site are more suited for residential development and will replace former MoD 
accommodation. It could provide approximately 500 new dwellings 

 
The costs of the seawall are likely to be prohibitive without significant Government 
funding in order that developers will be attracted to the site and deal with the other 
significant issues associated with brownfield.  
It is recognised that there are sources of funding that could potentially be access to 
help facilitate funding for sites meeting certain criteria but this would not be 
appropriate for certain strategic sites. 
• Brownfield Land Release Fund - This Government fund is only applicable for 

local authority sites and grants would not be of sufficient scale for flood 
defence work.  It is not clear at this time whether there will be further rounds of 
funding. 

• Home Building Fund - Infrastructure Loans - This fund provides support if a 
developer is preparing land for homes, the Government (Homes England) can 
provide loans up to £250 million to cover infrastructure and enabling costs.  
Funds can provide financing for any non-housing activity needed to unlock 
large sites and enable partners to use their capital resources to deliver houses 
quickly. The fund provides infrastructure loan finance but has the capacity to 
provide support to establish investment platforms that unlock new housing 
capacity.  It focuses on the master development of multiple large scale, 
residential-led developments from 1,000 to more than 10,000 homes along 
with a variety of community facilities and employment uses. This is ultimately a 
loan for very large sites and may not be applicable for a range of other 
brownfield sites. 

 
ENDS 
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