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Legend

Figure 3.3 – Location Plan showing Visual Summary from the wider area (fabrik, 2018)

3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

��

��

��

��

�� Location of Photographic viewpoint – Partial View (A view of the Site 

which forms a small part of the wider panorama, or where views are 

¿ltered betZeen intervening built form or vegetation��
�

Location of Photographic viewpoint – Truncated View (Views of the 

Site are obscured by the intervening built form and / or vegetation, or is 

dif¿cult to Serceive��
�

Location of Photographic viewpoint – Open View (An open view of 

the whole of the Site or open view of part of the Site).�

Application Site Boundary
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3.4 Visual Appraisal from the Wider Study Area 

Photograph – Viewpoint 15                                                                                                                                    
View looking south west towards the Application Site from Footpath 11 adjacent to Wickham Road (southern 
boundary of South Downs National Park). Views of existing mature vegetation along either side of the footpath 
dominates this view and obscures any views towards the Application Site from this location. 

Photograph – Viewpoint 16                                                                                                                                            
View looking south west towards the Application Site from the junction of Footpath 10 (Castle Farm Lane) and Forest 
Lane. Mature trees and vegetation along the lane dominate this view and create a green corridor along the lane. 
Views of the Application Site are wholly truncated by the intervening vegetation and topography.

Photograph – Viewpoint 17                                                                                                                                        
View looking south west towards the Application Site from the cycle and footpath along the eastern section of Knowle 
Road. The cycle / footpath is apparent centrally within this view with mature hedgerows and vegetation evident on 
either side of the path. Due to intervening vegetation, views of the Application Site are wholly truncated from this 
location.  

Photograph – Viewpoint 18                                                                                                                                           
View looking south west towards the Application Site from Footpath 23b located along the southern part of Aylesbury 
&oSse� 9ieZs of arable ¿elds dominate tKis vieZ ZitK toSograSKy gently sloSing toZards tKe Zest� 7Ke existing tree 
belt to the south of Knowle Road is apparent in the distance from this location. Any views of the Application Site are 
truncated due to intervening topography and vegetation.  

3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Approximate location of the Application SiteApproximate location of the Application Site

Approximate location of the Approximate location of the 

Application SiteApplication Site

Approximate location of the Application Site Approximate location of the Application Site 

Summer Views
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3.4 Visual Appraisal from the Wider Study Area 

3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Photograph – Viewpoint 19                                                                                                                                    
View looking south east towards the Application Site from Bridleway 26b located in close proximity to a barn 20 
metres south of Lee Ground (Grade II Listed Building) and Skylark Golf and Country Club.  Mature trees and 
vegetation de¿ne tKe localised ¿eld boundaries and create a green corridor along tKe bridleZay� 9ieZs of tKe 
Application Site are wholly truncated by the intervening vegetation and land form.  

Approximate location of the Application Site Approximate location of the Application Site 

Summer Views
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within the Application 

Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

1 Public footpath 85 Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot and bike 

and vehicle.

The internal ground plane 

within the Application Site is 

truncated from this location. 

However, the glimpsed 

view of top section of Great 

Beamond Coppice along 

the north-eastern is evident 

from this location.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from the 
eastern section of Funtley Lane (Footpath 85). The existing 
residential built form along Funtley Lane dominates this view 
with mature hedgerow forming a vegetated edge along this part 
of the lane. Glimpsed views of the top section of Great Beamond 
Coppice along the north-eastern edge of the Application Site 
is apparent. Views of the internal ground plane within the 

Application Site are truncated.

7Kere is no signi¿cant cKange in tKe visibility of tKe 6ite in 
winter.

Approximately 

20m AOD

Approximately 

174m

Medium - Low

2 Existing Open Space Transient receptors on foot The internal ground plane 

and the existing vegetation 

within the Application Site 

are truncated from this 

location.

View looking west towards the Application Site from an informal 
footpath at the edge of the lake to the south west of Lakeside 
(south of Funtley Road).  Mature trees and vegetation dominate 
this view and forms a green corridor along the path. The 
intervening vegetation, which includes that alongside the live 
railway (right, truncates any views of the internal ground plane 

within the Application Site from this location. 

7Kere is no signi¿cant cKange in tKe visibility of tKe 6ite in Zinter�

Approximately 

20m AOD

Approximately 

122m

Medium

3 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Transient receptors on foot The internal ground plane 

within the Application 

Site is truncated from this 

location. However, partial 

views of the existing tree 

and vegetation across the 

southern section of the 

Application Site are evident 

from this location.

View looking north towards the Application Site from the 
footbridge to the south of the Application Site over the M27. The 
footbridge and the mature tree belt planted along the motorway 
edge dominates this view. Partial views of the existing mature 
trees and vegetation along the southern Application Site are 
evident behind the existing vegetation that lines the motorway. 
Views into other areas across the Application Site are truncated 

by the intervening vegetation and topography from this location.

7Kere is no signi¿cant cKange in tKe visibility of tKe 6ite in Zinter� 

Approximately 

50m AOD

Approximately 

285m

Medium - Low
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within the Application 

Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

4 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot and vehicle.

Open views of existing 

vegetation and built form 

within the Application Site 

occur from this location. 

Open views of existing 

boundary vegetation, built 

form and ground plane of 

the Application Site are 

visible from this location

View looking east towards the Application Site from the 
existing hardstanding area associated with the private dwelling 
‘Bramleigh’ located on Honey Lane. The existing boundary 
vegetation and pasture grassland within the Application Site 
dominates the view. Open view of the internal plane, boundary 
vegetation and the Great Beamond Coppice are apparent from 
this location.

For the winter view see Site Internal Viewpoint 13A, which is 
taken from the Site-side of the hedge at the boundary with the 

property.  Existing built form at Funtley and further north of the 

village is visible beyond the Site.  Existing outbuildings and part 

of Great Beamond Coppice are visible to the right in the photo. 

Approximately 

35m AOD

Approximately 

176m

Medium

5 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot and bike 

and vehicle.

Open views of existing 

boundary vegetation 

associated the Application 

Site occur from this 

location. 

View looking south east towards the Application Site from 
Funtley Road (by properties just east of the disused railway 
bridge). Views of existing residential built form along Funtley 
Road dominate the foreground with mature trees and vegetation 
along the northern Application Site boundary apparent. Views 
of the internal ground plane within the Site are truncated due to 

intervening boundary vegetation.  

In winter, the ground plane of the Site becomes apparent 
without leaf cover to the northern boundary vegetation.  

Approximately 

18m AOD

Approximately 

230m

Medium

6 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot and bike 

and vehicle.

Open views of existing 

mature tree and vegetation 

along the northern 

boundary of the Application 

Site occur from this 

location. 

View looking south east towards the Application Site from 
the junction of Roebuck Avenue and Funtley Road. Views of 
existing residential built form around the entrance of Roebuck 
Avenue and mature trees and vegetation along the northern 
Site are apparent. Views of the internal ground plane within 
the Application Site are truncated due to intervening boundary 
vegetation.

There is little change in the visibility of the Site in winter. 

Approximately 

19m AOD

Approximately 

22m

Medium
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within the Application 

Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

6b Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot and bike 

and vehicle.

Open views of central part 

of internal ground plane 

within the Application 

Site occur with mature 

vegetation evident in the 

distance. 

View looking south east towards the Application Site from 
Roebuck Avenue. The residential built form with its associated 
private garden along Roebuck Avenue dominates this view 
with the topography within the Application Site rising towards 
the local ridgeline. Open views of the central part within the 
Application Site occur, funnelled along the road with mature 
vegetation evident in the distance. Views into other areas within 
the Application Site are truncated by intervening vegetation, 

topography and built form from this location.  

There is slightly increased visibility of the Site in winter. 

Approximately 

20m AOD

Approximately 

59m

Medium

7 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot, bike and 

vehicle.

Open views of existing 

mature tree and vegetation 

and the entrance access 

road along northern 

boundary of the Application 

Site occur. 

A small section of the 

existing northern boundary 

vegetation within the 

Application Site occur, 

evident in the middle 

distance. 

View looking south west towards the Application Site from the 
junction of Stag Way and Funtley Road. Views of mature trees 
and boundary vegetation along the northern Site boundary 
dominate this view and form a green corridor along Funtley 
Road. Views of the existing access road and entrance gate 
within the Application Site are apparent. Views of the ground 
plane within the Application Site are, however, truncated by the 

intervening vegetation. 

There is slightly increased visibility into the Site in winter.  

Approximately 

20m AOD

Approximately 

8m

Medium

8 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary

Residential; Transient 

receptors on foot, bike and 

vehicle.

Open views of existing 

mature tree and vegetation 

along north-eastern 

boundary of the Application 

Site occur from this 

location. 

View looking south west towards the Application Site from 
Funtley Road. Views of mature boundary vegetation and tree 
planting along the northern boundary of the Application Site 
dominate this view and form a green corridor along Funtley 
Road. Views of the internal ground plane of the Application Site 

are in turn truncated due to intervening boundary vegetation.  

There are glimpses of the ground plane of the Site in winter 
without leaf cover.  

Approximately 

23m AOD

Approximately 

60m

Medium
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within Application Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

9 Welborne Policy 

Boundary

Transient receptors on foot. Glimpsed views of small 

section of existing pasture 

grassland and the roof 

section of the existing 

built form within southern 

section of the Application 

Site occur set within the 

wider panorama.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from 
Footpath 88. Open views of arable land dominate the foreground. 
The existing settlement of Funtley is evident in the distance with 
the topography rising sharply towards the ridgeline to the south 
west. Partial views of the mature vegetation along the southern 
boundary of the Application Site are evident. Glimpsed views 
of small sections of existing pasture grassland and the roof 
section of the existing built form within the southern section of 
the Application Site are also apparent in the far distance. Views 
of other parts within the Application Site are truncated due to 

intervening vegetation and landform  

There is slightly increased visibility of the south-eastern part of 
the Site in winter - existing vegetation (including Great Beamond 
Coppice), small part of the ground plane, southern barns and 
telecommunications mast.  Existing built form at Funtley is also 
more apparent.

Approximately 

23m AOD

Approximately 

940m

Medium

10 Welborne Policy 

Boundary

Transient receptors on foot. Glimpsed views of the 

top section of existing 

mobile mast adjacent to 

southern boundary of the 

Application Site occur with 

existing mature boundary 

vegetation evident, set 

within the wider panorama.

View looking west towards the Application Site from Footpath 
89. Open views of grassland dominates this view with mature 
trees and vegetation tKat de¿ne localised ¿eld boundaries in tKe 
middle distance. Glimpsed views of the top section of an existing 
mobile communication mast helps to identify the location of 
the Application Site in the wider landscape. Due to intervening 
vegetation and landform, views of the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.   

In winter, there is very slightly increased visibility of the south-
eastern part of the Site in winter, the existing vegetation, southern 
barns and telecommunications mast.  Existing built form at Funtley 
is also more apparent.

Approximately 

840m AOD

Approximately 

15m

High
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within Application Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

11 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary; 

Strategic Gap

Transient receptors on foot, 

bike and vehicle.

Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site 

are truncated from this 

location.

View looking east towards the Application Site from Footpath 
83a near a group of Listed Buildings (Ironmaster’s House and 
Funtley House) and the Scheduled Monument (Site of Funtley 
Iron Works).  Views of pasture land with existing mature boundary 
vegetation dominate the foreground of this view. Views of the 
Application Site are truncated due to intervening vegetation and 

land form. . 

There are no views towards the Site in winter.

Approximately 

15m AOD

Approximately 

540m

High

12 and 12A Existing Open Space Transient receptors on foot. Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site 

are truncated from this 

location.

View looking east towards the Application Site from the southern 
section of Bridleway 515. Views of existing mature trees and 
vegetation dominate this view and form a green corridor along the 
footpath. Due to intervening vegetation, views of the Application 

Site are truncated from this location, including in winter.

From 12A (winter view) located near to the bridge crossing over 

Funtley Road, there are glimpses into the north-western part of 

the Site and of part of Great Beamond Coppice.  Funtley Road 

and existing dwellings within the village are also glimpsed beyond 

vegetation along the disused railway line / Bridleway 515. 

Approximately 

30m AOD

Approximately 

240m

High



Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley, Hampshire                    LVA

69

3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within Application Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

13 Outside of Fareham 

Borough Council’s local 

policy boundary 

Transient receptors on foot. Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south east towards the Application Site from 
footpath 16. Views of pasture land dominate the foreground with 
topography gently falling to meet the River Meon in the distance. 
Views of the existing tree belt along Mayles Lane and River 
Lane are apparent in the distance and obscure any views of the 

Application Site from this location.. 

There are no views towards the Site in winter.   From a short 
section of 7itcK¿eld /ane Must soutK�east of tKis vieZSoint� tKere is 
a brief glimpse of the upper part of the telecommunications mast 
on the southern part of the Site, however, the Site and vegetation 
within it remains fully truncated from view due to the disused 
railway line and mature vegetation along it.

Approximately 

15m AOD

Approximately 

745m

High

14 and 14A Existing Open Space; 

Public bridleway 515

Transient receptors on foot. Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south towards the Application Site from the northern 
section of Bridleway 515. Views of existing mature trees and 
vegetation dominate this view and form a green corridor along the 
footpath. Due to intervening vegetation, views of the Application 

Site are truncated, including in winter.

From 14A (winter view) located near to the bridge crossing over 

Funtley Road, there are glimpses into the westerns part of the 

Site.  Existing dwellings within the village are also glimpsed 

beyond vegetation along the disused railway line / Bridleway 515.

Approximately 

25m AOD

Approximately 

488m

High

15 Outside of Fareham 

Borough Council’s 

local boundary, but 

is adjacent southern 

boundary of South 

Downs National (along  

Wickham Road )

Transient receptors on foot 

and bike and vehicle.

Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from 
Footpath 11 adjacent to Wickham Road (southern boundary 
of South Downs National Park). Views of existing mature 
vegetation along either side of the footpath dominates this view 
and obscures any views towards the Application Site from this 
location. 

Approximately 

45m AOD

Approximately 

3.74km m

Medium - 

High
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3. Visual Baseline Conditions and Sensitivities

Table 3.1 – Summary of Visual Receptors

Representative 

Visual Receptor 

Viewpoint No.

Landscape 

Designation

Receptors Extent of the land visible 

within Application Site

Character and Amenity of the View Elevation Distance to 

Site

Value

16 Area Outside of 

'e¿ned 8rban 
Settlement Boundary; 

Public footpath 10

Transient receptors on foot 

and bike and vehicle.

Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from 
the junction of Footpath 10 (Castle Farm Lane) and Forest 
Lane. Mature trees and vegetation along the lane dominate 
this view and create a green corridor along the lane. Views of 
the Application Site are wholly truncated by the intervening 
vegetation and topography.

Approximately 

55m AOD

Approximately 

3km

Medium - 

High

17 Welborne Policy 

Boundary

Transient receptors on foot 

and bike.

Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from the 
cycle and footpath along the eastern section of Knowle Road. The 
cycle / footpath is apparent centrally within this view with mature 
hedgerows and vegetation evident on either side of the path. Due 
to intervening vegetation, views of the Application Site are wholly 

truncated from this location.    

Approximately 

45m AOD

Approximately 

1.62km

Medium

18 Welborne Policy 

Boundary

Transient receptors on foot. Views of the internal ground 

plane and the existing 

vegetation within the 

Application Site truncated 

from this location.

View looking south west towards the Application Site from 
Footpath 23b located along the southern part of Aylesbury Copse. 
9ieZs of arable ¿elds dominate tKis vieZ ZitK toSograSKy gently 
sloping towards the west. The existing tree belt to the south of 
Knowle Road is apparent in the distance from this location. Any 
views of the Application Site are truncated due to intervening 

topography and vegetation.  

Approximately 

42m AOD

Approximately 

1.74km

Medium - 

High

19  Public bridleway 26b; 

in close proximity of 

Barn 20m south of Lee 

Ground (Grade II Listed 

Building) and Skylark 

Golf & Country Club

Transient receptors on foot 

and horseback.  

Views of the internal 

ground plane and the 

existing vegetation within 

the Application Site are 

truncated from this location.

View looking south east towards the Application Site from 
Bridleway 26b located in close proximity to a barn 20 metres 
south of Lee Ground (Grade II Listed Building) and Skylark 
*olf and &ountry &lub�  0ature trees and vegetation de¿ne tKe 
localised ¿eld boundaries and create a green corridor along tKe 
bridleway. Views of the Application Site are wholly truncated by 

the intervening vegetation and land form.    

Approximately 

35m AOD

Approximately 

1.72km

Medium - 

High
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4.1 Introduction

The following landscape elements form a series of constraints and 

opportunities that will inform future development proposals:

4.2 Constraints

• The Ancient Woodland is to be retained and protected by a 15m 

buffer, with no development within this zone.

• Existing tree groups designed as SINC and TPO within the Site 

are to be retained and protected.

• Retention of the majority of the existing hedgerows along the 

ownership boundaries, with limited removal required to facilitate 

safe access into and out of the Site. 

• The rooting zones and canopies of existing trees and hedges 

to be retained would be protected during construction works 

in accordance with the recommendations of the project 

arboriculturist and ecologist.

• While land within north-eastern part of the Site is designated as 

open space within the Core Strategy (adopted August 2011) in 

fact this is privately owned pasture land used for horse keeping 

and is not currently accessible to the public.  The area is also 

proposed for deletion in the emerging local plan.  The proposed 

development explores options to relocate this elsewhere within 

the Site, so that development within this less sensitive location 

near to the road and existing settlement may be developed.

• The existing topography within the northern section of the 

ownership is gently sloping towards Funtley Road. However, the 

undulating topography then rises sharply from the central part 

of the Site to meet the southern western boundary, and then 

falls again towards the south-eastern boundary.  This restricts 

development to the area of land in the vicinity of Funtley Road. 

• Timber pylons carrying overhead wires within the north-western 

part of the Site may be undergrounded where practicable.

• Due to the existing land form and close proximity to the 

neighbouring residential built form, there are a number of open 

views of the boundary vegetation, or views of the internal ground 

plane within the Site evident from neighbouring houses and the 

transient receptors in vehicles / on foot using Funtley Road and 

Honey Lane.

4.3 Opportunities

• Existing access into the Site (opposite Stag Way) to be retained 

and enhanced for vehicular and pedestrian access into the future 

development parcels.  

• Bus route along Funtley Road passing by the Site.

• Large mature trees surrounding and within the Site present an 

opportunity to create a mature, well-established green structure.

• The potential to create green buffers with the opportunity for 

additional tree planting around future development parcels to 

provide an improved green settlement edge. 

• To create a positive interface with the landscape where 

development parcels front the green infrastructure. 

• Potential to create areas of public open space with pedestrian 

links within the development and to the wider landscape beyond.  

This may include opening up access to the bridge crossing over 

the M27.

• Potential to create a well-designed, discrete and accessible 

urban extension to Funtley and Fareham, rounding off the 

settlement, which is well contained by the existing boundary 

vegetation and topography of the Site.

• Land within the Site historically subject to excavation has 

been since reinstated back to agricultural use (as discussed in 

section 2.10). Therefore this land does not pose a constraint to 

development in terms of further excavation. 

4. Landscape Constraints and Opportunities
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4. Landscape Constraints and Opportunities 

Figure 4.1 – Plan showing the landscape constraints and opportunities (fabrik, 2018)
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5. Illustrative Proposed Development Parameters

5.1 Landscape Development Parameters

The landscape development parameters illustrated on Figure 5.1 

have been prepared by considering the landscape features of the 

Site and other areas within the Site along with landscape policy, 

landscape character and the visual constraints associated with the 

local landscape. 

The parameters therefore seek to:

• Locate the development parcels on the lower slopes of the Site 

to tKe nortK to minimise cut and ¿ll as Zell as in�keeSing ZitKin 
the local residential character of Funtley and the northern fringe 

of Fareham.

• Minimise the visual impact of the future development by 

providing landscape buffer planting along the development 

boundaries.

• Maintain and enhance the existing landscape features of the Site 

by retaining, where possible, existing trees and supplementing 

with additional trees, woodland and hedgerow planting.

• Make use of the existing access to the Site for access to 

the proposed development, and provide replacement and 

enhancement planting within this area. A secondary emergency 

access from Funtley Road may also be required to the north-

west of this. 

• Where appropriate, contribute to an improved ecological value 

of the Site through the incorporation of native species within the 

landscape planting and grassland proposals.   

• Make use of any sustainable drainage features to integrate 

a more diverse range of plant species, suited to temporary 

flooding�
• Provide public open space within the development and to the 

south.  Incorporate pedestrian links to serve the new residents 

and the wider community within Funtley and Fareham.   This 

would provide an alternative option to the existing designated 

open space within the north-western part of the Site (Core 

Strategy 2011).  Pedestrian links may extend to the south 

through the opening up of the M27 footbridge.
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5. Illustrative Proposed Development Parameters

Figure 5.1 – Plan showing the illustrative landscape development parameters (fabrik, 2018)
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6. Appraisal of Landscape and Visual Effects

6.1 Effects on Heritage Assets

The Site does not contain nor is adjacent to any heritage assets (such 

as Listed Building, Scheduled Ancient Monument and Conservation 

Areas). Therefore, there will be no change to the character of the 

landscape around these assets, and no views towards the proposed 

development are predicted from them (neutral effect). 

6.2 Effects on Topography

Study area topography:

There will be no physical change to the existing topography across 

the wider study area since the changes will occur at Site and 

immediate Site level only.  

The value is low - medium; susceptibility is low; and sensitivity is low.  

The magnitude of change would be neutral. Therefore the effect on 

the topography at the study area level is neutral.

Site topography:

The proposed development parcels have been carefully located 

on the lower slopes within northern part of the Site.  Some limited 

regrading where the Site meets the public highway may be 

required to facilitate ease of access for all.   There may be some  

localised modi¿cations to tKe existing landform ZitKin tKe SroSosed 
development parcels, to facilitate access and to form effective 

development platforms.  In addition, localised excavations would 

be made to create sustainable drainage features. It is expected that 

suitable excavated material would be retained on Site and reused in 

the open spaces where grassed areas and planting are proposed.  

Care would be taken to avoid impacts on the rooting zones of existing 

vegetation. Any inert spoil excavated may be suitable for reuse 

ZitKin areas of SroSosed Kardstanding� subMect to con¿rmation by tKe 
project engineer.

The value is medium; susceptibility is low - medium; and sensitivity 

is low - medium.  The magnitude of change would be low - medium.  

Therefore, the effects on this receptor is likely to result in minor 

- moderate adverse effects at the construction phase.  Since no 

further earthworks would occur beyond the construction stage, the  

operational phase effects on the Site topography would be neutral. 

6.3 Effects on Land Use 

Study area land use:

Farmland

At wider landscape level, there will be no direct change to the wider 

arable and pasture lands across the study area as the proposed 

changed to the existing land use will occur at Site level only.  

Furthermore, existing areas of farmland are largely separated from 

the Site by existing settlement, the existing and disused railway lines 

and mature vegetation.  

During construction, there may be some views of construction plant 

/ structures from elevated areas of private farmland north of Funtley, 

up to Knowle village (indirect effect).  During operation, there may be 

some partial views of the upper elements of the built form (namely 

rooflines� from tKis Srivate farmland� seen in context ZitK existing built 
form within the valley through which Funtley Road passes.  Any views 

of open and planted land south of the proposed development would 

remain.  This is also an indirect effect and no direct changes to these 

farmed areas would occur. 

Settlement and transport corridors

The Site forms a context and setting to a small part of the existing 

Funtley village and a short section of Funtley Road.  This would 

change through the introduction of built development within the 

northern part of the Site.  This would result in a limited change to the 

settlement pattern and character of the road corridor by extending 

built form to the south of Funtley Road.  A broad context of open, 

unbuilt land would remain to the south of the proposed built area.  In 

addition, longer views towards the elevated land within the southern 

parts of the Site from existing built areas and of the canopy of 

mature trees and woodland in these parts of the Site, are likely to be 

maintained.  The road corridor would become more enclosed by built 

form, albeit this is proposed to be set well back from the existing Site 

boundary hedge, incorporating open space, sustainable drainage 

features and additional planting.

The settlement pattern of Fareham would remain unchanged, 

and there would be no change to the pattern of roads around the 

Site or wider study area.   

Open spaces

There would also be no physical change to existing open spaces 

across the study area, including that at Lakeside to the east of 

the Site. 

Appraisal of study area land use effects

The value of the land use at study area level is low - medium; 

susceptibility is low; and sensitivity is low - medium.  The 

magnitude of change would be low - medium, with the greatest 

level of change experienced by those land uses within very close 

proximity to the Site (Funtley Road and a part of Funtley village).  

A number of areas would experience no change (Fareham and 

rural landscapes east and west of the Site). Limited indirect 

visual change may be experienced from farmland further north of 

Funtley up to Knowle village.  Therefore, the effect on land use at 

the study area level would be at worst, minor negative, with the 

effects being very localised to the Site.   

The many areas of mitigation planting associated with the 

proposed development would reduce the effects to at worst 

minor negative to neutral in the long term (year 15).  Other 

Sositive bene¿ts are Sredicted tKrougK tKe creation of neZ Sublic 
open spaces that would be accessible to both existing and new 

residents.

There would therefore be a neutral effect to the settlement 

pattern of Fareham, existing open spaces and the existing 

transportation network.
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6. Appraisal of Landscape and Visual Effects

6.3 Effects on Land Use (continued)

Site land use:

The areas within the Site would be permanently changed from 

privately owned pasture land to a residential development.  The new 

uses would include associated green infrastructure incorporating, 

retained vegetation and woodland; new trees and boundary buffer 

planting; planting throughout the built areas; sustainable drainage 

features and a series green, open spaces within the built area and to 

the south of it.    

The Site lies entirely within the landscape designation of Area 

2utside 2f 'e¿ned 8rban 6ettlement ZitKin tKe &ore 6trategy 
(adopted August 2011) and a part of the Site to the north-west is 

designated as existing open space within the Core Strategy.  The 

latter is not currently accessible to the public and the land is within 

private ownership for equestrian uses. 

The changes to incorporate a built development and new publicly 

accessible open spaces within these areas is consistent with Local 

Plan Part 2 Policy DSP40 Housing Allocations, and with emerging 

the emerging Local Plan 2036, which allocates the Site for residential 

development.  In addition, the supporting Landscape Assessment 

update (part of the evidence base to the Plan) indicates that small 

scale and sensitively integrated development may be appropriate in 

this location, given the existing residential areas of Funtley Road.

At enabling construction stage, the existing uses of the Site would 

change, particularly in the areas proposed for built development and 

new access.  However, change would be limited within the proposed 

open spaces of the community park to the south, except for the 

creation of new paths, and implementation of green infrastructure 

such as sustainable drainage, new grasslands and planting.  

The construction site would gradually change to a built development, 

with associated landscape planting.  The built element, while wholly 

changing land use, would only occur in a part of the Site to the north.  

The proposed community park would retain a largely open character 

to land to the south, and would incorporate new paths for walkers.   

This park, together with further linear greenspaces and an open 

space incorporating play features, would be provide facilities for use 

by new and existing residents. 

The value of the land use at Site level is medium; the susceptibility 

is medium - high; and sensitivity is medium - high. The magnitude 

of change would be medium - high at the enabling, construction and 

early years oSerational stages�  7Kerefore� as ZitK any green¿eld 
site, the level of effects would be moderate - major negative, arising 

principally from the introduction of built form to the paddocks  In 

addition, the provision of publicly accessible open spaces would 

result in a minor - moderate positive effect from completion of 

development (Year 1).  

By Year 15, mitigation planting would further temper the effects on the 

Site land use, so that at worst, minor negative effects are predicted.  

The positive effects of the open spaces would remain, while the many 

new areas of planting within the Site, and management of existing 

vegetation are also expected to give rise to positive effects (see para. 

6.4). 

6.4 Effects on Existing Vegetation

Study area vegetation:

There are expected to be no physical changes to the existing 

vegetation across the wider study area since the changes are 

proposed at Site level only.  Existing vegetation along the north side 

of Funtley Road is not expected to be affected by the provision of new 

access into the Site.

The value is low - medium; susceptibility is low; and sensitivity is low.  

The magnitude of change would be neutral. Therefore the effect on 

the vegetation at the study area level is neutral.

Site vegetation:

The Great Beamond Coppice, the existing tree groups near the 

existing access entrance and the tree blocks within the south-

western part of the Site are designated as Sites of Importance for 

Nature Conservation in the Core Strategy. The mature vegetation 

and trees within these areas are to be retained and protected during 

the construction works, with careful consideration given to the 

recommendations of the project ecologist and arboriculturist.

The proposed development would protect and retain the Ancient 

Replanted Woodland of Great Beamond Coppice and majority of 

mature trees and boundary vegetation within the Site. A 15m buffer 

would be retained to the Coppice.  

There is expected to be some loss of existing trees and boundary 

vegetation within the Site to accommodate the proposed 

development parcels and access roads.  A part of this includes dense, 

ornamental conifers of limited value to landscape character.  Further 

arboricultural works may be undertaken to other vegetation within the 

wider Site area, if deemed necessary by the relevant professional for 

health and safety reasons, to remove any dead, dying, diseased or 

dangerous parts of the retained vegetation.

The value of the vegetation at Site level is medium; susceptibility is 

medium; and sensitivity is medium.  The magnitude of change arising 

from the limited necessary vegetation loss at enabling / construction 

stage is predicted to be medium, giving rise to at worst, moderate 

negative effects.  However these effects would be localised to the 

northern part of the Site where built form is proposed. 

Effects on the majority of the vegetation within the Site are expected 

to be neutral or potentially positive, where management of vegetation 

would ensure its retention and longevity.

There is ample opportunity within and around the proposed built 

area and proposed community park, for replacement and additional 

tree, hedge, shrub and other planting, including landscape buffer 

planting, making use of species appropriate to the space, position 

and function.  This would mitigate for and improve, the visual and 

landscape effects of the vegetation removal required to facilitate 

effective development.  

Further details are set out in the Design and Access Statement (DAS) 

accompanying the planning application.
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6.4 Effects on Existing Vegetation (continued)

The planting would be implemented during the construction stage 

with the effects in place by Year 1 of the operational stage.  The low 

magnitude of change would give rise to minor positive effects.  The 

positive effects of this planting on the landscape assets of the Site, 

and views within and towards the built area, would further increase 

over time, as this matures. The effect on the Site vegetation by Year 

15 would therefore be moderate positive.

6.5 Effects on Public Rights of Way

Study area public rights of way:

There would be no physical change to the existing public rights of 

way network during construction or operation.  Visual effects are 

considered separately.

The value is medium - high; susceptibility is low; and sensitivity is 

medium.  The magnitude of change would be neutral. Therefore the 

effect on the topography at the study area level during construction 

and operation is neutral.

There are opportunities to provide pedestrian connections between 

the proposed development and existing Bridleway 515 (along the 

disused railway line) to the immediate west.  It may also be possible 

to open up a connection to Fareham via the footbridge over the M27 

to the immediate south of the Site. This in turn could facilitate access 

by existing residents in this location to the open space and rights of 

way network north of the motorway. 

As such, at the operational stage, the magnitude of change is 

predicted to be low, with effects the effects being minor - moderate 

positive in Years 1 and 15.   

6.6 Effects on Landscape Character 

National and county landscape character:

There would be negligible effects to the landscape character at 

national character level (NCA128 South Hampshire Lowlands) and 

county character level (LCA 3E Meon Valley).  This is because the 

limited scale of the proposed development, and relatively high level of 

physical and visual enclosure of the Site, would result in changes that 

occur principally at the Site, and immediate local level.  

There would be no change to the Portsdown Hill chalk ridge or 

Meon River described at NCA level, and the proposed development 

would form a very small part of NCA128 that is described as being 

dominated by large towns and with fragmentation by major transport 

links including the M27.  

At county level, the proposed development would not affect the 

recreational route along the disused railway line to the west, and 

Zould retain a signi¿cant area of unbuilt land to tKe soutK� seSarating 
it from the motorway and Fareham settlement.  Vegetation within 

the Site would be retained and protected as far as is practicable 

and potential adverse effects on the SINCs and Ancient Replanted 

woodland within the Site have been designed out of the development 

proposals.

The value of the national and district character varies from low - high; 

susceptibility is low; and sensitivity is low - medium.  The magnitude 

of change would be negligible, and therefore the effects would be 

negligible.

Borough and Site landscape character:

At Fareham Borough level, the Site lies within LCA 6: Meon Valley.  

While the Site comprises of pasture land, it is nonetheless subject to 

tKe nearby influences of relatively recent built form at Funtley� tKe live 
railway to the east and M27 and Fareham urban fringe to the south. 

The proposed development would form a limited addition to this 

existing built context.

The proposed development is set out to closely follow the parameters 

for the Site allocation set out in the emerging Local Plan.  Thus, 

there would be built form in the northerly, lower lying and more level 

parts of the Site, forming a limited extension to the existing Funtley 

village.   Like the existing residential development north of Funtley 

Road, development would be set back to allow a leafy green and 

spacious character to be retained along the road.  Development is not 

proposed on the steep slopes or high ground of the Site.

In accordance with the LCA, the proposal protects the important 

landscape features of the Site - the steeply sloping landforms, 

unbuilt skyline, mature vegetation and openness to the south; while 

proposing to integrate many new areas of planting, including in 

association with new sustainable drainage features.  

Development would, like the existing village, be kept to the relatively 

low lying part of the valley within which it lies, limiting the potential for 

widespread visual effects. 

The proposed built form would respond to the positive aspects of 

existing built form both north of Funtley village and within the wider 

settled areas.  A generous network of green infrastructure and 

open spaces are proposed. Further details are set out in the DAS 

accompanying the planning application.

The value of the borough character varies from low - medium; 

susceptibility is medium; and sensitivity is low - medium.  The 

magnitude of change would be medium - high at the Site level only, 

reducing to negligible - low with distance across LCA6 from the 

Site.  Therefore, the effects would be at worst, moderate - major 

negative for the parts of the Site proposed for built development at 

the construction and operational stage (Year 1).  This is due to the 

cKange in cKaracter from semi�enclosed Sasture ¿elds to a residential 
development. 

The changes beyond the proposed built area, would be at worst, 

minor - moderate negative (Year 1) for those areas immediately 

around the proposed built area - the existing village to the north and 

open land retained to the south - due to changes to the context and 

setting of these areas.  
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6.6 Effects on Landscape Character (continued)

+oZever� furtKer a¿eld� tKe effects Zould be at Zorst� minor or 

negligible, due to the physical and visual separation of the Site from 

most of the area of Fareham borough LCA 6: Meon Valley.

As the planting associated with the green infrastructure areas 

matures through time, the landscape and visual effects would 

improve, so that at Site level, these are expected to be no greater 

than minor negative (on a clear day in winter) and at best, minor - 

moderate positive (Year 15) due to the additional physical enclosure, 

landscape integration and visual softening and screening provided 

by the proposed planting. In turn, the effects on the parts of the 

character area surrounding the Site would also be further tempered in 

the medium to long terms.

6.7 Effects on Visual Receptors 

Residential Receptors

The residential receptors that will experience the most direct 

and proximate views of the construction site and emerging built 

development would be occupants of the few dwellings to the north 

side of Funtley Road, just east of the railway Bridge (Viewpoint 5). 

Some additional residents along the north side of Funtley Road would 

also exSerience direct vieZs� albeit ZitK ¿ltering of vieZs tKrougK 
tall vegetation along both sides of Funtley Road - see Viewpoints 6, 

S13A, and winter views S3 and 7.   This vegetation becomes more 

of a screen in summer views (with leaf cover). However, parts of this 

may require removal to facilitate access into the Site from Funtley 

Road and the built development, which in turn, may further increase 

visibility into the Site in the short term.

Further visual receptors along Roebuck Avenue and Stag Way may 

experience some partial and oblique views of the construction site 

and emerging built form where the roads themselves allow visibility 

toward parts of the Site - see Viewpoints 6b and 7 (winter view).  The 

Site boundary vegetation provides a greater level of visual screening 

to some views in summer.  As above, some loss of vegetation may be 

required to facilitate access into the Site and the development itself, 

which may further increase visibility into the Site in the short term.

In all of these views, construction hoardings may partially obscure 

views.  

There would also be oblique and more distant views of the 

construction site and emerging built development from the property 

(Bramleigh) at the south end of Honey Lane, due to its position on 

elevated ground and the relatively low level hedge at the boundary 

with the Site (Viewpoints S5, S6 and S13A, and summer Viewpoint 

4).  The views would be in context with existing views towards built 

form north of Funtley Road.  While built form would be brought 

forward in the view, existing longer distance views towards the lower 

Downs, part of Knowle village and other built areas to the north of 

Funtley would be largely retained.

The completed development and newly implemented planting would 

create a new element in these views, replacing part of existing views 

of Sasture ¿elds�  7Ke areas of tKe 6ite remaining unbuilt Zould 
appear as a park with new areas of planting.  

The value of the residential receptors is medium; susceptibility is 

medium - high; and sensitivity is medium - high.  The magnitude 

of change at the construction and Year 1 operational stage would 

be medium - high, and therefore the effects would be at worst, 

moderate - major negative (Year 1), for the relatively limited number 

of residents with potential views towards the proposed development.  

The many areas of mitigation planting would contribute to some 

visual softening of the built areas in the early years.  However in the 

mid to long terms tKis is Sredicted to create a signi¿cant amount of 
visual softening and screening, and therefore a bettering of the visual 

effects.  Thus by Year 15, the effects are predicted to reduce to at 

worst, minor negative (the greater effects being on a clear day in 

winter).  

Views from the dwelling at the south end of Honey Lane would retain 

long views out to the distant countryside to the north, albeit beyond 

additional areas of built form and planting within the valley.  Views 

from dwellings to the north side of Funtley Road are likely to retain 

some partial views of the higher, southern parts of the Site, as a 

backcloth to the built form in the foreground.

Receptors using Roads

The views would be very similar to those described for the residential 

receptors above, and therefore includes parts of Funtley Road, Honey 

Lane, Roebuck Avenue and Stag Way (see Viewpoints 4-7, 8 and 

S13A).  In all cases, the views would be transitory and Site hoardings 

may partly screen views. 

Views from the western part of Funtley Road are likely to be more 

open due to the more limited nature of existing vegetation here, 

albeit the necessary vegetation removal to facilitate access and 

development to the east may also increase visibility into the Site in the 

short term.

Views from Honey Lane are rather more limited by existing vegetation 

at the boundary with the Site, even in winter.  Visibility is mainly from 

two gaps in this vegetation at the north and south ends of the lane.

The value of the receptors using the roads is low; susceptibility is low;  

and sensitivity is low.  The magnitude of change at the construction 

and Year 1 operational stage would be medium - high, and therefore 

the effects would be at worst, minor- moderate negative (Year 1).  

The setback of development from the roads edging the Site and 

landscape buffer planting would contribute to mitigating effects in 

the short to medium terms. By year 15, the landscape buffers would 

provide more robust visual softening and screening, reducing the 

effects to at worst, minor negative.
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6.7 Effects on Visual Receptors (continued)

Receptors using Public Rights of Way and M27 footbridge 

There is a slight possibility that users of Public Footpaths 88 and 

89 to the east of Funtley (Viewpoints 9 and ) may be aware of tall 

construction plant within the Site, should this be required to facilitate 

development.   There may also be some awareness of works to 

provide the proposed community park in the south-eastern part of 

the Site.  Any potential views to the construction site would be distant 

and form part of a wide panorama that includes parts of Funtley, the 

telecommunications mast on the Site and pylons carrying overhead 

wires, as well as farmland and vegetation in the intervening areas.  

The construction effects are therefore predicted to be negligible.

Due to the landform of the Site and vegetation and built form in the 

intervening areas, no notable views of the proposed development 

or associated proposed community park are predicted from these 

two footpaths. The operational effects are therefore predicted to be 

neutral.

From Public Bridleway 515 to the immediate west of the Site, walkers 

and equestrians in the vicinity of the bridge crossing over Funtley 

Road are likely to gain glimpsed views of the construction site and 

emerging built form�  9ieZs Zould be ¿ltered by existing vegetation 
along the disused railway embankment and less apparent from the 

section north of Funtley Road than from that to the south - see winter 

Viewpoints 12A and 14A.  By the operational stage, these glimpses 

would be replaced by a completed development, seen in context with 

existing partial views through the vegetation of existing dwellings 

north of Funtley Road. 

The value of the receptors using Bridleway 515 is medium; 

susceptibility is medium; and sensitivity is medium.  The magnitude 

of change at the construction and Year 1 operational stage would 

be medium, and therefore the effects would be at worst, moderate 

negative (Year 1).  The setback of development from the western and 

6. Appraisal of Landscape and Visual Effects

northern edges of the Site and landscape buffer planting here and to 

the south would contribute to mitigating effects in the short to medium 

terms. By year 15, the landscape buffers would provide more robust 

visual softening and screening, reducing the effects to at worst, 

minor negative.  In summer, views to the proposed development are 

likely to be less evident as existing vegetation would reduce visibility 

towards the Site.

From the bridge crossing over the M27, there is little opportunity for 

views into the Site and no notable views of the construction phase for 

the southern community park are proposed.  The land proposed for 

the built development would not be visible either during or following 

construction.  Therefore effects are judged to be minor for this 

receptor.

Discounted Visual Receptors

No views during construction or operation are predicted from the 

following middle distance and wider area locations as the views are 

truncated by landform, vegetation and / or built form: Viewpoints 1 

and  2 - Funtley Lane and Lakeside; summer Viewpoints 12 and 14 

from Bridleway 515, to the west; and more distant Viewpoints 11, 13 

and 19 (from the west / north-west) and 15 - 18 (from the north-east).  

1o vieZs toZards tKe 6ite Zere identi¿ed from tKe 6outK 'oZns 
National Park.
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7. Policy Compliance

7.1  Emerging Fareham Local Plan 2036 (Draft Consultation 

Version)

The proposed development is consistent with the Development 

Allocation for the Site (Policy HA10), set out in the emerging 

FareKam /ocal 3lan ���� �see Figure �����  ,t con¿nes tKe SroSosed 
development to the northern parts of the Site; and creates new 

public open space in the form of parkland with paths to the south.  It 

respects a 15m buffer to Great Beamond Coppice and protects the 

majority of the existing vegetation within and bounding the Site.  The 

proposal creates new public open space with play elements in the 

north, incorporating existing vegetation designated as a SINC.  The 

proposed open spaces more than compensate for the loss of the 

existing designated open space land within the Site (which is not 

currently accessible to the public). 

Access is proposed to be taken from Funtley Road, making use of 

the existing access track into the Site.  Green corridors, buffers and 

spaces are integral to the proposed built and green infrastructure 

areas.  Sustainable drainage features are proposed, potentially 

contributing to the biodiversity and landscape value of the Site.  View 

corridors would be retained between development blocks, allowing 

views towards the undeveloped southern slopes from Funtley Road 

to be retained.  In accordance with emerging Policy CF6, the open 

space provision would more than compensate for the change of use 

of the existing open space designation with the Site (which is not 

currently accessible to the public).

A total of 55No dwellings are proposed in accordance with the Site 

allocation.  The built form would respect the positive aspects of 

existing settlement character, and further details on this, and the 

proposed landscape mitigation are set out in the DAS.  Community 

facilities and pedestrian and cycle links to surrounding areas to the 

north, south, west and east are also proposed (Policy D1).

The setbacks of the proposed development from the Site boundaries 

to the north and west, and proposals for landscape buffers with 

many new areas of planting here and to the south, would create 

a signi¿cant landscaSe frameZork tKat togetKer ZitK tKe retained 

vegetation would contribute to effective landscape integration of the 

built areas.  

In turn, this planting, as well as planting within the built areas would 

contribute to meaningful visual softening and partial screening of the 

development from surrounding built areas, while partial views of the 

higher, undeveloped slopes of the Site would be retained.  This is 

consistent with the aims of the policy.

7Ke con¿nement of tKe SroSosed built area to tKe existing� develoSed 
valley floor �tKrougK ZKicK Funtley Road runs� Zould limit tKe extent 
to which the proposals would impact on the character of the Site and 

wider surrounding landscape (Policies NE1 and D1).  This is because 

tKis Sart of tKe 6ite already bene¿ts from a KigK degree of landscaSe 
and visual containment, by surrounding landform (including railway 

embankments), built form and existing mature and dense vegetation.  

The higher slopes of the Site, which are intervisible with elevated 

farmland north of Funtley and up to Knowle village, would remain 

undeveloped and additional planting is proposed in these locations.

7.2  National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National 

Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

In terms of section 7 of the NPPF and NPPG section ID 26 relating 

to design, the proposed development seeks to provide attractive, 

high quality and inclusive design; with a strong sense of place, that is 

integrated with and respectful to the character and pattern of the local 

area.  The proposed provision of a community building, community 

park and public open space with play areas provide opportunities 

for social interaction and active lifestyles.  The built areas would 

be developed on the basis of perimeter blocks with good natural 

surveillance to all Sublic areas�  AdaStability and ef¿ciency of tKe 
built environment would be important considerations.  The proposed 

development carefully considers the topography of the Site and 

potential impact on views in the layout and form of the built areas.

In accordance with sections 8 (healthy communities) and 10 (climate 

change) of the NPPF, the areas of green and blue infrastructure 

would support action to combat effects of climate change through 

provision of shading, water attenuation, and carbon absorption.  

Consistent with section 10 of the NPPF.  Regarding NPPF section 11 

(natural environment) the proposals protect the undulating landform 

of the Site and the majority of the existing vegetation, and seek to 

improve the biodiversity of the Site by creating further diversity to the 

range of planting and grassland types within it.  

In accordance with NPPG Paragraphs 009 and 015 the proposed 

development promotes green infrastructure including a number 

of open and green public spaces; it respects natural features, and 

promotes a high quality landscape with many areas of planting that 

contributes to the quality of the local area.  By placing development 

in the lower parts of the Site, and in association with existing built 

form, the wider landscapes of the Site would be maintained as open, 

while  there would be negligible impact on surrounding areas (NPPG 

section ID 8).

7.3  Fareham Local Development Framework, Core Strategy 

(Adopted August 2011)

In turn, these proposals for the Site are consistent with the 

Fareham Core Strategy (2011) Strategic Objectives SO10 (to 

manage, maintain and improve the built and natural environment 

to deliver quality places, taking into account the character and 

setting of existing settlements); SO11 (to protect sensitive habitats 

and maintain separate settlement identity); as well as Policy CS4 

(protection of habitats important to biodiversity and provision of 

accessible green space for informal recreation); Policy CS14 (to 

protect countryside from adverse effects on landscape, character 

and function arising from development); Policy C17 (to create 

high quality development that adheres to good urban design and 

sustainability principles, that is respectful of landscape, scale, form 

and spaciousness, and that includes greenways and trees within 

the public realm); Policy CS21 (to seek to provide alternative, and 

better public open space provision to replace the designated area of 

open space within the Site); and, Policy CS22 (the proposal does not 

affect the Strategic Gap located west of the disused railway line).
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7.4  Fareham Borough Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and 

Policies (Adopted June 2015) )

Referring to the Fareham Borough Local Plan Part 2 (2015), the 

proposed development:

• Seeks to mitigate and improve any potential impacts on 

neighbouring development and adjoining land, through respectful 

layout and provision of a robust landscape framework (In 

accordance with Policies DSP2 and DSP40);

• Does not adversely affect heritage assets (In accordance with 

Policies DSP5 and DSP40);

• /ies outside of tKe 'e¿ned 8rban 6ettlement %oundary� but is 
located close to and would be in keeping with the character, scale 

and appearance of surrounding areas; is sited and designed to 

integrate with the existing settlement and prevent detraction from 

existing landscape; and is laid out to respect views into and out of 

the Site and to the elevated land to the south (In accordance with 

Policies DSP6 and DSP40);

• Protects designated nature conservation sites and provides 

additional planting within or around these; provides a wide range 

of new grassland, herbaceous, aquatic, shrub, hedge and tree 

planting, including native species and species supporting potential 

habitat creation, nectar and pollen provision; and retains the 

majority of the existing vegetation on the Site, providing a number 

of new landscape buffers and other areas of planting, as well as 

sustainable drainage ponds that would contribute to maintaining 

and reinforcing the biodiversity network (In accordance with 

Policies DSP13 and DSP40); and

• Does not adversely affect a Strategic Gap (In accordance with 

Policy DSP40).

In terms of the Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 

Document for the Borough of Fareham (Excluding Welborne) 

Adopted April 2016, the proposed development provides a village 

green integrating play features to the north; and a community park to 

the south.  In total, over 53% of the Site area (8.62ha out of 16.18ha) 

would remain undeveloped, for use as open spaces and for green 

and blue infrastructure.

7. Policy Compliance

7.5 Landscape Character

In accordance with Statement of Opportunity 1 (SEO1) set out in 

tKe Sro¿le for National Character Area 128: South Hampshire 

Lowlands, the proposed development promotes creative and 

effective sustainable development, including a well-connected 

netZork of KigK�Tuality greensSace� ZKicK Zould bene¿t local 
communities, protect local distinctiveness, encourage public 

understanding and enjoyment of the natural environment, and help to 

mitigate the impacts of climate change.

In addition, in accordance with SEO2, the proposed development 

would protect, manage and enhance the area’s historic well-wooded 

character – including its ancient semi-natural woodlands and 

hedgerows – to link and strengthen habitats for wildlife, and improve 

recreational opportunities.

There is also opportunity, in accordance with SEO3 to diversify the 

grassland habitats with the Site, providing recreational opportunities 

and potential improved biodiversity.

In accordance with the opportunities for Hampshire County 

Landscape Character Area 3E: Meon Valley, the proposed 

development:

• Keeps development within the valley bottom and avoids building 

on the slopes and elevated parts of the Site;

• Retains the majority of the existing vegetated boundary structure 

to the Site;

• Provides many areas of green infrastructure with retained and 

new planting; and

• Creates potential pedestrian / cycle links to existing settlements 

and public rights of way.

In accordance with the priorities for enhancement for Fareham 

Borough Landscape Character Area 6: Meon Valley, the proposed 

development:

• Protects important landscape and ecological resources, woodland 

and the slopes and ridge of the Site, which form part of the valley 

within which it lies;

• Creates a development that is limited in extent and which relates 

well to the existing Funtley village, maintaining an informal, rural 

character to the southern parts of the Site (community park); 

• Provides opportunity to remove unslightly features from the Site;

• Sets development away from the Site boundaries, providing 

space to reinforce existing boundary vegetation with additional 

landscape buffers, that protect the character of the nearby roads 

and settlement. Where vegetation removal is required to facilitate 

safe access and egress from the Site, this would be minimised as 

far as possible, with new planting provided within the Site, outside 

of visibility splays; and

• Reinforces the retained green infrastruture network with many 

new areas of planting, including as part of the sustainable 

drainage strategy.
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8. Summary and Conclusions

8.1 Summary of the baseline conditions

The Site is located at south-western edge of Funtley village in 

Hampshire and is bound by Funtley Road to the north and Honey 

Lane to the west. 

The Site lies wholly within the landscape designation of ‘Areas 

outside of 'e¿ned 8rban 6ettlement¶ as de¿ned in tKe SroSosal maS 
of the Fareham Borough Core Strategy (adopted August 2011), whilst 

the area within north-western part of the Site is also designated as 

‘Existing Open Space’ albeit this is not currently accessible to the 

public. The Ancient Woodland of Great Beamond Coppice is also 

located within the north east of the Site. 

The Great Beamond Coppice is designated as a Site of Importance 

for Nature Conservation together with the existing tree groups located 

near the existing access entrance along the northern boundary and 

south-western boundary as shown on Figures 2.1 and 4.1. There 

are no other landscape designations within the Site.  The Site is also 

subMect to tKe influences of tKe nearby 0�� motorZay� settlement at 
Funtley village and the live railway to the east; with the addition of a 

telecommunications mast and timber poles carrying overhead lines 

within the Site.  Therefore, the existing Site is considered to have a 

medium landscape value overall.

The Site is allocated for residential units in the emerging Fareham 

Local Plan 2036, subject to Policy HA10.  In addition, the updated 

Borough Landscape Assessment (part of the Local Plan evidence 

base) indicates that small scale and sensitively integrated 

development could be accommodated in this location.  The 

development allocation would remove the open space designation 

within the Site, albeit other existing policy provision seeks the 

provision of alternative or better uses.  Several new, publicly 

accessible open spaces are therefore included as part of the scheme 

proposals.

Across the study area, there are a number of heritage assets 

comprising of Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and 

local non-designated heritage asset Historic Parks and Gardens. 

There are no heritage assets located within or adjacent to the Site and 

none would be affected by the proposed development.

Views of the Site from the wider landscape (including the South 

Downs National Park) are truncated due to the undulating landform 

and intervening vegetation, whilst open and partial views of the 

internal ground plane and vegetation within and along the Site are 

apparent from the receptors located within close proximity of the 

Site - along parts of Funtley Road, Stag Way, Roebuck Avenue, 

Honey Lane; along part of Bridleway 515 to the west, near the bridge 

crossing over Funtley Road; and from parts of Public Footpaths 88 

and 89 to the east of Funtley. 

8.2 Summary of the landscape effects

The proposed development within the Site would not noticeably alter 

the landscape character at the national or county levels as discussed 

in this LVIA (negligible effects).  

It is predicted that there would be, at worst, a moderate - major 

negative effect on land use landscape character at Site level - that is, 

the parts of the Site proposed for built development, due to the change 

in cKaracter from semi�enclosed Sasture ¿elds�  %eyond tKis built area� 
the effects on the character of the wider Site and immediate context is 

predicted to be at worst, minor - moderate negative, but on the wider 

Borough character area, effects would be no greater than negligible 

or minor.   Nevertheless, the proposed development is sited in 

close proximity to existing settlement and would not affect separate 

settlement identity or gaps.

6ome modi¿cations to landform Zould be reTuired ZitKin tKe 6ite to 
provide safe access into, out of and within the proposed development, 

and to provide effective development platforms.  The more steeply 

sloping and elevated parts of the Site would not be built on, with 

localised ground modelling only required to construct new pedestrian 

and cycle paths.

The effect on the Site landform is predicted to be at worst, minor 

- moderate negative at the construction stage only.  Vegetation 

removal within the Site would be limited to that essential to facilitate 

effective development, to provide a safe area for new residents, or for 

otKer arboricultural or ecological reasons as identi¿ed by tKe relevant 
project specialists.  The effects are predicted to be at worst, moderate 

negative at the construction stage, albeit these effects would be 

largely localised to the area proposed for built form.

The proposed development would, from the outset, be contained 

within an existing landscape framework of retained and protected 

mature hedges, trees, tree belts and woodland.  There would also 

be retained open land (for community park uses) to the south.  The 

proposed village green open space to the north would include play 

facilities and incorporate the retained SINC.  

As the many areas of proposed landscape mitigation planting 

mature, the short term negative effects on land use and landscape 

cKaracter identi¿ed above Zould imSrove considerably ZitK time� 
further reinforcing landscape integration, visual softening and partial 

screening.  

Thus the effects on Site character and the immediate context 

would reduce by Year 15 to at worst minor negative (a clear day 

in winter) to at best minor - moderate positive, due to the ongoing 

positive management of the existing vegetation within the Site, and 

reinforcement of this with an additional robust network of varied 

landscape planting, diverse grasslands and planting associated with 

the proposed sustainable drainage features.  

The many new areas of planting proposed would replace vegetation 

lost, while providing a considerable additional resource to the Site.  

Therefore, the effect on the Site vegetation is predicted to be minor 

positive in Year 1 and moderate positive by Year 15 when this is 

maturing.
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8.2 Summary of the landscape effects (continued)

In terms of land use and the designated open space area of the Site, 

the provision of a total of 8.62ha of new publicly accessible open 

space with the proposed development is predicted to give rise to 

minor - moderate positive effects from Year 1 of operation.  This 

would mean that over 53% of the total Site area of 16.18ha) would 

remain undeveloped and semi-rural in character.

Furthermore, the potential to provide pedestrian and cycle links to 

existing settlement north of Funtley Road, to Bridleway 515 to the 

west, and to Fareham to the south (by opening up the bridge link over 

the M27), the proposed development is predicted to give rise to minor 

- moderate positive effects on the public rights of way network from 

Year 1.

8.3 Summary of the visual  effects

Regarding visual effects, the most noticeable visual change arising 

from the proposed development would be for the road users of Funtley 

Road and residents along the north side of the road, including a few 

residents of Stag Way and Roebuck Avenue.  The views would be 

direct and in close range of the Site, albeit some views would be partly 

¿ltered by existing boundary vegetation�  

Residents of Bramleigh at the south end of Honey Lane would have 

more distant and elevated views to the proposed development, seen 

in context with existing development at Funtley, and the farmland, 

and built areas including part of Knowle village to the north of Funtley.  

While development would be brought forward in these views, overall, 

the character and amenity of the panoramic views would be retained.

The construction and Year 1 operational effects are predicted to be 

at worst, moderate - major negative for residents along Funtley 

Road / Stage Way / Roebuck Avenue / Honey Lane; and minor - 

moderate negative for the transient receptors using Funtley Road.  

The mitigation planting associated with the built development would 

reduce these visual effects to at worst, minor negative for Funtley 

8. Summary and Conclusions

Road residents and road users by Year 15.  The scheme proposes 

to retain views beyond the built area to the elevated and more open 

higher ground within the community park to the south. 

No notable visual effects are predicted from Public Footpaths 88 and 

89 to the east of Funtley, due to the limited areas of the Site visible, 

and screening by landform, built form at Funtley and vegetation in the 

intervening areas.

From Bridleway 515 to the west, some partial views and glimpses of 

the proposed development would be seen beyond existing vegetation 

along the embankments of the disused railway line.  These views 

would be in context with partial views and glimpses of existing built 

form to the north of the Site, and would be in context with retained 

semi-open parkland with additional planting south of the built area.  

The Year 1 effects are predicted to be at worst, moderate negative, 

and only from a short section of the Bridleway in the vicinity of the 

bridge crossing over Funtley Road.  By Year 15, the softening and 

enclosing effect of mitigation planting is predicted to reduce the visual 

effects to at worst, minor negative There would be no views of the 

development from most sections of the Bridleway due to physical and 

visual separation by dense vegetation in the intervening areas.

8.3 Conclusions

It is considered that the proposed development, which is subject 

to an allocation in the emerging Fareham Local Plan 2036, would 

represent a relatively limited and logical extension to an existing 

settlement.  No widespread landscape or visual effects are predicted, 

and those effects predicted to occur at a Site and immediate 

site context level can be effectively mitigated and compensated 

for.  The proposed development also offers opportunity for long 

term management of the Site and its mature vegetation (including 

Ancient Replanted Woodland); and provision of an additional robust 

structure of green infrastructure incorporating a diverse range of 

planting and grasslands, including within the areas of sustainable 

drainage.  There would be the provision of a considerable area of new 

publicly accessible open space.  The development is proposed to 

be well connected to existing settlement and public rights of way.  In 

conclusion, therefore, with careful consideration of the constraints and 

opportunities of the Site, an appropriate development can be provided 

without substantial harm to landscape or views, but which provides a 

number of community and landscaSe bene¿ts�
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Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley, Hampshire                    LVA

85

A1.1 Introduction

The methodology employed in carrying out an LVA or LVA with an 

impact statement of the Site, is drawn from the Landscape Institute 

and the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment’s 

“Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment” (GLVIA) 

Third Edition (Routledge 2013). 

7Ke term landscaSe is de¿ned as an area Serceived by SeoSle� 
whose character is the result of the action and interaction of 

nature and / or human factors. It results from the way that different 

components of our environment – both natural and cultural / historical 

interact together and are perceived by us. The term does not mean 

just special, valued or designated landscapes and it does not 

only aSSly to tKe countryside�   7Ke de¿nition of landscaSe can be 
classi¿ed as�

• All types of rural landscape, from high mountains and wild 

countryside to urban fringe farmland (rural landscapes);

• Marine and coastal landscapes (seascapes); and

• The landscape of villages, towns and cities (townscapes).

 

An LVA with an impact statement provides a description of the 

baseline conditions and sets out how the study area and site appears, 

or would appear, prior to the proposed development. The baseline 

assessment is then used to predict the landscape and visual impacts 

arising from the proposed development. The assessment of impact 

is carried out as part of the iterative design process in order to build 

in mitigation measures to reduce the impacts as much as possible.  

The impact assessment will identify and assess effects during the 

construction and operational stages of the proposed development.  

A1.2 Summary Overview of LVA Methodology

The LVA baseline assessment describes:

• Each of the landscape elements which then collectively inform 

landscape character for the contextual area to the site and the 

site itself;

• The character, amenity and degree of openness of the view 

from a range of visual receptors (either transient, serial or static 

views); 

• The current baseline scenarios;

• The value of each of the landscape and visual receptors.

Landscape effects derive from changes in either direct or in-direct 

changes to the physical landscape, which may give rise to changes 

to the individual landscape components which in turn effects the 

landscape character and potentially changes how the landscape is 

experienced and valued.  

Visual effects relate to the changes that arise in the composition, 

character and amenity of the view as a result of changes to the 

landscape elements.

The assessment of effects therefore systematically:

• Combines the value of the receptor with the susceptibility to the 

proposed change to determine the sensitivity of the receptor;

• Combines the size, scale, geographic extent, duration of 

the proposals and its reversibility in order to understand the 

magnitude of the proposal.

• Combines the sensitivity of the each of the receptors and the 

magnitude of effect to determine tKe signi¿cance of tKe effect� 
• Presents the landscape and visual effects in a factual logical, 

well-reasoned and objective fashion. 

• Indicates the measures proposed over and above those 

designed into the scheme to prevent/avoid, reduce, offset, 

remedy, compensate for the effects (mitigation measures) or 

which provide an overall landscape and visual enhancement;

• Sets out any assumptions considered throughout the 

assessment of effects.

Effects may be Sositive �bene¿cial� or negative �adverse� direct or 
indirect, residual, permanent or temporary short, medium or long 

term.   They can also arise at different scales (national, regional, 

local or site level� and Kave different levels of signi¿cance �maMor� 
moderate, low, negligible or neutral / no change).  The combination of 

tKe above factors influences tKe Srofessional Mudgement and oSinion 
on tKe signi¿cance of tKe landscaSe and visual effect� 

The following sections sets out in more detail the assessment 

process employed.



Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley, Hampshire                    LVA

86

A1.3 Establishing the Landscape Baseline

Desk and Field Studies: The initial step is to identify the existing 

landscape and visual resource in the vicinity of the proposed 

development – the baseline landscape and visual conditions. 

The purpose of baseline study is to record and analyse the 

existing landscape, in terms of its constituent elements, features, 

characteristics, geographic extent, historical and cultural 

associations, condition, the way the landscape is experienced and 

the value / importance of that particular landscape. The baseline 

assessment will also identify any potential changes likely to 

occur in the local landscape or townscape which will change the 

characteristics of either the site or its setting.  

An desk study is carried out to establish the physical components 

of the local landscape and to broadly identify the boundaries of the 

study area.  Ordnance survey (OS) maps and digital data is used to 

identify local features relating to topography/ drainage pattern, land 

cover, vegetation, built developments/settlement pattern, transport 

corridors�de¿nitive Sublic rigKts of Zay and any Kistoric or Srominent 
landscape features, which together combine to create a series of 

key characteristics and character areas.  Vertical aerial photography 

will be used, to supplement the OS information.  At this stage, any 

special designated landscapes (such as Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty, National Parks, Green Belt, Conservation Areas, 

Listed Buildings, Areas of Special Character); heritage or ecological 

assets are identi¿ed� A revieZ of information available in terms of 
any published historic landscape characterisation together with any 

other landscape / capacity  / urban fringe and visual related studies is 

carried out at this stage.  

Landscape character assessment, is the tool for classifying the 

landscape into distinct character areas or types, which share 

common features and characteristics.  There is a well established 

methodology developed in the UK by the Countryside Agency and 

Scottish Natural Heritage in 2002, with further guidance published 

by Natural England in 2014.  The national and regional level 

character assessments are often available in published documents, 

however the local / district or site levels may need to be set out 

based on a combination of desk studies and ¿eld survey Zork�  7Ke 
character assessment will also identify environmental and landscape 

opportunities, recent changes, future trends and forces for change 

where they may be important in relation to the proposal, especially 

considering how the landscape appears, or would appear prior to the 

commencement of development.   The condition of the landscape, 

i.e. the physical state of an individual area of landscape, is described 

as factually as possible.  The assessment of landscape importance 

includes reference to policy or designations as an indicator of 

recognised value� including sSeci¿c features or cKaracteristics tKat 
justify the designation of the area.  The value of that landscape by 

different  stakeKolders or user grouSs may also influence tKe baseline 
assessment.  

If published local / site level landscape character assessments 

are not available� tKe landscaSe is to be classi¿ed into distinctive 
character areas and / or types, based on variations in landform, 

land cover� vegetation � settlement Sattern� ¿eld Sattern� enclosure� 
condition� value and etc�  7Ke classi¿cation Zill take into account 
any National, County/District and Parish level landscape character 

assessments.  

7Kese desk based studies are tKen used as a basis for veri¿cation in 
tKe ¿eld� 

Judgements on the value of both the landscape and visual receptor 

are made at the baseline stage. 

Landscape Value

Value is concerned with the relative value or importance that 

is attached to different landscapes.  The baseline assessment 

considers any environmental, historical and cultural aspects, physical 

and visual components together with any statutory and non-statutory 

designations and takes into account other values to society, which 

may be expressed by the local community or consultees. These 

tables are considered a starting Soint for consideration in tKe ¿eld� 
The landscape designations are to be considered in terms of their 

‘meaning’ to today’s context. The following table sets out the criteria 

and de¿nitions used in tKe baseline assessment to determine 
landscape value at the local or site level (in addition to condition 

/ quality as set out on the previous page). Wherever possible 

information and opinions on landscape value is to be sought through 

discussions with consultees, stakeholders and user groups.

Table A1.1 sets out the criteria used to determine landscape condition 

� Tuality and value at tKe local or site level in tKe ¿eld�

Table A1.1 – Landscape Value Criteria

Criteria

High (Very Good / Good Condition) International - National - Regional Scale

• Exceptional  landscape with outstanding perceptual qualities. Very 

attractive, intact, natural, scenic, rare, wild and tranquil. The landscape 

may include World Heritage Sites, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty or Heritage Coast or key elements/features within 

them; together with any non-statutory designations. Alternatively, the 

landscape may be un-designated but is valued as set out in published 

landscape character assessments and which, for example, identify and 

artistic and literary connections  which assist in informing the identify of a 

local area (such as ‘Constable Country’);

• Recognisable landscape or townscape structure, characteristic patterns 

and combinations of landform and landcover are evident, resulting in a 

strong sense of place; 

• No or limited potential for substitution and which is susceptible to small 

changes; 

• A landscape that contains particular characteristics or elements 

important to the character of the area;

• A valued landscape for recreational activity where the experience of the 

landscape is important;

• Good condition with -appropriate management for land use and land 

cover, or with some scope to improve certain elements;

• Distinct features worthy of conservation;

• Unique sense of place;

• No or limited detracting features.
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Criteria

Medium (Good - Ordinary Condition) Regional - Local Scale

• Ordinary landscape and perceptual qualities. The landscape may include 

local designations such as Special Landscape Areas, Areas of Great 

Landscape Value, Strategic or Local Gaps; or un-designated but value 

expressed through literature, historical  and / or cultural associations; 

or through demonstrable use by the local community; together with any 

non-statutory designations. Alternatively, the landscape may be valued 

through the landscape character assessment approach.

• Distinguishable landscape or townscape structure, with some 

characteristic patterns of landform and landcover; 

• Potential for substitution and tolerant of some change; 

• Typical, commonplace farmed landscape or a townscape with limited 

variety or distinctiveness;

• A landscape which provides recreational activity where there are focused 

areas to experience the landscape qualities; 

• Scope to improve management;

• Some dominant features worthy of conservation;

• Some detracting features.

Low (Ordinary - Poor Condition) Local /Site Scale

• Poor landscape and perceptual qualities. Generally un-designated. 

Certain individual landscape elements or features may be worthy of 

conservation and landscaSe eitKer identi¿ed or Zould bene¿t from 
restoration or enhancement (such as local parks and open spaces). 

Alternatively, the landscape may be valued through the landscape 

character assessment approach.

• Monotonous, weak, uniform or degraded landscape or townscape which 

has lost most of it’s natural  or built heritage features and where the 

landcover are often masked by land use; 

• Tolerant of substantial change; 

• A landscape which provides some recreational activities with limited 

focus on the landscape attributes; 

• Lack of management and intervention has resulted in degradation;

• Frequent dominant detracting features;

• Disturbed or derelict land requires treatment.

A1.4 Establishing in the Visual Baseline 

Desk and Field Studies: The visual baseline will establish the area 

in which the site and the proposed development may be visible, the 

different groups of people who may experience the views, the places 

where they will be affected and the nature, character and amenity of 

those views. 

The area of study for the Visual Assessment is determined through 

identifying the area from which the existing site and proposal may be 

visible (the Zone of Theoretical Visibility or ZTV). The baseline ZTV of 

the site is determined through either manual topographical analysis 

�a combination of desk and ¿eld based analysis ZKicK are considered 
appropriate for Landscape and Visual Appraisals and projects below 

the EIA threshold) or digital mapping based on bare earth modelling, 

(which do not take account of features such as vegetation or built 

form) constructing a map showing the area where the proposal may 

theoretically be visible.  The extent of the mapping will depend on 

the type of proposal. The actual extent of visibility is checked in the 

¿eld �botK in tKe summer and Zinter montKs if tKe SroMect timescales 
allow) to record the screening effect of buildings, walls, fences, trees, 

KedgeroZs and banks not identi¿ed in tKe initial bare ground maSSing 
stage and to provide an accurate baseline assessment of visibility.  

9ieZSoints ZitKin tKe =79 sKould also be identi¿ed during tKe desk 
assessment, and the viewpoints used for photographs selected 

to demonstrate the relative visibility of the site (and any existing 

development on it and its relationship with the surrounding landscape 

and built forms).  The selection of a range of key viewpoints will be 

based on tKe folloZing criteria for determination in tKe ¿eld�

• The requirement to provide an even spread of representative, 

sSeci¿c� illustrative or static � kinetic � seTuential � transient 
viewpoints within the ZTV and around all sides of the Site.

• From locations which represent a range of near, middle and 

long distance views (although the most distant views may be 

discounted in the impact assessment if it is judged that visibility 

from this distance will be extremely limited).

• Views from sensitive receptors within designated, historic or 

cultural landscapes or heritage assets (such as from within World 

Heritage Sites; adjacent to Listed Buildings - and co-ordinated 

with the heritage consultant - Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty or Registered Parks and Gardens) key tourist locations 

and Sublic vantage Soints �sucK as vieZSoints identi¿ed on 26 
maps). 

• The inclusion of strategic / important / designed views and vistas 

identi¿ed in SublisKed documents�

Views from the following are to be included in the visual assessment:

1. Individual private dwellings. These are to be collated as 

representative viewpoints as it may not be practical to visit all 

properties that might be affected.

2. Key public buildings, where relevant (e.g. libraries; hospitals, 

churches, community halls etc)

3. Transient views from public viewpoints, i.e. from roads, railway 

lines and public rights of way (including tourist or scenic routes 

and associated viewpoints);

4. Areas of open space, recreation grounds and visitor attractions; 

and

5. Places of employment, are to be included in the assessment 

where relevant. 
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A1.4 Establishing in the Visual Baseline (continued) 

7Ke ¿nal selection of tKe key vieZSoints for inclusion in tKe /9A 
will be based proportionately in relation to the scale and nature 

of tKe develoSment SroSosals and likely signi¿cant effects and in 
agreement with the LPA.

The visual assessment should record:

• The character and amenity of the view, including topographic, 

geological and drainage features, woodland, tree and hedgerow 

cover� land use� ¿eld boundaries� artefacts� access and rigKts of 
way, direction of view and potential seasonal screening effects 

will be noted, and any skyline elements or features.

• The type of view, whether panoramas, vistas or glimpses.

 

The baseline photographs are to be taken in accordance with the 

Landscape Institutes technical guidance on Photography and 

Photomontage in LVIA (Landscape Institute 2011).  The extent of 

visibility of the range of receptors is based on a grading of degrees 

of visibility, from a visual inspection of the site and surrounding area.  

There will be a continuity of degree of visibility ranging from no view 

of the site to full open views.  Views are recorded, even if views are 

truncated of the existing site, as the proposed development may be 

visible in these views. To indicate the degree of visibility of the site 

from any location three categories are used:

a) Open View: 

An oSen� unobstructed and clear vieZ of a signi¿cant SroSortion 
of the ground plane of the site; or its boundary elements; or a 

clear view of part of the site and its component elements in close 

proximity. 

b) Partial View:  

A vieZ of Sart of tKe site� a ¿ltered or glimSsed vieZ of tKe site� or 
a distant view where the site is perceived as a small part of the 

wider view;

c) Truncated View:  

 1o vieZ of tKe site or tKe site is dif¿cult to Serceive�

FolloZing tKe ¿eld survey �ZKicK sKould cover ideally botK Zinter 
and summer views) the extent to which the site is visible from the 

surrounding area will be mapped.  A Photographic Viewpoint Plan will 

be SreSared to illustrate tKe reSresentative� sSeci¿c and illustrative 
views into / towards and within the Site (if publicly accessible) 

and the degree of visibility of the site noted.  This Plan will be 

included in a Key Views document for agreement with the Local 

Planning Authority and any other statutory consultees as part of the 

consultation process. The visual assessment will include a series of 

annotated photographs, the location and extent of the site within the 

view together with identifying the character and amenity of the view, 

togetKer ZitK any sSeci¿c elements or imSortant comSonent features 
such as landform, buildings or vegetation or detracting features which 

interruSt� ¿lter or otKerZise influence vieZs� 7Ke SKotograSK Zill also 
be annotated with the Value attributed to the receptor or group of 

receptors. 

By the end of this stage of the combined landscape and visual 

site study, it will be possible to advise, in landscape and visual 

terms� on any sSeci¿c mitigation measures reTuired in terms of tKe 
developments preferred siting, layout and design.

Value of Visual Receptors

Judgements on the value attached the views experienced are based 

on the following criteria.

Table A1.2 – Value Attached to Views

Value Criteria

High Views from landscapes / viewpoints of national importance, 

or highly popular visitor attractions where the view forms an 

important part of the experience, or with important cultural 

associations. This may include residential receptors in Listed 

Buildings where the primary elevation of the dwelling is orientated 

to take advantage of a particular view (for example across a 

Registered Park and Garden or National Park).

Medium Views from landscapes / viewpoints of regional / district 

importance or moderately popular visitor attractions where 

the view forms part of the experience, or with local cultural 

associations. This may include residential receptors where the 

primary elevation of the dwelling is orientated to take advantage of 

a particular view.

Low Views from landscapes / viewpoints with no designation, not 

particularly important and with minimal or no cultural associations. 

This may include views from the rear elevation of residential 

properties.
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Susceptibility of the Visual Receptor to the Proposed Change

The susceptibility to the proposed changes in views and visual 

amenity occur as a result of the occupation or activity of people 

experiencing the view and the extent to which their attention or 

interest may be focused on the views and the visual amenity they 

experience. The grouping of susceptibility of the visual receptors is 

set out later in this document.

A1.5 Predicting and Describing the Landscape and Visual   

  Effects

An assessment of visual effect deals with the change on the 

character and amenity arising from the proposal on the range of 

visual receptors. 

The assessment of effects aims to:

• Identify systematically and separately the likely landscape and 

visual effects of the development;

• Identify the components and elements of the landscape that are 

likely to be affected by the scheme;

• Identify interactions between the landscape receptors and the 

different components of the development at all its different stages 

(e.g. enabling, construction, operation, restoration etc);

• Indicate the secondary mitigation measures over and above 

those already designed into the scheme proposed to avoid, 

reduce, remedy or compensate for these effects;

• Estimate the magnitude of the effects as accurately as possible 

and considering this in relation to the sensitivity of the receptor; 

and

• 3rovide an assessment of tKe signi¿cance of tKese effects in a 
logical and well-reasoned fashion.

 

Having established the value of the landscape and visual receptor, 

the effects are then considered in relation to the magnitude of 

change, which includes the size / scale, geographical extent of the 

areas influenced and tKe duration and reversibility� 

Wherever possible tables or matrixes will be used, linked with 
the illustrative plans, so that the landscape and visual effects 
are recorded and Tuanti¿ed in a systematic and logical manner�  
Consideration is given to the impacts on completion of development 
at Year 1 and at maturity (Year 15) (to represent short, medium 
and long term effects) so that the effects of the development after 
mitigation Kas matured are identi¿ed�  AssumStions or limitations to 
the assessment will also be set out.

Effects will include the direct and/or indirect impacts of the 

development on individual landscape elements / features as well 

as the effect upon the general landscape character and visual 

receptors.  

Landscape Susceptibility

Landscape susceptibility is evaluated by its ability to accommodate 

the proposed change (i.e. the degree to which the landscape is able 

to accommodate the proposed change without undue consequences 

for the maintenance of the baseline situation and / or the achievement 

of landscape planning policies and strategies) as set out in Table 

A1.2. 

As part of the assessment of the landscape character and its 

component parts, conclusions will be drawn as to the overall 

susceptibility of the landscape / landscape elements and visual 

environment to the type of development proposed.  Existing 

landscape capacity assessments may form a starting point for the 

re¿nement of tKe assessment of landscaSe susceStibility at tKe local 
and site level.

Table A1.3 – Landscape Susceptibility Criteria

Susceptibility Criteria

High A landscape or townscape particularly susceptible to 

tKe SroSosed cKange� ZKicK Zould result in signi¿cant 
negative effects on landscape character, value, features 

or individual elements.

Medium A landscape or townscape capable of accepting some 

of the proposed change with some negative effects on 

landscape character, value, features or elements.

Low A landscape or townscape capable of accommodating 

tKe SroSosed cKange ZitKout signi¿cant negative effects 
on landscape character, value, features or elements.

Landscape Sensitivity 

The assessment of landscape sensitivity is then combined through 

a judgement on the value attributed to that landscape receptor / 

component and the susceptibility of the landscape receptor to the 

proposed change using the following matrix.

Table A1.4 - Landscape Sensitivity

Landscape Receptor Susceptibility

High Medium Low

Landscape 

Value

High High High - Medium Medium 

Medium High - Medium Medium Medium - Low

Low Medium Medium - Low Low - 

Negligible
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Visual Susceptibility

The susceptibility of the different types of people to the changes 

proposed is based on the occupation of the activity of the viewer at 

a given location; and the extent to which the persons attention or 

interest may be focussed on a view, considering the visual character 

and amenity experienced at a given view. The criteria used to assess 

the susceptibility of a visual receptor are summarised below.

Table A1.5 – Visual Susceptibility Criteria

Susceptibility Criteria

High People with particular interest in the view, with prolonged 

viewing opportunity, including: Residents where views 

contribute to the landscape setting enjoyed by the 

community; those engaged in outdoor recreation, such 

as those using public rights of way; views from within the 

designated landscapes and heritage assets where the 

views of the surroundings are an important contributor to 

the experience; travellers along scenic routes.

Medium People with moderate interest in the view and their 

surroundings, including: Communities where the 

development results in changes in the landscape setting 

or value of views enjoyed by the community; people 

travelling through the landscape, where the appreciation 

of the view contributes to the enjoyment and quality of 

that journey; people engaged in outdoor recreation, where 

their appreciation of their surrounding and particular view 

is incidental to their enjoyment of that activity.

Low People with momentary, or little interest in the view and 

their surroundings, including: People engaged in outdoor 

sport; People at their work place; Travellers where the 

vieZ is fleeting or incidental to tKe Mourney� 

Visual Sensitivity

The sensitivity of visual receptors in views is based on the 

professional judgement combining the value and susceptibility to 

change on that visual receptor. 

Table A1.6 - Visual Sensitivity

Visual Receptor Susceptibility

High Medium Low

Value of 

Visual 

Receptor

High High High - Medium Medium

Medium High - Medium Medium Low

Low Medium Low Low - 

Negligible

A1.6 Magnitude of Effects

In determining the magnitude of landscape effects, this will consider:

1. Scale and size of the change in the landscape (considering 

the changes to individual components and the effect this has 

on contribution to landscape character; the degree to which 

aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape are altered; 

whether the effect changes the key characteristics of the 

landscape);

2. Geographic extent over which the landscape effects will be 

experienced (effects limited to the site level; effects on the 

immediate setting; effects relating to the scale of the landscape 

type or character area; effects on a larger scale such as 

influencing several landscaSe cKaracter areas�� and
3. The duration, permanence and reversibility of the proposal.

Similar to landscape effects, the magnitude of visual effects will 

consider:

1. Scale and size of the change to the view (considering loss 

or addition of features to the view and proportion of the view 

occupied by the proposed development; the degree of contrast 

or integration of any new landscape features or changes in the 

landscape and characteristics in terms of form, scale, mass, 

line, height, colour and texture; and the nature of the view of the 

proposed development relative to the time over which it will be 

experienced and whether views will be full, partial or glimpses).

2. Geographical extent (including the angle of the view; the distance 

of the viewpoint to the proposed development; and the extent of 

the area over which the changes would be visible).

3. The duration, permanence and reversibility of the proposal.

A1.7 Significance of Effects

7Ke tZo SrinciSal criteria determining tKe signi¿cance of effects are 
the sensitivity of the receptor in relation to the magnitude of effect.  

A KigKer level of signi¿cance is generally attacKed to tKe magnitude 
of change on a sensitive receptor; for example, a low magnitude of 

cKange on KigKly sensitive receStor can be of greater signi¿cance 
than very high magnitude of change on low sensitivity receptor.  

Therefore, whilst the table opposite sets out a starting point for 

the assessment, it is important that a balanced and well reasoned 

professional judgement of these two criteria is provided and an 

explanation provided.

,n order to develoS tKresKolds of signi¿cance� botK tKe sensitivity of 
receStors and tKe magnitude of cKange must be classi¿ed for botK 
landscape receptors and visual receptors as set out in the tables 

below. Where landscape effects are judged to be adverse, additional 

mitigation or compensatory measures are to be considered. The 

signi¿cant landscaSe effects remaining after mitigation are tKen to be 
summarised as the residual effects.
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Magnitude Elements Overall 

Magnitude of 

Change 

Size / Scale Geographic 

Extent

Duration Permanence Reversibility

Major Wide or Local; 

Direct and open 

view

Long - Short Term Permanent or 

Temporary

Irreversible or 

Reversible

High

Major Site Level; Direct 

and open view

Long - Short Term Permanent or 

Temporary

Irreversible or 

Reversible

High - Medium

Moderate Local / Site Level; 

Direct or oblique, 

partial view

Long - Short Term Permanent or 

Temporary

Irreversible or 

Reversible

Medium - Low

Minor Local / Site level; 

Oblique partial or 

glimpsed view

Long - Short Term Permanent or 

Temporary

Irreversible or 

Reversible

Low

Negligible All of the above 

and a truncated 

view

Long - Short Term Permanent or 

Temporary

Irreversible or 

Reversible

Negligible

The criteria for each of the above is to be determined relative to the size and scale of the individual project 

applying professional judgement and opinion.

However, the following are typically used: 

Size and Scale: relates to the combination of the following (and are linked to the descriptions set out 

under table A1.9):

• extent of existing landscape elements that will lost (to proportion of the total extent that is lost) and the 

contribution that the element has to landscape character;

• the degree to which aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape are altered (addition or removal 

of features and elements)

• whether the effect changes the key distinctive characteristics of the landscape;

• size and scale of change in the view with respect to the loss or addition of features in the view 

and changes to the composition, including the proportion of the view occupied by the proposed 

development; 

• the degree of contrast or integration of any new features or changes in the townscape with the existing 

or remaining townscape or landscape elements and characteristic terms of form, scale, mass, line, 

height, colour and texture; 

• the nature of the view of the proposed development, in terms of relative amount of time over which it 

will be experienced and whether views will be open, partial, glimpsed. 

Geographic Extent: The geographic area over which the landscape effects will be felt relative to the 

SroSosal� and relative to visual receStors is to reflect tKe angle of tKe vieZ� tKe distance of tKe vieZSoint� 
the extent of the area over which the changes would be visible.  

Duration, Permanence and Reversibility: These are separate but linked considerations and are project 

sSeci¿c� For examSle� cKanges to a broZn¿eld urban site could be reversible� &onstruction imSacts are 
likely to be short term, temporary, but see the start of a permanent change. Operational effects are likely to 

be long term, permanent and either irreversible or reversible, depending on the nature of the project.  

No change: If there is no change to the landscape or visual receptor then the overall magnitude of change 

will be Neutral.
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A1.7 Significance of Effects (continued)

Effects will be described clearly and objectively, and the extent and 

duration of any negative  �  Sositive effects Tuanti¿ed� using four 
categories of effects, indicating a gradation from high to low.  

Table A1.7 - Sensitivity and Magnitude of Effects

Landscape and Visual Receptor Sensitivity

High Medium Low

M
a
g

n
it

u
d

e
 o

f 
C

h
a
n

g
e

High
Major Moderate to 

Major

Moderate

Medium
Moderate to 

Major

Moderate Minor - Moderate

Low
Moderate to 

Major

Minor - Moderate Minor

Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible

Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

The degree of effect is graded on the following scale in relation to the 

signi¿cance criteria above�

Table A1.9 - Significance of Landscape and Visual Effects 

Effect 

Significance 

Criteria

Substantial 

negative / 

adverse effect

Where the proposals would cause the substantial or 

signi¿cant loss of key mature landscaSe elements and 
cKaracteristic features � a signi¿cant deterioration in tKe 
character and amenity of the view in terms of perceptual 

qualities / or introduce element(s) considered to be 

wholly and substantially uncharacteristic of the area; and 

ZKere tKe SroSosals Zould result in a signi¿cant cKange� 
or more notable change in more distant views, on the 

character and amenity of the view from the range of 

visual receptors.

Major negative / 

adverse effect

Where the proposals would cause the total loss of key 

mature landscape elements and characteristic features 

/ a major deterioration in the character and amenity of 

the view in terms of perceptual qualities / or introduce 

element(s) considered to be wholly and substantially 

uncharacteristic of the area; and where the proposals 

Zould result in a signi¿cant cKange� or more notable 
change in more distant views, on the character and 

amenity of the view from the range of visual receptors.

Moderate 

negative / 

adverse effect

Where the proposals would cause the loss of some 

of the key landscape elements and / or particularly 

representative characteristic features / or introduce 

elements considered signi¿cantly uncKaracteristic of tKe 
area; and a noticeable deterioration in the character and 

amenity of the view from the range of visual receptors.

Minor negative / 

adverse effect

Where the proposals would cause the loss of some 

landscape elements or characteristic features / introduce 

elements characteristic of the area; and a barely 

perceptible deterioration in the character and amenity of 

the view from the range of visual receptors.

Negligible Where the proposals would have no discernible 

deterioration or improvement in the existing baseline 

situation in terms of landscape elements or view.

Neutral Where the proposals would result in no change overall 

(resulting in no net improvement or adverse effect).

Minor positive / 

beneficial effect
Where the proposals would result in minor loss or 

alteration or improvement of the key elements and 

features / provide a small enhancement to the existing 

landscape elements or characteristic features; and 

cause a barely perceptible improvement in the existing 

view for the range of receptors.

Moderate 

positive / 

beneficial effect

Where the proposals would cause some enhancement 

to the existing landscape elements or characteristic 

features / noticeable improvement in the character 

and amenity of the existing view from a range of visual 

receptors.

Major positive / 

beneficial effect
Where the proposals would cause a major enhancement 

to the existing landscape elements or characteristic 

features / noticeable improvement in the character 

and amenity of the existing view from a range of visual 

receptors.

Substantial 

positive / 

beneficial effect

:Kere tKe SroSosals Zould cause a signi¿cant 
enhancement to the existing landscape elements or 

characteristic features / wholesale improvement in the 

character and amenity of the existing view from a range 

of visual receptors.

 

Effects assessed as being greater than moderate are considered to 

be a signi¿cant effect�
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A1.8 Effects During Site Enabling and Construction

It is recognised that project characteristics and hence sources of 

effects, will vary through time.  The initial effects arise from the site 

enabling and construction works. Sources of landscape and visual 

effects may include:

• The location of the site access and haulage routes;

• The origin and nature of materials stockpiles, stripping of 

material and cut and ¿ll oSerations � disSosal and construction 
compounds;

• The construction equipment and plant (and colour);

• The provision of utilities, including lighting and any temporary 

facilities; 

• The scale, location and nature of any temporary parking areas 

and on-site accommodation; 

• The measures for the temporary protection of existing features  

(such as vegetation, trees, ponds, etc) and any temporary 

screening (such as hoarding lines); and

• The programme of work and phasing of development.

 

A1.9 Effects During Operation (at Year 1)

At the operational stage, the sources of landscape and visual effects 

may include:

• The location, scale, height, mass and design of buildings in terms 

of elevational treatment; structures and processes, including any 

other features;

• Details of service arrangements such as storage areas or  

infrastructure elements and utilities and haulage routes;

• Access arrangements and traf¿c movements�
• Lighting;

• Car parking;

• The noise and movement of vehicles in terms of perceived 

effects on tranquillity;

• Visible plumes from chimneys;

• Signage and boundary treatments;

• Outdoor activities that may be visible;

• The operational landscape, including landform, structure 

planting, green infrastructure and hard landscape features;

• Land management operations and objectives; and

• The enhancement or restoration of any landscape resource of 

particular view.

A1.10 Mitigation and Compensatory Measures

The purpose of mitigation is to avoid, reduce and where possible, 

remedy or offset, any significant (major to minor) negative (adverse) 
effects on the landscape and visual receptors arising from the 

proposed development.  Mitigation is thus not solely concerned with 

“damage limitation”, but may also consider measures that could 

compensate for unavoidable residual effects.  Mitigation measures 

may be considered under three categories:

• Primary measures that intrinsically comprise part of the 

development design through an iterative process;

• Standard construction and operational management practices for 

avoiding and reducing environmental effects; and

• 6econdary �or residual� measures designed to sSeci¿cally 
address the remaining effects after the primary and standard 

construction practices have been incorporated.

If planting is required as part of the mitigation measures, it is 

proposed that areas of planting are introduced as part of the 

proposed development and the height of this planting will be 

considered as folloZs �deSendent on Slant sSeci¿cation and details of 
the scheme):

• Planting at completion  / short term: 3-5 metres (dependent on   

Slant sSeci¿cation��

Strategies to address likely negative (adverse) effects include:

• Prevention and avoidance of an impact by changing the form of 

development;

• Reduce impact by changing siting, location and form of 

development;

• Remediation of impact, e.g. by screen planting;

• Compensation of impact e.g. by replacing felled trees with new 

trees; and

• Enhancement e.g. creation of new landscape or habitat.

 

A1.11 Guidelines for Mitigation:

• Consultation with local community and special interest groups, if 

possible, on the proposed mitigation measures is important;

• Landscape mitigation measures should be designed to suit the 

existing landscape character and needs of the locality, respecting 

and building on local landscape distinctiveness and helping to 

address any relevant existing issues in the landscape;

Many mitigation measures, especially planting, are not immediately 

effective. Where planting is intended to provide a visual screen for 

the development, it may also be appropriate to assess residual 

effects for different periods of time, such as day  of opening at Year 

1.

• The proposed mitigation measures should identify and address 

sSeci¿c landscaSe issues� obMectives and Serformance 
standards for the establishment, management  maintenance and 

monitoring of new landscape features.

• A programme of appropriate monitoring may be agreed with the 

regulatory authority, so that compliance and effectiveness can be 

readily monitored and evaluated.
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Keely, Lauren

From: Consultation

Sent: 21 December 2020 08:59

To: Planning Policy

Subject: Turley (on behalf of Solent University) response

Attachments: Fareham Local Plan Consultation - Representations on Behalf of Solent University December 

2020.pdf; Appendix 1 to Reprepsentations by Solent University.pdf

 
 
Katherine Trott  
Engagement Officer 
Fareham Borough Council 
01329824580  
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From: Mervyn McFarland <mervyn.mcfarland@turley.co.uk>  
Sent: 18 December 2020 20:31 
To: Consultation <Consultation@fareham.gov.uk> 
Subject: Local Plan Consultation 2037 ‐ Representations on Behalf of Solent University in relation to Warsash 
Maritime Academy (Policy HA7) and Related Policies 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Please find attached representations to the Publication version of the Local Plan on behalf of Solent University. 
 
We look forward to acknowledgement of receipt ion due course. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Mervyn 
 

Mervyn McFarland  

Director 

Turley 
2 Charlotte Place 

Southampton SO14 0TB 

T 02380 724 888 

M 07970 419 830 

D 02380 724 863  

We are a CarbonNeutral® certified company. 
 
We are working remotely wherever possible in line with Government guidance. Our co-owners are contactable in the 
usual ways and we suggest using mobile numbers in the first instance. 
 
We support blended flexible working which means that co-owners will respond to you during their working hours and 
we appreciate that you will respond during your own working hours. 
turley.co.uk 
Twitter 
Linkedin 
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Think of the environment, please do not print unnecessarily  
This e-mail is intended for the above named only, is strictly confidential and may also be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient please do not 
read, print, re-transmit, store or act in reliance on it or any attachments. Instead, please notify the sender and then immediately and permanently delete it. 
Turley bank account details will not change during the course of an instruction and we will never change our bank account details via email. If you are in any 
doubt, please do not send funds to us electronically without speaking to a member of our team first to verify our account details. We will not accept liability for 
any payments into an incorrect bank account.Turley is a trading name of Turley Associates Ltd, registered in England and Wales Registered No 2235387 
Registered Office 1 New York Street, Manchester, M1 4HD. Terms and Conditions 
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1.  Introduction 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by Turley on behalf of Solent University. 

1.2 Our client owns the land interest at Warsash Maritime Academy, Fareham which forms 

the proposed Policy HA7 allocation.    

1.3 Each of our responses relates to a particular policy or paragraph and this report is 

structured accordingly.  

1.4 We can confirm we wish to appear at the Examination in Public in due course and look 

forward to continuing to engage with the Local Plan process.  



 

 

2. Policy H1: Housing Provision  

2.1 Policy H1, of the Publication Version of the Fareham Local Plan 2037 does not properly 

address housing provision as it does not set out the minimum number of homes the 

Council is required to deliver.   

2.2 It is appreciated that there has been some uncertainty around the housing 

requirement figure due to on-going national debate relating to the standard method to 

be adopted by the Government.  At the time of submitting this response, the 

government has confirmed its approach which will require the Council to deliver 508 

new homes per annum. 

2.3 The 508 dwelling per annum figure should be viewed in the context of the unmet 

housing need which identifies in adjacent local authority areas, specifically Portsmouth.    

It is acknowledged that the Council has identified additional homes to help meet the 

identified short-fall in adjacent areas however this contribution is likely to be 

insufficient and we consider that the Council should do more to contribute to the 

substantial unmet needs across the south Hampshire sub-region.   

2.4 Paragraph 2a-010 of Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) outlines that there will be 

circumstances where it is appropriate to plan for a higher housing figure than that 

identified through the standard method. One of these is where an authority has agreed 

to take on the unmet needs of another area (in this case Portsmouth) as discussed 

above.   The minimum level of housing required should therefore be the local housing 

need figure plus unmet need within a neighbouring area which the Council has agreed 

to take.  

2.5 Housing need arising from other growth strategies, for example the Partnership for 

South Hampshire (PfSH) strategy for sub-regional employment growth should also be 

taken into account in determining the minimum housing requirement.   

2.6 We consider therefore that Policy H1 is not sound as currently drafted on the basis 

that: 

(a) It does not adopt the recently confirmed standard method approach; 

(b) It does not take sufficient account of the scale of unmet housing need in 

adjacent local authority areas, nor make sufficient provision to help address this 

unmet need, as required by the NPPF; 

(c) It does not sufficiently take account of economic growth strategies for the wider 

(PfSH) area. 



 

 

3. Policy HA7: Warsash Maritime Academy,  

3.1 Part of the land at Warsash Maritime Academy, which is no longer required for 

educational use, was proposed for allocation in the preceding version of the Fareham 

Local Plan 2037 and we submitted representations on behalf of Solent University at 

that stage.  A copy of the previous representations is attached as Appendix 1.   

3.2 Solent University supports the allocation of the Warsash Maritime Academy site for a 

primarily residential re-development as proposed by Policy HA7.  The site comprises 

previously developed land which is no longer required for educational use by the 

University and can be brought forward for redevelopment at an early stage in the local 

plan period.  The Council is at an advanced stage in negotiations for the sale of the site 

to a third party who will deliver a residential-led redevelopment proposal.   

3.3 Whilst the University, as land-owner is fully supportive of the principle of the allocation 

however, it considers that there are certain detailed requirements within the policy 

that need to be amended to ensure that Policy HA7 s effective and that development 

on the site is deliverable, at an early stage in the plan process, and is not unnecessarily 

constrained.  In its current form the policy is considered unsound 

3.4 We have set out in detail below the changes which we consider are required to Policy 

HA7 to ensure that it is effective.   

Allocated Use  

3.5 The draft allocation identifies the proposed use of the site as “residential” with an 

indicative yield of 100 dwellings. 

3.6 SSU supports this allocation and acknowledges that it is intended to bring forward a 

residential-led redevelopment of the site.  The policy should acknowledge however 

that the site includes two Listed Buildings (Shackleton and Moyana) which will be 

retained and converted as part of any redevelopment proposal.  Flexibility is sought in 

terms of other uses that might be provided within these buildings to ensure that the 

site makes the greatest possible contribution to meeting identified needs (including the 

need for housing) and that beneficial uses can be found for the Listed Buildings.  Whilst 

it is possible that both Shackleton and Moyana could be redeveloped for residential 

use, proposals have yet to be developed and the form and internal spaces of the 

buildings could be equally suited to other uses, for example as commercial space (Use 

Class E) in the case of Moyana or hotel accommodation in the case of Shackleton.  It is 

not intended that these uses would be prioritised above residential use however, to 

provide an appropriate degree of flexibility to secure the optimum use of the Listed 

Buildings, the potential for alternative use should be recognised in the allocation.   

3.7 We therefore request that the wording in respect of the Allocated Use is amended to 

state: 

Allocated Use: Residential (including Use Classes CI, C2, C2a C3 and C4) with potential 

for commercial (Class E), Institutional (Class F1) or Community (Class F2) use of 

Moyana.   



 

 

Indicative Yield 

3.8 Policy HA7 identifies an Indicative Yield for the allocation of 100 dwellings.  

3.9 Having regard to our comments in respect of Policy H1, we consider it important that 

each allocated housing site should make the maximum possible contribution to 

meeting identified housing need, compatible with the environmental character of the 

site and surrounding area. 

3.10 The University has previously made submissions to the SHLAA suggesting that the 

indicative site capacity should be increased and remains of the view that the indicative 

yield of 100 units is an underestimate of site capacity.   Feasibility work undertaken in 

the context of the disposal of the site indicated that the site could potentially 

accommodate around 150 homes.  The final number of homes delivered will be 

affected by the nature of the uses introduced to the Listed Buildings and it is 

acknowledged that if non-residential uses are introduced then the number of dwellings 

provide as part of the comprehensive redevelopment of the site will be lower.   

3.11 We propose that the indicative yield should be amended to refer to 150 units, with the 

final capacity determined through the development management process taking 

account of the re-use of the Listed Buildings. 

Site Specific Requirements 

Requirement (a) 

3.12 The University acknowledges that there may be potential for the Listed Shackleton 

building to be converted to flats however this should not be a requirement.  It is 

possible that alternative uses (for example hotel use (Use Class C1) or residential 

institutional use (Use Class C2) could be accommodated within the building and would 

equally, or better, safeguard its architectural and historic interest.  The policy does not 

need to be prescriptive with regard to the use of the Listed building and, to our 

knowledge, no work has been undertaken by the LPA to establish that conversion to 

flats would represent the optimal use. 

3.13 Accordingly, we request that the words “including conversion of the building currently 

known as the Shackleton building to flats” are deleted from requirement (a). 

Requirement (g) 

3.14 The need to deliver an appropriate re-use of the Listed Buildings on the site as part of 

proposals for the comprehensive redevelopment of the allocated site is recognised.  

The agreement of Historic England to proposals for re-use of the buildings is not 

required and there is no reason why Historic England would need to be involved in 

proposals for the re-use of the buildings which are Listed at Grade II. 

3.15 Accordingly we request that the words “(subject to agreement with Historic England) 

are deleted from requirement (g) and that the words “or other compatible uses” are 

added at the end of the requirement. 



 

 

Requirement (j) 

3.16 The University recognises that it is important in both landscape and biodiversity terms, 

to ensure that efforts are made to incorporate the best quality trees into a future 

development proposal.  We object however to the requirement for all trees on the site 

to be retained.  

3.17 Area Tree Preservation Orders are recognised to be a ‘blunt-tool’ in dealing with tree 
protection. Moreover, the Area Tree Preservation Order which is imposed upon the 

site dates from 1993. As part of its work to assess the development potential of the 

Upper Site the University has commissioned an updated Tree Survey.  The University 

has engaged with the LPA with a view to reviewing and refining the Area Tree 

Preservation Order such that it identifies and protects the most important tress on the 

site. 

3.18 The university requests that the wording of Requirement (j) is amended to require the 

submission of a tree survey and arboricultural impact assessment as part of any 

planning application for the redevelopment of the site such that tree retention can be 

fully assessed through the development management process.  The requirement to 

retain all trees should be deleted.   

 

 

 



 

 

4. Policy D5: Internal Space Standards 

4.1 Policy D5 requires developments to meet national spaces standards as a minimum.  

4.2 The University wishes to see good quality homes delivered on the HA7 allocation site 

however the presence of Listed Buildings, which will need to be sensitively converted 

and adapted to new use, means that circumstances may arise on the site, and 

elsewhere in the Borough, where it may not be possible to fully achieve national space 

standards working within the existing building fabric. 

4.3 We consider that Policy D5 is unsound as it has not been justified and should not be 

applied in a blanket manner to all developments.   

 



 

 

5. Summary and Conclusions 

5.1 These representations have been prepared by Turley on behalf of Solent University in 

respect of the Fareham Borough Local Plan 2037 Consultation. 

5.2 Our client owns the land interest at Warsash Maritime Academy, Fareham which forms 

the proposed Policy HA7 allocation.    

5.3 In summary: 

• The plan is unsound in that Policy H1 does not set out the minimum number of 

homes the Council is required to deliver and the quantum of housing being 

planned for is in itself insufficient to meet identified housing needs when the 

unmet needs of adjacent areas are taken into account. 

• We fully support the proposed allocation of the HA7 site at Warsash Maritime 

Academy.  The land is surplus to the University’s requirements as part of its 

educational estate with teaching and learning activities which previously took 

place on the site having been relocated.  The site is available, and capable of 

delivering much needed housing, in the early years of the plan period.   

• Whilst supporting the principle of the HA7 allocation, we consider that there are 

various detailed aspects of the allocation policy which require amendment in 

order for the policy to be effective.   

• We have concerns regarding policy D5 - Internal Space Standards which we 

consider is not justified.  
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Dear Sirs  

REPRESENTATIONS TO FAREHAM BOROUGH DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2036 

On behalf of our client, Southampton Solent University (SSU), we write to make representations to the 

current consultation on the Fareham Borough Draft Local Plan 2036.  

The Council will be aware that SSU owns and operates Warsash Maritime Academy (WMA), part of the 

University’s School of Maritime Science and Engineering. The University intends to continue its operations 

at Warsash but will be relocating its professional and higher level maritime education programmes from 

the Upper Site to Southampton City Centre. This will assist the University in its aims of strengthening and 

embedding maritime education across the University. Teaching for the fire school, maritime safety and 

offshore first aid and medical and seamanship courses will remain on the Lower Site of the Warsash 

campus, with investment plans for new and improved facilities. 

The Upper Site was submitted to the Council for consideration as a potential housing site in response to a 

call-for-sites exercise and was assessed within the Council’s SHLAA. It has now been taken forward as a 

proposed allocation within the Draft Local Plan. SSU fully supports the principle of the proposed allocation 

(HA7) of the Upper Site of the Warsash Maritime Academy.  

In order to ensure that the proposed allocation does not unduly constrain the development potential of the 

site we request several changes to the draft allocation policy, as set out below. These will enable the 

development potential of the site to be realised in terms of delivering housing or other compatible uses 

whilst taking account of key constraints.  

Proposed Use  

The draft allocation identifies the proposed use of the site for residential dwellings. SSU supports this 

allocation but flexibility is sought in terms of other uses that might be included to ensure that the site 

makes the greatest possible contribution to meeting identified needs (including the need for housing) and 

that the most suitable range of uses is developed. This will ensure that best use is made of the 

3593
Rectangle



 

2 

development potential offered by this brownfield site.  One example is the retention and conversion of the 

Listed Moyana Building. The form and layout of the building is such that it will not be straight forward to 

convert and it may lend itself better to conversion, both in terms of viability and design, to either a different 

form of residential use or to non-residential use which is compatible with the wider redevelopment of the 

site, such as a hotel.  

To ensure that the allocation provides sufficient flexibility to enable a viable and successful redevelopment 

of the site which maximises its development potential we request that the wording is amended to: 

Proposed Use: Residential (including C2 and C3) or other compatible uses (e.g. Hotel (C1)).  

Indicative Capacity  

The Indicative Capacity for the allocation is set to 100 dwellings. This follows initial work to inform the 

SHLAA submission document and within this it was indicated that further capacity work would be 

undertaken to fully understand the potential of the site.  This work is underway and it is hoped that the 

results will be available to share with the Council in the New Year. The additional work on the potential 

capacity of the site is suggesting that the indicative capacity should be raised to 150-200 dwellings. 

Variations depend on how the Listed Building is converted, the types of residential properties which are 

delivered at the site and heights (for which the allocation allows for up to 4-storeys).  

To take account of this additional work we request that the indicative capacity of the site is increased to 

150-200 dwellings.  

Site Boundary and Site Area  

In considering its future requirements for the Warsash Maritime Academy Lower Site, the University 

intends to retain the site of the MOS building which is currently shown as forming part of the draft 

allocation. Retaining the access road to the south of the MOS building, will allow the University to have a 

dedicated access to the Lower Campus.  

We request that the allocation boundary is amended to remove the site of the MOS building and the 

access road. The “Educational Facility outside the Urban Boundaries” designation should then be 
extended to cover the site of the MOS building and access road.  

When the University disposes of the Upper Site an area of land to the west of the built development on the 

Upper Site which is no longer required for academic purposes will also be included. To make it clear that 

this will no longer form part of the campus the draft allocation should be extended westwards into this part 

of the campus so that it is removed from the designation ‘Educational Facilities outside the Urban 
Boundaries’.    

These suggested changes are shown in Appendix 1.  

As a result of the amended boundary the area of the allocation will increase from 2.5ha to 2.94ha.  

Detailed Allocation Criteria  

Part A 

As noted above, the indicative site capacity of the site should be increased to 150-200 dwellings.  

The allocation notes that the Listed Buildings will be converted to a residential use. We seek further 

flexibility in the allocation to allow conversion to “other compatible uses” which the buildings may be better 
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suited to. The NPPF is clear that when considering the future of Listed Buildings weight must be given to 

the ‘optimal viable use’.  

SSU requests that the wording is amended to: 

“The quantum of housing proposed shall be broadly consistent with the indicative site capacity, 

which is based on both new development and the conversion of the existing statutory Listed 

Buildings to an optimal viable use which may comprise residential or other compatible uses;” 

Part B 

SSU supports the requirement for primary highway access to be focused on Newtown Road. The 

University will require adequate access to be maintained to the Lower Site of the campus and it is 

anticipated that this will be achieved though the retention of the existing access to the north of the site 

within the University’s ownership and control, as outlined above. It would be appropriate for the allocation 

site to be accessed independently from the retained Lower Site.  

Part C 

SSU supports the 4-storey limit on the height of new buildings which may be brought forward as part of 

the redevelopment of the site.  Whilst the scale of residential buildings to the east of Newtown Road is 

smaller, the existing WMA Upper Site has its own distinct character with a number of four storey buildings 

including the Blythe, Admiral Jellicoe and Whalley Wakeford buildings alongside the five storey 

Shackleton block.  The ability to replace existing buildings with new buildings of up to four storeys will 

allow a higher density of development to be achieved without compromising the environmental quality of 

the site. 

Part D 

SSU supports the principle of providing pedestrian and cycling facilities. The extent of the connection to 

‘nearby facilities and services’ will be considered as part of a future planning application. Therefore, the 

wording should be amended to read: 

“…as well as providing connectivity with nearby facilities and services, the extent of which will be 

considered as part of a future planning application”.   

Part E 

SSU supports the requirement for the site frontage on Newton Lane to be well-landscaped. The wording 

should not, however, be interpreted as a requirement for landscaping to ‘hide’ or entirely screen the 
development. The site does benefit from some existing landscaping to the Newtown Road frontage but 

existing built development is clearly visible and forms part of the character of the local area.  

Part F 

SSU supports the requirement for a Heritage Statement to be submitted with a future planning application 

to assess the impacts of development on the Listed Buildings.   

Part G 

SSU recognises that it will be necessary to secure the future use of the Listed Buildings linked to the 

implementation of the development of the wider site. Because the Listed Buildings are Listed at Grade II, 

as opposed to Grade II* or Grade I, Historic England may not wish to be extensively involved. Therefore, it 

should not be a prerequisite that Historic England’s agreement is required. In bringing a planning 

application forward they will of course need to be consulted and the policy should be re-worded to reflect 

this. 
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SSU supports the wording which states ‘deliver an appropriate re-use of the listed buildings’ as this 
recognises that a conversion to residential dwellings may not be the most appropriate or viable use. The 

wording of the rest of Part G should be amended to reflect our above comments regarding the proposed 

use of the site. SSU requests that Part G is amended to read:  

“There is a binding agreement that will deliver an appropriate re-use of the listed buildings (subject 

to consultation with Historic England) within a phased programme of works linked to the delivery of 

residential development or other compatible uses;” 

Where the draft policy refers to “a binding agreement”, this should not be taken to refer to a legal 
agreement under s.106 of the Town and Country Planning Act, the re-use of the Listed Buildings could be 

secured by the imposition of a planning condition.   

Part H 

It is important that efforts are made to incorporate the best quality trees into a future development 

proposal, however, SSU objects to the requirement for all trees on the site to be retained.  

Area Tree Preservation Orders are recognised to be a ‘blunt-tool’ in dealing with tree protection. 
Moreover, the Area Tree Preservation Order which is imposed upon the site dates from 1993. As part of 

its work to assess the development potential of the Upper Site the University has commissioned an 

updated Tree Survey of the entire Campus. Once this has been completed that University will seek to 

meet with the Council with a view to reviewing and refining the Area Tree Preservation Order such that it 

identifies and protects the most important tress on both the Lower and Upper Sites. 

SSU requests that the wording of Part H is updated to require the retention of only the most important 

trees.  

Part I 

SSU supports the requirement for boundary trees and hedgerows on the western boundary to be retained 

and incorporated within the design of the development in order to provide a buffer to priority habitats.  

Part J 

Part J should be removed as the requirement to consider Coastal Change Management Areas is set out 

within draft Policy NE4.  

Part K 

We agree that it is reasonable to require development to fund the infrastructure needed to support it or 

mitigate any adverse impacts it directly creates. It should be noted that the Warsash Martine Academy is a 

brownfield site, meaning that it has an existing use which has a baseline impact on infrastructure. 

Furthermore, there will be significant costs associated with preparing the site for development in 

comparison to a greenfield site. The retention and reuse of the Listed Buildings will also give rise to 

additional costs in bringing the site forward. When calculating the contributions towards infrastructure 

required from a future development, regard should be had to these points to ensure that it is viable.    

We request that the wording is amended to: 

“Where appropriate and not covered by CIL, proposals shall either provide directly, or provide a 

financial contribution towards the delivery (and maintenance where deemed necessary) of the 

following infrastructure, in line with the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD: 

• Off-site highway improvement and mitigations works; and 
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• Local schools and early-years childcare infrastructure (as identified by the Local Education 

Authority); and 

• On-site public open space (in accordance with the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD). 

Consideration will be given to abnormal costs associated with the redevelopment of this brownfield 

site and the reuse of Listed Buildings to ensure future development remains viable. Similarly, the 

impact of the existing or lawful use of the site on local infrastructure will be considered when 

calculating additional infrastructure requirements for its redevelopment” 

The Proposals Map  

We request the following revisions are made to the Proposals Map to reflect our comments above: 

• MOS Building and existing access removed from the draft allocation;  

• Education Facility Outside the Urban Area designation extended to cover the retained MOS 

Building and existing access; and  

• Draft allocation extended westwards to incorporate additional land which will be marketed with the 

Upper Site.  

These changes are shown on the plan at Appendix 1 of this letter.  

Draft Local Plan Policies  

In addition to commenting on the proposed allocation of the Upper Site we wish to comment on several 

draft policies which could impact upon bringing the allocation forward for development. These policies are:  

• Policy H1 Strategic Housing Provision;  

• Policy H7 Self and Custom Build Homes; and  

• Policy NE3 Solent Special Protection Areas. 

Policy H1 Strategic Housing Provision 

Policy H1 sets out a requirement of 11,300 net additional dwellings to be delivered within the 24 year plan 

period between 2011/12 – 2035/36. 

This figure is underpinned by the Spatial Position Statement (June 2016) (SPS), produced by the 

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH), which is in turn informed by the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need Update (April 2016) (OAHNU). 

This evidence has been produced at the sub-regional level for the constituent authorities of South 

Hampshire. This underlines the importance of ensuring that it is up-to-date, robust and properly 

scrutinised, including through the Local Plan examination. Fareham is responsible for ensuring that this 

work is updated to inform its plan making, if it is to be found sound.  

The Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update report concludes that 116,400 dwellings (4,850dpa) are 

required in the sub-region in the period 24 year plan period 2011/12 to 2035/36. For Fareham Borough the 

OAN is 420 dpa. This is split between the Portsmouth (East) and Southampton (West) Housing Market 

Areas (HMA) where this is identified need for 305dpa and 115dpa, respectively.  
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Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) indicates that local needs assessments should be informed by the 

latest available information (Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 2a-016-20150227). The OAHNU is based on 

the out of date 2012-based subnational population projections (SNPP). The OAHNU acknowledges that 

there is likely to be an increase in population projections to higher net migration, and has sought to 

account for this by using data in the mid-year population estimates. However, now that the new baseline 

demographic data is available (2014-based SNPP) the report should be updated. The 2014 SNPP for 

Hampshire County are showing an increase in population across all age groups. Although this covers a 

wider area, it is probable that the same pattern will be evident in South Hampshire. 

To arrive at expected household growth the headship rates set out in the 2012-based CLG Household 

Projections are applied. This data has since been superseded by the 2014 Projections. Notwithstanding, 

Figures 12 -15 of the OAHNU show a clear reduction in formation rates between the 2008 (pre-recession) 

and 2011/12 data for the younger age cohorts, particularly those aged 25-34. The report indicates that 

there is no suggestion of any suppression in this age group either in the past or projected forward (para 

2.79).  However, we would dispute this assertion and suggest that the application of 2012 headship rates 

will suppress housing need. The PPG advises that it may be appropriate adjust household formation rates 

to avoid carrying forward past suppressed trends. As such, it is considered that the 2008 headship rates 

would be a more appropriate. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 47) is clear that local planning authorities should use 

their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market 

and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the 

NPPF. 

The recently published Government consultation on Local Housing Need suggests increasing the housing 

requirement for the Borough from 452dpa (average) as set out in DLP, to 531dpa as per the Government 

requirement (not including any duty to co-operate uplift).  

Although this is proposal is still at consultation stage, it is important that the Council is aware of its 

implications, and the potential for further supply to be identified to meet needs. The DLP should be 

sufficiently flexible to meet this uplift should the Government take the proposals forward.  

Policy H7 Self and Custom Build Homes  

This policy does not give adequate consideration to sites where the delivery of self or custom build homes 

might not be appropriate or feasible, for example sites containing Listed Buildings or sites where the form 

of development anticipated (e-g. apartments in 4-storey buildings) militates against self or custom-build 

homes. The policy should seek self and custom build homes where appropriate rather than require 5% 

provision from all sites providing 100 dwellings or more.  

We request that the wording of this part of the policy is amended to: 

Where appropriate in the context of the form, and scale of development proposed, on sites of 100 

dwellings or more (gross), 5% of the overall dwellings should be provided through the provision of 

serviced plots for self or custom build need. 

Policy NE3  

We recognise the need to provide adequate protection for Special Protection Areas and to mitigate 

Cumulative Effects of residential development. However, consideration should be given to the existing use 

of sites (both residential and other) where the existing development currently has, or has potential to have, 

an impact on the SPA. The impact of existing uses should be taken into account when considering the 
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mitigation to be requested from residential re-development and should be factored in to any request for 

mitigation contributions as a result of development.  

We thank the Council for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Local Plan and look forward to further 

dialogue.  

Yours sincerely 

Tom Stocker 

Senior Planner 

tom.stocker@turley.co.uk 
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Appendix 1: Site Plan  



Allocation HA7 (2.94 Ha)

Educational Facilities Outside 

the Urban Boundaries



Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Unknown1 Unknown1 (Unknown1)Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Unknown1 Unknown1 (Unknown1) Page 1Page 1

Representations | Unknown1 Unknown1
Unknown1

Respondent details:

Title:

First Name: Unknown1

Last Name: Unknown1

Job Title: (where relevant)

Organisation: (where relevant)

Address:

Postcode:

Telephone Number:

Email Address:

1) Paragraph: 1.5

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.5 Introduction: Statement of Community Involvement and further Paragraph 2.1 says a “variety of methods”
should be used to solicit comments from the public. Because paper-based documents failed to be employed
across the borough, a large proportion of residents were deprived of sharing their opinion. This was exacerbated
by Covid restrictions, limiting the access to libraries and the council office. The Publication Plan Introduction Page
1 specifies that representations  should  focus solely on “Tests of Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s
guidance in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of ”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate”
This is misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to provide commentary. Since 2017 residents’
concerns have not been considered regardless of protest marches, deputations and objections raised. For
example, despite a petition exceeding the prerequisite number of signatures needed to trigger a Full Council
meeting debate, such debate was refused, even after a challenge was raised to the Council’s scrutiny Board.  It is
discriminatory that community-generated evidence carries less weight than that provided by Developers
consultants. E.g. regarding previous use of land in Nitrate budget calculations similarly with traffic survey results
captured by residents and Community Speedwatch teams.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should make another attempt to achieve a reasonable level of Community Involvement

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Allow for public opinion to be expressed through the appropriate channels and provide a mechanism for evidence
collected by residents groups to be equally considered as that from Developer's consultants and associates

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will hold another Public Consultation on the Plan during the Summer of 2021 where their views and
concerns can be properly considered
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If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HA1: The total new homes proposed for specific sites across the Borough (not including Welborne) is 1342.
It is an unfair distribution for HA1 (proposed at 830 dwellings) to contribute 62% of this quantum.  Moreover, whilst
FBC recently enjoyed an overall reduction in new houses of 22.5% they are now proposing Warsash should
endure a 20% increase in their local number!  There is no joined up “Masterplan” for HA1 (with developers
working in complete isolation of one another). Therefore, another environmental impact assessment must be
conducted showing the cumulative effect of HA1 in its entirety. Para 4.19 Housing policies
HA(2,5,6,8,11,14,16,18,20,21,25) are no longer proposed allocations. So, why was HA1 singled out as an
allocation and how was the Objectively Assessed Housing Need arrived at for this site? Developers have taken
advantage of the LPA’s decision to propose HA1 within (the now defunct) 2017 Plan and have submitted
Applications that the LPA have resolved to grant permission on (many ahead of and likely contrary to) the
Publication Plan. Others claiming their sites fit well with HA1 has now resulted in the boundaries of HA1 being
adjusted to accommodate them. This seems to mark an inappropriate powershift toward the Developers.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

HA1 needs to be re-evaluated from the point of view of reducing overall number of dwellings (by conducting an
OAN on the Warsash area alone). The Plan must also ensure a "joined up" approach is taken to the many
Developers sites and the CUMULATIVE effects caused rather than the current piecemeal "Salami-Slicing"
approach

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

HA1 would be properly re-assessed (starting from the point of the Extant 2015 Plan numbers and not the
unadopted abandoned draft plan of 2017)

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

HA1 will be re-assessed in the light of confirming the Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Warsash and the
Western Wards and any Allocation sites will be considered both individually and as a whole to ensure the
Cumulative effects on the infrastructure and environment are properly taken into account

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Paragraph: 9.1

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 9.10 Whereas the LPA is aspiring to Nitrate Neutrality, Strategic Policy NE1 requires designated sites be
protected and ENHANCED Likewise Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms permissions will be granted when the
integrity of designated sites be maintained or IMPROVED. Finally, Page 199 Para 9.54 indicates that proposals for
development should provide a net REDUCTION in eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable
condition.  The LPA’s approach therefore contravenes both the Habitats Directive and the Publication Plan in
respect of these policies. Furthermore, a leading QC’s opinion is it is unclear how any development could be
contemplated in the Western Wards without negatively impacting the SAC and RAMSAR sites and therefore
based on proximity alone, this would invalidate the deliverability of these developments. As per advice from
Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal obligations and satisfy themselves beyond
scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients
generated by new residential development, has been mitigated (rather than compensated). There is doubt that the
LPA is applying the Natural England advice correctly and lawfully in this respect.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA must ensure that mitigation of eutrophication complies with the directive to REDUCE overall Nitrate
Levels and that inline with Natural England Advice that protected sites (SAC, SPA, RAMSAR) are not
compromised because simple broader-region off-setting has been used as opposed to Local Mitigation of effects
on those sites

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan would become consistent with Advice From Natural England and the Habitats Directive

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Sites will be allowed where Nitrate Reduction mitigation can be proven at a local area level

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HA1 (currently a Greenfield site), is proposed to be re-designated as an urban area (via the re-definition of
Settlement Boundaries ref. WW17). In the Foreword to Publication Plan: Greenfield sites are less favoured
locations for development.  Para 2.10 states Fareham Borough will retain its identity, valued landscapes and
settlement definition and will protect its natural, built and historic assets. The proposed allocation of Policy HA1
contradicts these aspirations and those of Para 2.12 “Strategic Priorities” which strive to maximise development
within the urban area and away from the wider countryside and to create places which encourage healthier
lifestyles. The re-designation of the Policy HA1 to urban status and the movement of the Settlement Boundary to
encompass it, is a blatant and possibly, unethical, manœuvre by stealth of the council, to suit its own objectives.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Greenfield Sites will be assessed in their own right and Settlement Boundaries shall  not be altered to include
large proposed Housing Allocations until the Objectively Assessed Housing Need for the immediate vicinity have
been considered. Similarly no redesignation of Greenfield sites to Urban status shall be allowed until OAHN can
be proven to justify this.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove changes to Settlement Boundary as indicated in WW17 and apply Greenfield Site aspirations to HA1
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

HA1 is in the Countryside and as such any consideration of Housing Allocation should conform with the Policies
for Development in the Countryside and the Aspirations of the LPA to maintain such areas as a last resort for
Development

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Policy: DS1 - Development in the Countryside

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Strategic Policy DS1 (Paras 5.6 and 3.36) deals with the need (in exceptional circumstances and where necessary
and justified) for residential development in the countryside on previously developed land. Additionally, Policy HP1
calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet such need on a one-for one replacement dwelling basis.
These conditions do not apply to HA1 and therefore it seems the “convenient” alternative was for FBC to redraw
the urban boundary!

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Do not redraw the Settlement Boundary in WW17 and exclude HA1 as it does not meet requirements of DS1

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Would then comply with DS1 and HP1

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

HA1 is in the Countryside and outside Settlement Boundary. It does not meet the requirements of existing dwelling
replacement in HP1 and therefore should not be considered for allocation without meeting the further
requirements for development in the Countryside

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Policy: HP4 - Five-year Housing Land Supply

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Re-Assess HA1 in respect of being outside the Urban settlement and in terms of OAHN and Local Sustainability
from an amenities and infrastructure perspective
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure that Development in the Countryside is only considered with the requirements set forth in the
relevant Policies and that any allocation proposed is locally sustainable through the addition of amenities and
infrastructure to support the number of new dwellings proposed.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

HA1 Allocation needs to be re-evaluated to ensure the  appropriate amount of infrastructure and amenities are
delivered before any Development begins

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

7) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on
Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to use this as access through a widening of the Lane.
This will result in a considerable negative impact on the character of the  lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular
users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood
Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via 3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and
proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious gridlock and accident blackspots

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

A full Local Transport Assessment needs to be conducted for the routes serving HA1

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure that traffic and safety implications of an additional 830 dwellings in a relatively compact area have
been properly considered

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will carry out a Full Local Transport Assessment for HA1 to determine the flow of traffic and congestion
cause through the additional 1600 vehicular movements each day. In particular the safety of Brook Lane will be
reviewed in the light of the "Pinch point" just beyond the School, which is on a blind corner and likely to result in
injury or fatality, either from a head on collision or a vehicle striking a pedestrian from having to mount the kerb.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

8) Paragraph: 10.15

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets where the majority of the houses are proposed.
Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed,  hasn't more consideration been given to HA1 in the transport
assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is
no reference for the mitigation required to reduce congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not
being Positively Prepared in this respect.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

A full local Transport Assessment will be conducted for the routes serving HA1

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure it was Positively prepared by taking into account the challenges of increased vehicular movements
caused by HA1

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will conduct a full and thorough Local Transport Assessment to determine any traffic and safety issues
created by HA1 and will ensure that the appropriate mitigation has been agreed before any allocation is approved.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

9) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 14.6 of Final Transport Assessment reads; "In conclusion, based on the work of this Strategic Transport
Assessment, it is considered that the quantum and distribution of the development proposed in the Fareham Local
Plan, and the resulting transport impacts, are capable of mitigation at the strategic level, and that the plan is
therefore deliverable and sound from a transport perspective." This statement doesn't include the area HA1, of the
local plan with 830 homes and isn't assessed within the Transport Plan document.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Transport Assessment has only been done at the Macro level (Strategic) and not local level - Need a detailed
Transport Assessment for HA1

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure that the appropriate mitigation is in place for the additional traffic created by an extra 830 dwellings
in the local area

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA shall conduct a detailed Local Transport Assessment for HA1 before an allocation is approved

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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10) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HA1: Page 52 indicates the need for the provision of “2 junior football pitches” Why are these not shown in
the Masterplan?

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Include on the Masterplan where the two junior football pitches are proposed

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Masterplan would be made consistent with Policy HA1

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Two Junior football pitches to be shown on the masterplan

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

11) Paragraph: 3.27

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 3.27 fig 3.2 There are actually more than the indicated 8 potential growth areas shown on the map
(assuming that these are construed as being the proposed allocations). This needs correction.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Either change the number of potential growth areas or modify the Map to be consistent with the figure of 8

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would be consistent

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Update the Map or change the number (8) mentioned in Para 3.27

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

12) Paragraph: 3.37
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Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 3.37 is in conflict with Para 4.13  over the definition of small-scale development – is it sites of less than 1 Ha
or development of not more than 4 dwellings?

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Ensure the numbers are the same in both Paras

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would be consistent

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Change either Para 3.37 or 4.13 to make them consistent

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Unknown2 Unknown2
Unknown2

Respondent details:

Title:

First Name: Unknown2

Last Name: Unknown2

Job Title: (where relevant)

Organisation: (where relevant)

Address:

Postcode:

Telephone Number:

Email Address:

1) Paragraph: 4.2

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 4.2 of the Publication Plan is unsound because it bases housing numbers on a proposed new methodology
for calculating need and there is a tangible risk that it may not be adopted by the government. In addition Page 37
Paras 4.12, 4.16 and Policy HP1 Illustrates that whilst a contingency buffer of 1094 homes has been made, the
Plan is heavily reliant on the certainty of delivery on 4858 houses at Welborne.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should wait until Government has confirmed the methodology for calculating OAHN

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure the Plan is consistent with Government Policy

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will defer any allocations until the Government has confirmed the Methodology for calculating OAHN

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 5.41
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Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 5.41 The LPA argues for an average occupancy rate of 2.4 for a 4/5 bed dwelling in regards to Nitrate budget
calculations. To the contrary, it is stated here that the spectrum of occupancy for affordable homes will be in the
range of 4-6. The claims in the Publication Plan are therefore not reflected in the council’s own proposals and
requirements.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Review to provide a more reasonable level of occupancy for Dwellings when determining Nitrate budgets

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would make the Plan more realistic in terms of the real average occupancy levels in the Housing proposed
locally

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The Nitrate budget calculations should be undertaken with respect to average occupancy rates in the area (The
Council's own figures for Affordable homes is between 4 and 6 people per dwelling and not 2.4 - So the number
should probably be in the region of 3-4 at a minimum.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: CC4 - Renewable and Low Carbon Energy

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 8.6 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds Building Regulations but
no percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound and effective approach to
carbon emissions reduction in the Borough.  Para 11.36 Developers are encouraged to design for natural
ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards are set. Just meeting building regulations will not see the
country meet the Government promised carbon reductions. The council therefore should set standards to ensure
developers are designing for sustainability much like the London boroughs that are using new standards of SAP10
which although not yet within building regulations, should be adhered to.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Ensure that the Plan includes emission reduction Targets in order to meet or exceed the levels that can contribute
to the Governments overall Carbon reductions.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It is not sufficient to just require Developers to meet/exceed current Building Regulations when their are no
specific percentage reductions mentioned
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will allow Developments when it has been calculated that the local carbon emissions generated by the
site has been reduced by x% and that the site conforms with Government Policy SAP 10

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Paragraph: 7.13

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 7.13 Local retail/commercial facilities figures do not cater for the additional houses in Warsash. For example,
no additional convenience goods floor space has been allocated to Warsash.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Assessment of LOCAL amenities including Retail floorspace

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would contribute to making the developments Sustainable

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Any allocation must be justified in terms of the number of Dwellings proposed, by a review of the strain on Local
Amenities and Infrastructure. If either is assessed to be inadequate, Allocation will not be approved until such local
infrastructure/amenities have satisfied the assessed needs of the community.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Paragraph: 7.18

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 7.18 Out of town shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers
away from local shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

A review of Local Shopping needs (vs Out of Town) is needed before any allocations are made

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Will contribute to Sustainability by cutting down on vehicular movements and adding to local employment numbers
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Before any allocation is approved the LPA will assess the Local Retail and Shopping facilities to minimise the need
for vehicular trips, provide for local employment and contribute to the Sustainability of such Allocation.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Policy: TIN4 - Infrastructure Delivery

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Section 5.4 Education is planned with HCC but the period of any proposed
extensions for child placements is only up to 2021 whereas the Plan covers up to 2037. This is not a sound
approach for the education of our children. Education  Para 10.27 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Table item 83 calls
for section 106 provisions of additional Early Years Foundation Provision (EYP)  within the Western Wards
however HA1 does not indicate the placement of a nursery or pre-school within the development area. Where is
the child placement contribution to be allocated as the IDP calls for the addition of 83 placements whereas there
are over 1000 new dwellings being proposed for the Warsash area alone.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Include child placements forecast to 2037 (not 2021) and review the EYP numbers for 1000 new dwellings
proposed in Warsash

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Would cover the Plan duration and reflect a reasonable demand based on the actual number of new Dwellings (83
placements is obviously too low!)

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The Child Placements and EYP  up to 2037 will be assessed and Schools extensions funded and planned
accordingly to accommodate the increased Educational needs of the area.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

7) Policy: TIN4 - Infrastructure Delivery

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings.
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What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Need to commit to appropriate increase in local doctors and dentists (healthcare needs)

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Make it relevant to current and future needs (not based on historic data) and be sufficient to support the additional
1000 dwellings proposed for Warsash

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Local Healthcare facilities will be assessed and committed to, using future predicted demand from over 1000 new
dwellings in the Warsash area

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Unknown3 Unknown3
Unknown3

Respondent details:

Title:

First Name: Unknown3

Last Name: Unknown3

Job Title: (where relevant)

Organisation: (where relevant)

Address:

Postcode:

Telephone Number:

Email Address:

1) Paragraph: 1.28

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.28 In agreeing to take up a shortfall in homes of 847 from Portsmouth, Fareham Council are taking a risk
as the new methodology for calculating Housing Need has not been signed off by the Government and the
Housing Delivery test will not be available during this public consultation period.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

State that the final figures for Housing need in the Borough, including adjacent councils will be available once the
new government methodology has been confirmed

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The basis for Housing numbers would be supported by an accepted methodology rather than a proposed one

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Only PROVISIONAL figures for Housing needs are available in this Plan. The LPA will be able to provide final
figures once the new methodology for calculation of OAHN is confirmed by the Government

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 3.1
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Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 3.10 The decision to “rewild” the Stubbington Strategic Gap was made without consultation with council
officers or elected Members. Instead, this announcement came via a press release issued after the start of the
Full Council meeting which was in the process of debating this Plan?

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

A full decision needs to be made regarding the Stubbington Gap status

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

To include a consultation with Council Officers in order to decide on whether or not to "rewild" the Stubbington
Gap

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The Stubbington Strategic Gap will be the subject of a Consultation by Council Officers. A decision over how
allocations may be allowed in this area versus a complete "rewild" exercise will be concluded.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: CC2 - Managing Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The Publication Plan does not consider the risk of Groundwater Flooding in the vicinity of HA1

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Council needs to carry out a Groundwater Flooding assessment in the vicinity of HA1

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

GroundWater Flooding (Different to Surface Water and Fluvial flooding) is an insidious threat which involves the
gradual heightening of the water table until finally Ground Water seeps into properties and into the drainage
system, causing major source of Flooding and Pollution. Including the threat of concentrated Nitrates leeching into
the Solent.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The LPA will conduct a thorough investigation of the potential for Groundwater flooding in the vicinity of HA1 and
produce a mitigation plan to avoid any such instance from occurring due to the additional load created by the 830
Dwellings being proposed.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Charlotte Varney
2011-171355

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: Charlotte

Last Name: Varney

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 36 Newtown Road

Postcode: SO31 9FZ

Telephone Number: 07786261603

Email Address: charlotte.varney@yahoo.co.uk

1) Paragraph: BOROUGHWIDE POLICIES (HP4, HP10, H1, E1, R1-4, CC1-4, 
NE1, NE3-6, NE8-10, TIN1-2, D1-3, D5, HE1, HE3-6)

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The map boundaries for the Warsash area have been moved post the planning.  This is not legal, sound or
compliant with a duty to cooperate.

Para 1.5 Introduction: Statement of Community Involvement Paragraph 2.1 says a “variety of methods” should be
used to solicit comments from the public. Because paper-based documents failed to be employed across the
borough, a large proportion of residents were deprived of sharing their opinion. This was exacerbated by Covid
restrictions, limiting the access to libraries and the council office. The Publication Plan Introduction Page 1
specifies that representations should focus solely on “Tests of Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s guidance
in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of ”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate” This is
misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to provide commentary. Community Involvement
Since 2017 residents’ concerns have not been considered regardless of protest marches, deputations and
objections raised. For example, despite a petition exceeding the prerequisite number of signatures needed to
trigger a Full Council meeting debate, such debate was refused, even after a challenge was raised to the Council’s
scrutiny Board. It is discriminatory that community-generated evidence carries less weight than that provided by
Developers consultants. E.g. regarding previous use of land in Nitrate budget calculations similarly with traffic
survey results captured by residents and Community Speedwatch teams. Para 4.7 The Warsash Neighbourhood
Forum (although now defunct) were never consulted with respect to their intention to allocate housing, in line with
Para 66 of the NPPF.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Return to original boundaries

The Publication Plan Introduction Page 1 specifies that representations should focus solely on “Tests of
Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s guidance in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of
”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate” This is misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to
provide commentary

3593
Rectangle
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Return to original boundaries would be the correct thing to do.

The Publication Plan Introduction Page 1 specifies that representations should focus solely on “Tests of
Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s guidance in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of
”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate” This is misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to
provide commentary.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

I am not a legal expert and therefore suggest the people who wrote the policy make the correct amendments

The Publication Plan Introduction Page 1 specifies that representations should focus solely on “Tests of
Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s guidance in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of
”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate” This is misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to
provide commentary.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 1.16

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.16: No mention is made of the 2017 unadopted draft Plan and Officers confirm it is the previous, 2015 plan
which is extant. Para 4.8 Allows the LPA to consider Housing sites allocated in the previous adopted (extant) Local
Plan. Yet, whilst HA1 did not feature in the extant 2015 Plan, page 38 ignores this, stating that housing will be
provided through HA1 and other local sites. The total new homes proposed for specific sites across the Borough
(not including Welborne) is 1342. It is an unfair distribution for HA1 (proposed at 830 dwellings) to contribute 62%
of this quantum. Moreover, whilst FBC recently enjoyed an overall reduction in new houses of 22.5% they are now
proposing Warsash should endure a 20% increase in their local number! Housing Allocations There is no joined
up “Masterplan” for HA1 (with developers working in complete isolation of one another). Therefore, another
environmental impact assessment must be conducted showing the cumulative effect of HA1 in its entirety. Para
4.19 Housing policies HA(2,5,6,8,11,14,16,18,20,21,25) are no longer proposed allocations. So, why was HA1
singled out as an allocation and how was the Objectively Assessed Housing Need arrived at for this site?
Developers have taken advantage of the LPA’s decision to propose HA1 within (the now defunct) 2017 Plan and
have submitted Applications that the LPA have resolved to grant permission on (many ahead of and likely contrary
to) the Publication Plan. Others claiming their sites fit well with HA1 has now resulted in the boundaries of HA1
being adjusted to accommodate them. This seems to mark an inappropriate powershift toward the Developers

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 4.19 Housing policies HA(2,5,6,8,11,14,16,18,20,21,25) are no longer proposed allocations. So, why was
HA1 singled out as an allocation and how was the Objectively Assessed Housing Need arrived at for this site?

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Developers have taken advantage of the LPA’s decision to propose HA1 within (the now defunct) 2017 Plan and
have submitted Applications that the LPA have resolved to grant permission on (many ahead of and likely contrary
to) the Publication Plan. Others claiming their sites fit well with HA1 has now resulted in the boundaries of HA1
being adjusted to accommodate them. This seems to mark an inappropriate powershift toward the Developers.
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Developers have taken advantage of the LPA’s decision to propose HA1 within (the now defunct) 2017 Plan and
have submitted Applications that the LPA have resolved to grant permission on (many ahead of and likely contrary
to) the Publication Plan. Others claiming their sites fit well with HA1 has now resulted in the boundaries of HA1
being adjusted to accommodate them. This seems to mark an inappropriate powershift toward the Developers.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: CC1 - Climate Change

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared Carbon Reduction Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds
Building Regulations but no percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound
and effective approach to carbon emissions reduction in the Borough. Para 11.36 Developers are encouraged to
design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards are set. Just meeting building regulations
will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon reductions. The council therefore should set
standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much like the London boroughs that are using new
standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building regulations, should be adhered to

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared Carbon Reduction Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds
Building Regulations but no percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound
and effective approach to carbon emissions reduction in the Borough. Para 11.36 Developers are encouraged to
design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards are set. Just meeting building regulations
will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon reductions. The council therefore should set
standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much like the London boroughs that are using new
standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building regulations, should be adhered to

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared Carbon Reduction Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds
Building Regulations but no percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound
and effective approach to carbon emissions reduction in the Borough. Para 11.36 Developers are encouraged to
design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards are set. Just meeting building regulations
will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon reductions. The council therefore should set
standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much like the London boroughs that are using new
standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building regulations, should be adhered to
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared Carbon Reduction Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds
Building Regulations but no percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound
and effective approach to carbon emissions reduction in the Borough. Para 11.36 Developers are encouraged to
design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards are set. Just meeting building regulations
will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon reductions. The council therefore should set
standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much like the London boroughs that are using new
standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building regulations, should be adhered to

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Paragraph: 9.1

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 9.10 Whereas the LPA is aspiring to Nitrate Neutrality, Strategic Policy NE1 requires designated sites be
protected and ENHANCED Likewise Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms permissions will be granted when the
integrity of designated sites be maintained or IMPROVED. Finally, Page 199 Para 9.54 indicates that proposals for
development should provide a net REDUCTION in eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable
condition. The LPA’s approach therefore contravenes both the Habitats Directive and the Publication Plan in
respect of these policies. Furthermore, a leading QC’s opinion is it is unclear how any development could be
contemplated in the Western Wards without negatively impacting the SAC and RAMSAR sites and therefore
based on proximity alone, this would invalidate the deliverability of these developments. As per advice from
Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal obligations and satisfy themselves beyond
scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients
generated by new residential development, has been mitigated (rather than compensated). There is doubt that the
LPA is applying the Natural England advice correctly and lawfully in this respect.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 9.10 Whereas the LPA is aspiring to Nitrate Neutrality, Strategic Policy NE1 requires designated sites be
protected and ENHANCED Likewise Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms permissions will be granted when the
integrity of designated sites be maintained or IMPROVED. Finally, Page 199 Para 9.54 indicates that proposals for
development should provide a net REDUCTION in eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable
condition. The LPA’s approach therefore contravenes both the Habitats Directive and the Publication Plan in
respect of these policies. Furthermore, a leading QC’s opinion is it is unclear how any development could be
contemplated in the Western Wards without negatively impacting the SAC and RAMSAR sites and therefore
based on proximity alone, this would invalidate the deliverability of these developments. As per advice from
Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal obligations and satisfy themselves beyond
scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients
generated by new residential development, has been mitigated (rather than compensated). There is doubt that the
LPA is applying the Natural England advice correctly and lawfully in this respect.
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 9.10 Whereas the LPA is aspiring to Nitrate Neutrality, Strategic Policy NE1 requires designated sites be
protected and ENHANCED Likewise Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms permissions will be granted when the
integrity of designated sites be maintained or IMPROVED. Finally, Page 199 Para 9.54 indicates that proposals for
development should provide a net REDUCTION in eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable
condition. The LPA’s approach therefore contravenes both the Habitats Directive and the Publication Plan in
respect of these policies. Furthermore, a leading QC’s opinion is it is unclear how any development could be
contemplated in the Western Wards without negatively impacting the SAC and RAMSAR sites and therefore
based on proximity alone, this would invalidate the deliverability of these developments. As per advice from
Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal obligations and satisfy themselves beyond
scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients
generated by new residential development, has been mitigated (rather than compensated). There is doubt that the
LPA is applying the Natural England advice correctly and lawfully in this respect.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 9.10 Whereas the LPA is aspiring to Nitrate Neutrality, Strategic Policy NE1 requires designated sites be
protected and ENHANCED Likewise Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms permissions will be granted when the
integrity of designated sites be maintained or IMPROVED. Finally, Page 199 Para 9.54 indicates that proposals for
development should provide a net REDUCTION in eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable
condition. The LPA’s approach therefore contravenes both the Habitats Directive and the Publication Plan in
respect of these policies. Furthermore, a leading QC’s opinion is it is unclear how any development could be
contemplated in the Western Wards without negatively impacting the SAC and RAMSAR sites and therefore
based on proximity alone, this would invalidate the deliverability of these developments. As per advice from
Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal obligations and satisfy themselves beyond
scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients
generated by new residential development, has been mitigated (rather than compensated). There is doubt that the
LPA is applying the Natural England advice correctly and lawfully in this respect.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Paragraph: 2.1

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HA1 (currently a Greenfield site), is proposed to be re-designated as an urban area (via the re-definition of
Settlement Boundaries ref. WW17). In the Foreword to Publication Plan: Greenfield sites are less favoured
locations for development. Para 2.10 states Fareham Borough will retain its identity, valued landscapes and
settlement definition and will protect its natural, built and historic assets. The proposed allocation of Policy HA1
contradicts these aspirations and those of Para 2.12 “Strategic Priorities” which strive to maximise development
within the urban area and away from the wider countryside and to create places which encourage healthier
lifestyles. The re-designation of the Policy HA1 to urban status and the movement of the Settlement Boundary to
encompass it, is a blatant and possibly, unethical, manœuvre by stealth of the council, to suit its own objectives.
Strategic Policy DS1 (Paras 5.6 and 3.36) deals with the need (in exceptional circumstances and where necessary
and justified) for residential development in the countryside on previously developed land. Additionally, Policy HP1
calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet such need on a one-for one replacement dwelling basis.
These conditions do not apply to HA1 and therefore it seems the “convenient” alternative was for FBC to redraw
the urban boundary
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What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Policy HA1 (currently a Greenfield site), is proposed to be re-designated as an urban area (via the re-definition of
Settlement Boundaries ref. WW17). In the Foreword to Publication Plan: Greenfield sites are less favoured
locations for development. Para 2.10 states Fareham Borough will retain its identity, valued landscapes and
settlement definition and will protect its natural, built and historic assets. The proposed allocation of Policy HA1
contradicts these aspirations and those of Para 2.12 “Strategic Priorities” which strive to maximise development
within the urban area and away from the wider countryside and to create places which encourage healthier
lifestyles. The re-designation of the Policy HA1 to urban status and the movement of the Settlement Boundary to
encompass it, is a blatant and possibly, unethical, manœuvre by stealth of the council, to suit its own objectives.
Strategic Policy DS1 (Paras 5.6 and 3.36) deals with the need (in exceptional circumstances and where necessary
and justified) for residential development in the countryside on previously developed land. Additionally, Policy HP1
calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet such need on a one-for one replacement dwelling basis.
These conditions do not apply to HA1 and therefore it seems the “convenient” alternative was for FBC to redraw
the urban boundary

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Policy HA1 (currently a Greenfield site), is proposed to be re-designated as an urban area (via the re-definition of
Settlement Boundaries ref. WW17). In the Foreword to Publication Plan: Greenfield sites are less favoured
locations for development. Para 2.10 states Fareham Borough will retain its identity, valued landscapes and
settlement definition and will protect its natural, built and historic assets. The proposed allocation of Policy HA1
contradicts these aspirations and those of Para 2.12 “Strategic Priorities” which strive to maximise development
within the urban area and away from the wider countryside and to create places which encourage healthier
lifestyles. The re-designation of the Policy HA1 to urban status and the movement of the Settlement Boundary to
encompass it, is a blatant and possibly, unethical, manœuvre by stealth of the council, to suit its own objectives.
Strategic Policy DS1 (Paras 5.6 and 3.36) deals with the need (in exceptional circumstances and where necessary
and justified) for residential development in the countryside on previously developed land. Additionally, Policy HP1
calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet such need on a one-for one replacement dwelling basis.
These conditions do not apply to HA1 and therefore it seems the “convenient” alternative was for FBC to redraw
the urban boundary

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Policy HA1 (currently a Greenfield site), is proposed to be re-designated as an urban area (via the re-definition of
Settlement Boundaries ref. WW17). In the Foreword to Publication Plan: Greenfield sites are less favoured
locations for development. Para 2.10 states Fareham Borough will retain its identity, valued landscapes and
settlement definition and will protect its natural, built and historic assets. The proposed allocation of Policy HA1
contradicts these aspirations and those of Para 2.12 “Strategic Priorities” which strive to maximise development
within the urban area and away from the wider countryside and to create places which encourage healthier
lifestyles. The re-designation of the Policy HA1 to urban status and the movement of the Settlement Boundary to
encompass it, is a blatant and possibly, unethical, manœuvre by stealth of the council, to suit its own objectives.
Strategic Policy DS1 (Paras 5.6 and 3.36) deals with the need (in exceptional circumstances and where necessary
and justified) for residential development in the countryside on previously developed land. Additionally, Policy HP1
calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet such need on a one-for one replacement dwelling basis.
These conditions do not apply to HA1 and therefore it seems the “convenient” alternative was for FBC to redraw
the urban boundary

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Paragraph: 5.24

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications. Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite
recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to
use this as access through a widening of the Lane. This will result in a considerable negative impact on the
character of the lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses
onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via
3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious
gridlock and accident blackspots. Infrastructure Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets
where the majority of the houses are proposed. Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed, hasn't more
consideration been given to HA1 in the transport assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an
additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is no reference for the mitigation required to reduce
congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not being Positively Prepared in this respect. Para
10.14 The Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment at Para 14.16 reads; "In conclusion, based on the work of
this Strategic Transport Assessment, it is considered that the quantum and distribution of the development
proposed in the Fareham Local Plan, and the resulting transport impacts, are capable of mitigation at the strategic
level, and that the plan is therefore deliverable and sound from a transport perspective." This statement doesn't
include the area HA1, of the local plan with 830 homes and isn't assessed within the The Local Plan Strategic
Transport Assessment document. Policy HA1: Page 52 indicates the need for the provision of “2 junior football
pitches” Why are these not shown in the Masterplan

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications. Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite
recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to
use this as access through a widening of the Lane. This will result in a considerable negative impact on the
character of the lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses
onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via
3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious
gridlock and accident blackspots. Infrastructure Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets
where the majority of the houses are proposed. Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed, hasn't more
consideration been given to HA1 in the transport assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an
additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is no reference for the mitigation required to reduce
congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not being Positively Prepared in this respect. Para
10.14 The Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment at Para 14.16 reads; "In conclusion, based on the work of
this Strategic Transport Assessment, it is considered that the quantum and distribution of the development
proposed in the Fareham Local Plan, and the resulting transport impacts, are capable of mitigation at the strategic
level, and that the plan is therefore deliverable and sound from a transport perspective." This statement doesn't
include the area HA1, of the local plan with 830 homes and isn't assessed within the The Local Plan Strategic
Transport Assessment document. Policy HA1: Page 52 indicates the need for the provision of “2 junior football
pitches” Why are these not shown in the Masterplan

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications. Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite
recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to
use this as access through a widening of the Lane. This will result in a considerable negative impact on the
character of the lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses
onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via
3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious
gridlock and accident blackspots. Infrastructure Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets
where the majority of the houses are proposed. Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed, hasn't more
consideration been given to HA1 in the transport assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an
additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is no reference for the mitigation required to reduce
congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not being Positively Prepared in this respect. Para
10.14 The Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment at Para 14.16 reads; "In conclusion, based on the work of
this Strategic Transport Assessment, it is considered that the quantum and distribution of the development
proposed in the Fareham Local Plan, and the resulting transport impacts, are capable of mitigation at the strategic
level, and that the plan is therefore deliverable and sound from a transport perspective." This statement doesn't
include the area HA1, of the local plan with 830 homes and isn't assessed within the The Local Plan Strategic
Transport Assessment document. Policy HA1: Page 52 indicates the need for the provision of “2 junior football
pitches” Why are these not shown in the Masterplan
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications. Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite
recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to
use this as access through a widening of the Lane. This will result in a considerable negative impact on the
character of the lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses
onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via
3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious
gridlock and accident blackspots. Infrastructure Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets
where the majority of the houses are proposed. Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed, hasn't more
consideration been given to HA1 in the transport assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an
additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is no reference for the mitigation required to reduce
congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not being Positively Prepared in this respect. Para
10.14 The Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment at Para 14.16 reads; "In conclusion, based on the work of
this Strategic Transport Assessment, it is considered that the quantum and distribution of the development
proposed in the Fareham Local Plan, and the resulting transport impacts, are capable of mitigation at the strategic
level, and that the plan is therefore deliverable and sound from a transport perspective." This statement doesn't
include the area HA1, of the local plan with 830 homes and isn't assessed within the The Local Plan Strategic
Transport Assessment document. Policy HA1: Page 52 indicates the need for the provision of “2 junior football
pitches” Why are these not shown in the Masterplan

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

7) Paragraph: 3.27

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 3.27 fig 3.2 There are actually more than the indicated 8 potential growth areas shown on the map
(assuming that these are construed as being the proposed allocations). This needs correction. Housing Need
Methodology Para 3.37 is in conflict with Para 4.13 over the definition of small-scale development – is it sites of
less than 1 Ha or development of not more than 4 dwellings? Para 4.2 of the Publication Plan is unsound because
it bases housing numbers on a proposed new methodology for calculating need and there is a tangible risk that it
may not be adopted by the government. In addition Page 37 Paras 4.12, 4.16 and Policy HP1 Illustrates that whilst
a contingency buffer of 1094 homes has been made, the Plan is heavily reliant on the certainty of delivery on 4858
houses at Welborne.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 3.27 fig 3.2 There are actually more than the indicated 8 potential growth areas shown on the map
(assuming that these are construed as being the proposed allocations). This needs correction. Housing Need
Methodology Para 3.37 is in conflict with Para 4.13 over the definition of small-scale development – is it sites of
less than 1 Ha or development of not more than 4 dwellings? Para 4.2 of the Publication Plan is unsound because
it bases housing numbers on a proposed new methodology for calculating need and there is a tangible risk that it
may not be adopted by the government. In addition Page 37 Paras 4.12, 4.16 and Policy HP1 Illustrates that whilst
a contingency buffer of 1094 homes has been made, the Plan is heavily reliant on the certainty of delivery on 4858
houses at Welborne.
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 3.27 fig 3.2 There are actually more than the indicated 8 potential growth areas shown on the map
(assuming that these are construed as being the proposed allocations). This needs correction. Housing Need
Methodology Para 3.37 is in conflict with Para 4.13 over the definition of small-scale development – is it sites of
less than 1 Ha or development of not more than 4 dwellings? Para 4.2 of the Publication Plan is unsound because
it bases housing numbers on a proposed new methodology for calculating need and there is a tangible risk that it
may not be adopted by the government. In addition Page 37 Paras 4.12, 4.16 and Policy HP1 Illustrates that whilst
a contingency buffer of 1094 homes has been made, the Plan is heavily reliant on the certainty of delivery on 4858
houses at Welborne.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 3.27 fig 3.2 There are actually more than the indicated 8 potential growth areas shown on the map
(assuming that these are construed as being the proposed allocations). This needs correction. Housing Need
Methodology Para 3.37 is in conflict with Para 4.13 over the definition of small-scale development – is it sites of
less than 1 Ha or development of not more than 4 dwellings? Para 4.2 of the Publication Plan is unsound because
it bases housing numbers on a proposed new methodology for calculating need and there is a tangible risk that it
may not be adopted by the government. In addition Page 37 Paras 4.12, 4.16 and Policy HP1 Illustrates that whilst
a contingency buffer of 1094 homes has been made, the Plan is heavily reliant on the certainty of delivery on 4858
houses at Welborne.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

8) Paragraph: 5.41

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 5.41 The LPA argues for an average occupancy rate of 2.4 for a 4/5 bed dwelling in regards to Nitrate budget
calculations. To the contrary, it is stated here that the spectrum of occupancy for affordable homes will be in the
range of 4-6. The claims in the Publication Plan are therefore not reflected in the council’s own proposals and
requirements.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 5.41 The LPA argues for an average occupancy rate of 2.4 for a 4/5 bed dwelling in regards to Nitrate budget
calculations. To the contrary, it is stated here that the spectrum of occupancy for affordable homes will be in the
range of 4-6. The claims in the Publication Plan are therefore not reflected in the council’s own proposals and
requirements.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Make the numbers reasonable and recalculate the proposal realistically

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Use occupancy rates of 4-6

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

9) Paragraph: 8.6
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Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

ara 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

ara 8.60 Section 8 mentions the requirement of meeting CO2 emission reduction targets, but instead of stating
what the targets should be, the Plan simply refers to individual developments power generation rather than what
each should deliver over and above Building Regulations requirements, on this basis the plan is not Positively
Prepared

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

10) Paragraph: 11.34

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds Building Regulations but no
percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound and effective approach to
carbon emissions reduction in the Borough

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds Building Regulations but no
percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound and effective approach to
carbon emissions reduction in the Borough

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds Building Regulations but no
percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound and effective approach to
carbon emissions reduction in the Borough



Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Charlotte Varney (1412-181815)Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Charlotte Varney (1412-181815) Page 11Page 11

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 11.34 The council will support applications where development exceeds Building Regulations but no
percentage target for improvement has been set. The Plan is therefore not a Sound and effective approach to
carbon emissions reduction in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

11) Paragraph: 11.36

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

ara 11.36 Developers are encouraged to design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards
are set. Just meeting building regulations will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon
reductions. The council therefore should set standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much
like the London boroughs that are using new standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building
regulations, should be adhered to

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 11.36 Developers are encouraged to design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards
are set. Just meeting building regulations will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon
reductions. The council therefore should set standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much
like the London boroughs that are using new standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building
regulations, should be adhered to

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 11.36 Developers are encouraged to design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards
are set. Just meeting building regulations will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon
reductions. The council therefore should set standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much
like the London boroughs that are using new standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building
regulations, should be adhered to

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

ara 11.36 Developers are encouraged to design for natural ventilation and green infrastructure but no standards
are set. Just meeting building regulations will not see the country meet the Government promised carbon
reductions. The council therefore should set standards to ensure developers are designing for sustainability much
like the London boroughs that are using new standards of SAP10 which although not yet within building
regulations, should be adhered to

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

12) Paragraph: 7.13

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 7.13 Local retail/commercial facilities figures do not cater for the additional houses in Warsash. For example,
no additional convenience goods floor space has been allocated to Warsash. Facilities Para 7.18 Out of town
shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers away from local
shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 7.13 Local retail/commercial facilities figures do not cater for the additional houses in Warsash. For example,
no additional convenience goods floor space has been allocated to Warsash. Facilities Para 7.18 Out of town
shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers away from local
shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 7.13 Local retail/commercial facilities figures do not cater for the additional houses in Warsash. For example,
no additional convenience goods floor space has been allocated to Warsash. Facilities Para 7.18 Out of town
shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers away from local
shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 7.13 Local retail/commercial facilities figures do not cater for the additional houses in Warsash. For example,
no additional convenience goods floor space has been allocated to Warsash. Facilities Para 7.18 Out of town
shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers away from local
shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

13) Paragraph: 10.26

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Section 5.4 Education is planned with HCC but the period of any proposed
extensions for child placements is only up to 2021 whereas the Plan covers up to 2037. This is not a sound
approach for the education of our children. Education Para 10.27 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Table item 83 calls
for section 106 provisions of additional Early Years Foundation Provision (EYP) within the Western Wards
however HA1 does not indicate the placement of a nursery or pre-school within the development area. Where is
the child placement contribution to be allocated as the IDP calls for the addition of 83 placements whereas there
are over 1000 new dwellings being proposed for the Warsash area alone.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Section 5.4 Education is planned with HCC but the period of any proposed
extensions for child placements is only up to 2021 whereas the Plan covers up to 2037. This is not a sound
approach for the education of our children. Education Para 10.27 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Table item 83 calls
for section 106 provisions of additional Early Years Foundation Provision (EYP) within the Western Wards
however HA1 does not indicate the placement of a nursery or pre-school within the development area. Where is
the child placement contribution to be allocated as the IDP calls for the addition of 83 placements whereas there
are over 1000 new dwellings being proposed for the Warsash area alone.
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Section 5.4 Education is planned with HCC but the period of any proposed
extensions for child placements is only up to 2021 whereas the Plan covers up to 2037. This is not a sound
approach for the education of our children. Education Para 10.27 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Table item 83 calls
for section 106 provisions of additional Early Years Foundation Provision (EYP) within the Western Wards
however HA1 does not indicate the placement of a nursery or pre-school within the development area. Where is
the child placement contribution to be allocated as the IDP calls for the addition of 83 placements whereas there
are over 1000 new dwellings being proposed for the Warsash area alone.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Section 5.4 Education is planned with HCC but the period of any proposed
extensions for child placements is only up to 2021 whereas the Plan covers up to 2037. This is not a sound
approach for the education of our children. Education Para 10.27 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Table item 83 calls
for section 106 provisions of additional Early Years Foundation Provision (EYP) within the Western Wards
however HA1 does not indicate the placement of a nursery or pre-school within the development area. Where is
the child placement contribution to be allocated as the IDP calls for the addition of 83 placements whereas there
are over 1000 new dwellings being proposed for the Warsash area alone.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

14) Paragraph: 10.26

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings..

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings..

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings..

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

ara 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings..

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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15) Paragraph: 1.28

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.28 In agreeing to take up a shortfall in homes of 847 from Portsmouth, Fareham Council are taking a risk
as the new methodology for calculating Housing Need has not been signed off by the Government and the
Housing Delivery test will not be available during this public consultation period.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 1.28 In agreeing to take up a shortfall in homes of 847 from Portsmouth, Fareham Council are taking a risk
as the new methodology for calculating Housing Need has not been signed off by the Government and the
Housing Delivery test will not be available during this public consultation period.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Para 1.28 In agreeing to take up a shortfall in homes of 847 from Portsmouth, Fareham Council are taking a risk
as the new methodology for calculating Housing Need has not been signed off by the Government and the
Housing Delivery test will not be available during this public consultation period.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Para 1.28 In agreeing to take up a shortfall in homes of 847 from Portsmouth, Fareham Council are taking a risk
as the new methodology for calculating Housing Need has not been signed off by the Government and the
Housing Delivery test will not be available during this public consultation period.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | June Ward
312-181427

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: June

Last Name: Ward

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 101 Newtown Rd Warsash Hants

Postcode: SO31 9GY

Telephone Number: 01489572197

Email Address: sunnywarsash@gmail.com

1) Paragraph: 1.5

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

I do not think I have had access to a variety of methods from which to comment. Had to ring up and get a copy of
Fareham today which took a week to come.I think to the layman a lot of the language used is very contradictory
and misleading i.e. “tests of soundness” does not seem to add up to FBCs Legal compliance and Duty to
cooperate.The community have tried to become involved but everything that we have done deputations, objections
and protest marches have been denied..

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

More weight appears to be given to the developers rather than to the residents. I am totally opposed to the nitrates
budget calculations and consider this needs to be challenged.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

I think that the residents would consider that their concerns have not been taken into account and our opinions
appear to be negated.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

The plan does not meet the legal requirements as the community has been disenfranchised.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, I want to take part in a hearing session

Please outline in the box below why you consider it necessary to take part in the hearing
session(s):

Because it is my right to hear exactly what arguments are put for and against.
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2) Paragraph: 1.6

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

No joined up thinking for HA1; developers have been allowed to work in isolation, so the area is dotted with
developments with no thought of the environmental impact. There should be another Environmental impact
assessment to show what this will mean if it was all carried out.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

No mention made of the 2017 an unadopted draft plan because the planning authority allows for housing sites
which had previously been allocated in an extant local plan.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would appear that everything leans towards the developers as more and more land appears to have been
gobbled up by them. And as everything is being looked at in isolation you cannot get a coherent view of how this
once agrarian landscape is being swamped by housing.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

I do not consider the plan to be effective as it does not take into account the reasonable alternatives available
within the Fareham district.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, I want to take part in a hearing session

Please outline in the box below why you consider it necessary to take part in the hearing
session(s):

Legal right as feel disenfranchised.



1

Keely, Lauren

From: June Ward <sunnywarsash@gmail.com>

Sent: 10 December 2020 15:39

To: Consultation

Subject: Fwd: FBC Continued

Attachments: FBC Continued .docx

For the attention of Katherine Trott 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: June Ward <sunnywarsash@gmail.com> 
Date: 6 December 2020 at 22:28:00 GMT 
To: June Ward <sunnywarsash@gmail.com> 
Subject: FBC Continued 
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Dear Katherine, 
As discussed with you Friday 4  December I enclose the start of my comments on the consultation 
document which you said you would be able to put in the appropriate boxes as I am unable to as I 
found that I could not continue without logging on, each time which was not how the system 
should’ve worked. 
When we spoke you said that you had not received the second paragraph that I submitted so I am 
hoping that I will start there, as you have already received my first submission. 
 
As I am not able to view the pro forma I hope you will be able to put them into the correct boxes as 
obviously with only one iPad that I am using to work on and one for my notes which I have made, it 
would be too torturous. 
 
So onto matters of legal compliance which I believe is paragraph 1.6 
 
There is no mention of the 2017  unadopted draft plan although it has been confirmed that it was in 
the previous 2015 plan. 
Although there was an overall reduction in the new housing it would appear that Warsash is 
actually going to take 20% more. HA1 has no joined up thinking. There should be an environmental 
impact on all of the sites proposed , so that each one is not seen in isolation. 
 
Paragraph 4.19 states that many of the housing policies brackets HE256 811 1416 1820 2125 and 
no longer considered to be proposed allocations. I should like to know how objectively assessed 
housing need arrived at the fact that site HA1 was to take the bullet. 
 
It would appear that the developers have taken advantage of the LPA’s decision that proposing 
HA1 would mean that they have carte blanche to submit applications. I believe this is contrary to 
the publication plan.It would also appear that in order to fit in as many houses as possible into HA1 
the boundaries have been adjusted to accommodate them. How does this not look as though the 
Developers have the upper hand and are actually driving this through. 
 
So onto the Habitats directive which again comes under Matters of legal compliance. 
Paragraph 9.10 is about nightrates  neutrality strategic policy. I cannot see how the policy which 
requires designated sites to be protected and enhanced and improved is adhered too. I think the 
word I am looking for is there should be a net reduction the designated sites in unfavourable 
conditions. TheLPA’s way of adjudging is the exact opposite. It would appear that this is in direct 
contravention of both the habitats directive and the publication plan policies. The developments 
contemplated would be negatively impacting theSAC and RAMSAR sites. I cannot see that under 
these circumstances it would be a valid option. 
 
I am calling it a day at present and wonder if you can reply to acknowledge receipt of this and that I 
am actually doing the right thing and making comments that you can import into the 
documentation, 
 
Many thanks, 
 
June Ward 
101 Newtown Road 
Warsash 
SO31 9GY 
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Dear Katherine, 
This next part of my document relates to the Test of Soundness 
 
I am not at all happy with the settlement definition. 
Policy HA1, which is supposedly a greenfield site is proposed to be changed to an urban area – via 
the redefinition of settlement boundaries reference WW 17. Greenfield sites are not particularly 
favourable for development as it says in the forward to the publication plan. 
Paragraph 2.10 says that Fareham Borough aims to retain the identity of the amazing valuable 
landscape and settlement definition, protecting it’s natural, built and historic assets. As someone 
who has lived in Warsash 45 years and been conversant with this area for nearly 10 years before 
that, ie the late 1960’s, is a complete contradiction. What was once a very gentle countryside 
location seems to have been redesignated giving it up and status. And the change of the 
settlement boundary to enable this to happen is in my view completely unethical and beyond belief. 
I take exception to the fact that policy HP1 calls for the efficient use of existing buildings to meet 
such need on a 1 for 1replacement dwelling basis. This is not applicable for HA1 and it would 
appear that FBC has managed to redraw the urban boundary. 
 
My next comment on test of soundness is where infrastructure is concerned. 
 
This concerns policy HP4 to be found paragraph 5.24; I think HA1 demonstrably fails to have any 
thing other than a detrimental effect on the environment, certainly the traffic(witness the two and a 
half hours to get off the motorway on Friday 4 th December, where all roads in and out of Warsash 
were snarled up, as we are a peninsula....or has this not occurred to anyone) and amenity has 
implications. Even now I feel that I cannot venture out too far from Warsash for fear of not getting 
back at a reasonable time due to the amount of traffic on the few roads in and out of Warsash. 
Warsash almost appears to be a prison! Don’t go anywhere because you can’t get back to your 
house! 
  
This ties in with my next point policy HA1. Page 51 talks about traffic routes. As I have said earlier 
it almost feels that one is imprisoned in Warsash. I note that there was a recommendation that 
there should only be six dwellings and Greenaway Lane now I see that the plan proposes for 140 
houses and that to enable this to be accessed the lane needs to be widened. I think the clue is in 
the word Lane. This is a delightful lane to walk through but with that amount of traffic proposed 
would be considerably dangerous. It is already “take your life in your hands to cross Warsash Road 
“let alone the impact of trying to walk within what was once considered countryside. As one gets 
older and appreciates the ability to be able to walk along country lanes. Page 54 suggests there 
should be seven new accesses onto an incredibly busy Brook lane and LockswoodRoad as well as 
an additional iaccess at Brook Lane via three entry points from Greenaway Lane. I have already 
had to change my surgery where I was a patient for 40 odd years as it was impossible to get to the 
surgery on time due to the amount of traffic. My surgery is now in locks Heath Centre. I note that 
there was an occasion some time in the last few few weeks that the Air ambulance was unable to 
land; and ambulance was unable to get there because of the gridlock. My point is very much that 
the proximity of these access points and the position of such will cause even more gridlock. We are 
a peninsular we are hemmed in. More traffic will make us feel that we are even more in a cage. 
 
Continuing with my other comments about infrastructure 
Paragraph 10.15 where has that been an analysis of roads where the new houses are proposed. If 
we are considering 830 new dwellings what about the transport assessment for HA1. Although 
there could be an average of two cars per dwelling I know from experience that at one point, with 
our daughters coming and going from University, we had five cars in the driveway, which we could 
accommodate.....many of the new homes will not have this advantage, and extra cars will be 
accommodated on the roads.. how therefore is there no reference for the mitigation required to 
reduce congestion by 2037. Plan as presented failed the test of soundness by not being positively 
prepared in this respect.In this very Rural area one has to have access to a car to get anywhere, 
unless being confined to one’s home is the way forward for FBC. I cannot see that paragraph 
10.14 helps any of us. 
 



I have had the pleasure of one of my family is moving closer to live with me in Warsash and the 
boys are very involved in outdoor activities so it was a joy that I saw there was provision of two 
junior football pitches however these appear to be missed off of the master plan? 
 



Document 3 for FBC 
 
Dear Katherine, 
 
This relates to Test of soundness- 
 
Housing need methodology 
 
I think there is a disparity CE paragraph 3.27 figure 3.2. The map shows that there are eight 
possible growth areas when there are actually more than this. Could you confirm which is the 
correct one. 
Again paragraph 3.37 does not align with paragraph 4.13 regarding the definition of small-scale 
development. In other words, is it sites of less than 1Ha or development of not more than four 
dwellings. 
Again under the same heading; paragraph 4.2 of the publication plan is dubious as it bases 
housing numbers on the proposed new methodology for calculating need and there is some 
concern that this may not be adopted by the government. Also page 37 paragraphs 4.12, 4.16 and 
policy HP13 illustration says that  the contingency barrier of 1094 has been made. I think the plan 
is very dependent that 4858 houses at Welbourne will be delivered. 
 
Occupancy rates 
Paragraph 5.41 states that a four or five bed house would have an average occupancy rate of 2.4 
with regard to nitrate budget calculations. However it also states that the range of occupancy for 
affordable homes will be between 4-6 persons. This does not marry up with the claims in the 
publication plan for what the council needs and requires. 
 
Carbon reduction  
 
Paragraph 8.60 section 8 does not state what the target should be for the requirement of meeting 
CO2 emission targets. It simply refers to individual developments power generation. I would 
contend that the plan is not positively prepared. 
 
Paragraph 11.34 does not state what the meeting of CO2 emission reduction targets should 
be.The plan just refers to individual developments power generation so again I contend that plan is 
not positively prepared. 
Paragraph 11.36 no standards have been set for the developers to design for natural ventilation 
and green infrastructure. I cannot see how just meeting building regs, allies with the Governments 
needs to meet the promised carbon reduction. The council should lead by example by setting 
standards to ensure that developers are designing for sustainability. We need to look to the future 
using the new standards SA10. 
 
Retail facilities  
Paragraph 7.13 if Warsash is to have more houses then there will be additional retail facilities 
needed and with that will be the need for more parking spaces as many who have lived in this area 
for decades need to use their own transport for shopping, hairdressers, and many other facilities 
that this village has provided. It is already a job to cross the road from one side to the other and 
more cars to the area will make this even more impossible.There would need to be a crossing area 
to allow children to cross safely to get to the bus stop or to Brookfield School as well as the many 
elderly people who need to cross from one side to the other. 
 
Paragraph 7.18 although out-of-town shopping is discussed it is not however defined. As one gets 
older one prefers to take ones custom to the local shops as driving is not so pleasurable. If we are 
to be encouraged to shop elsewhere this will increase the amount of traffic on our heavily 
congested roads. 
 
Education 



Paragraph 10.26 infrastructure delivery plan section 5.5. I note that education is planned with 
Hampshire county council however the period of any proposed extensions only covers to 2021. 
The plan however goes up to 2037. My grandchildren are already in three different schools within 
the area, two of which need cars. Offering houses to be developed but then not having school 
places it’s not a sound approach to help to realise the dreams of future generations. 
Paragraph 10.27 Infrastructure delivery plan table item 83 calls for section 106 provisions of 
additional early years foundation provision within the western wards. However H a one does not 
say if there is going to be a nursery or preschool within the proposed development area. There 
should be a child placement contribution to be allocated as there are over 1000 new houses being 
proposed for the Warsash area alone. Again If parents need childcare provision they would have to 
travel out of this immediate area in order to access provision; not at all ideal, adding to traffic 
chaos, length of time travelling to and from child care setting and not allowing children to make 
friendships with those who they might be at school with when they reach statutory age. 
 
 Healthcare 
As regards Paragraph 10.26 the infrastructure delivery plan calls for the expansion of healthcare 
provision through further GP practices in the western wards. The document however only provides 
an historic timeline through dating the local plan. This is not a sound approach considering that 
HA1 will bring in additional 830 houses. It is already impossible to get an appointment at the 
nearest GP practice within a week. 
 
Complies with duty to cooperate 
Housing need methodology 
 
Paragraph 1.28 which agrees to take up the shortfall of homes from Portsmouth, numbering 847, 
would appear that FBC are taking a risk as the new methodology for calculating housing need has 
not been signed off by the Government. Also during this time of public consultation the housing 
delivery test will not be available 
 
Paragraph 3.10 The rewilding of the Stubbington strategic gap was made without consultation with 
the council offices or elected members. It came via an announcement through a press release after 
the start of the full council meeting, which was in the process of debating this plan. 
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Keely, Lauren

From: Warsash Fishermen <warsash.fishermen@outlook.com>

Sent: 18 December 2020 17:01

To: Consultation; Planning Policy

Cc: Younger, Emma; Cutler, Nick; keith.evans@hants.gov.uk; info@bluemarinefoundation.com; 

Wootton, Gayle

Subject: Warsash Inshore Fishermens Group response

Attachments: FarehamPlanResponse 1.docx; Warsash Fishermen SEMS (Warsash Fishermen) (Warsash 

Fishermen) 1.docx

Dear Sirs 
 
Please find enclosed our response to the Consultation on the Fareham Local Plan 2037. (File attached) 
 
We also enclose a report prepared recently which outlines the effects of seaweed overgrowth in the local 
area which is related to our Response to the Fareham Plan. 
 
sincerely 
 
Steve Matthews 
 
co-ordinator, Warsash Inshore Fishermen's Group  
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Steve Matthews         18-12-2020 

Warsash Inshore Fishermen’s Group 

c/o 20 Cumber Road 

Locks Heath 

SOUTHAMPTON 

SO31 6EE 

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION ON FAREHAM LOCAL PLAN 2037 

Dear Planning Team 

I am responding on behalf of the local fishermen here at Warsash and Southampton Estuary to 

the Fareham Local Plan 2036 (Final version;Publication Plan (fareham.gov.uk)). 

We have some serious issues regarding the Plan’s ability to deliver sustainable housing 

development without guarantee of protection (beyond reasonable doubt) of certain marine 

ecosystems within the Solent European Maritime Site and without guarantee of positively 

enhancing local commercial fishing businesses. 

Although the features and species listed under the Habitats Directive (Special Areas of 

Conservation and Special Protection Areas) have already been evaluated by both Natural 

England (NE) and the Environment Agency (EA) in the respective Habitats Regulation 

Assessments (SCA’s/SPA’s), there are clearly some significant Assessment oversights and gaps 

in the evidence base which are of direct relevance and concern to the local Fishing Industry and 

also, we would suggest, to the future viability of the Solent Oyster Regeneration Project (Blue 

Marine Foundation). 

These assessment oversights mean that the Fareham Plan, if implemented as stands, will likely 

lead to and exacerbate environmental effects within the SEMS . The specific issues we raise 

regarding the existing overgrowth of red seaweed (also known colloquially as ‘The Red 

Menace’) have not been evaluated by NE or the EA or mentioned in the Fareham Plan’s 

evidence base. 

The Plan fails to pass the test of soundness, (paragraph 1.5) in that it is discriminatory in that 

community-generated evidence carries less weight than that provided by the Councils (and 

developers) statutory consultants. Furthermore, there has been no formal involvement from 

the Councils statutory advisers with local fishermen with regard to seaweed eutrophication and 

the effects of wider seaweed overgrowths on their local industry.  

The Plan fails under section 9 Natural Environment:  

https://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/publicationplan/Publication_plan_FINAL.pdf
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Specifically, NE4 water Quality effects and likely fails under NE1, protection of local ecological 

network (regarding sandbanks within the SEMS).  

Paragraph 9.16 states: ‘Paragraph 174b of the NPPF states that the Plan should promote the 

conservation and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and 

recovery of priority species. Development proposals within the Borough are therefore expected 

to contribute to achieving this objective.’ 

Solent native oyster, ostrea edulis, is currently a priority species for regeneration (Blue Marine 

Solent Oyster regeneration project). Nutrient exacerbated growth of smothering seasonal red 

seaweed masses leads to a significant negative effect upon the spatfall of the native oyster (ref: 

Warsash Fishermen SEMS enclosed) 

The Plan fails to pass the test of soundness, in that there is a question regarding its long-term 

effectiveness with respect to Nitrogen-Mitigation. This strategy has not been proven. There is 

doubt that the Local Planning Advice is applying the Natural England advice lawfully in this 

respect. 

However, as we have outlined above, there is a systemic failure here in that NE have not thus 

far considered the wider environmental issues we have brought to their recent attention (by 

email letters) and outlined comprehensively in this letter and attached paper. These represent 

the ‘evidence gaps’ mentioned previously. 

It is the duty of NE and other Statutory Consultees to provide relevant evidence, where gaps in 

the evidence base have become available during the Consultation process, (NE submission to 

the Council, 2020).   

Para 9.5 of the Plan fails on the test of soundness. It assumes the Mitigation policy will be 

effective throughout the SEMS. Although the Local Planning Authority (LPA) is aspiring to 

Nitrate Neutrality, paragraph 9.1 requires designated sites be protected and ENHANCED as well 

as Strategic Policy NE1. Additionally, Para 9.50 (Policy NE4) confirms: ‘Planning permission will 

be granted where the integrity of the designated sites is maintained, having regard to the effect 

of nutrients on the designated sites arising from increased wastewater production’. SEMS is a 

designated site. 

The Plan fails to include the likely increase in bacterial contamination of shellfish (within sand-

gravel bank seabed features) from increased sewage overspills, not mentioned in the Plan.  

Para 9.38 through to 9.43 of the Plan indicates that proposals for development should provide a 

biodiversity net gain (including enhancements). This cannot be guaranteed. 

The Plan fails under Para 9.5, under Policy NE4: ‘Planning permission will be granted where the 

integrity of the designated sites is maintained, having regard to the effect of nutrients on the 

designated sites arising from increased wastewater production’. This implies a REDUCTION in 

eutrophication for designated sites in an unfavourable condition. The LPA’s approach therefore 



cannot be proven to support the Habitats Directive, because the NE solutions are entirely 

untested, rely entirely on hypothetical modelling and fail to consider wider seaweed 

overgrowth issues specific to the fishing industry exacerbated by excessive nutrient loadings 

into Solent waters. 

The SEMS is already in an unfavourable condition with respect to localized seasonal seaweed 

aggregations and Southampton Water also receives frequent unfavourable shellfish 

classifications due to direct sewage overspills after heavy rain. Both significantly affect the local 

fishing fleet. (see enclosed paper, Warsash Fishermen SEMS) 

It is inconceivable that additional development could be contemplated in the Western Wards 

without negatively impacting the SEMS, SAC and RAMSAR sites. This would invalidate the 

deliverability of these developments.  

As per advice from Natural England, it is the responsibility of the LPA to fulfil its legal 

obligations and satisfy themselves beyond scientific doubt, that adverse effects on the 

designated SAC, SPA and RAMSAR sites, from harmful nutrients generated by new residential 

development, has been effectively mitigated (rather than just compensated for). There is no 

evidence the N-Mitigation Plan will be effective throughout all areas of the SEMS affected by 

red-seaweed overgrowths. 

We are of the opinion that the Plan fails badly in that respect. 

If implemented as stands, the Plan is unlikely to: 

1) ensure that red floating seaweed overgrowth within the wider SEMS (which already seriously 

restricts Commercial Fishing Activity within the SEMS) is not further exacerbated by increasing 

nutrient loadings in Solent waters, especially with respect to the Solent sewage outfall pipe 

serving Peel common effluent and its immediate marine environs. 

2) ensure that water quality with respect to undesirable bacterial and viral contamination of 

shellfish beds in Southampton Water and the wider SEMS is not further exacerbated. (by post-

rain/ storm waste-water overspills) 

3) ensure that intertidal algal matts (seaweed overgrowth /deposition on mudflats) do not 

increase. 

Although the Statutory Consultees for this Consultation (NE and EA) have included Assessments 

relating to point 3) above (intertidal Eutrophication ) in line with their Statutory duties under 

the Habitats Directive, (SAC’s/SPA’s) they have not made any Assessments regarding points 1 

and 2. This is a serious oversight and failure of the process. 

If it is not the remit of either NE or EA to evaluate these effects (1 and 2), then we suggest 

further consultation with any relevant monitoring bodies. NE or CEFAS may be able to provide 

advice as could the fishery regulator, Southern IFCA.  



We have already prepared a paper (enclosed) which comprehensively outlines the negative 

effect of seaweed overgrowth on the efficiency of commercial fishing businesses operating in 

the SEMS. As you will see from the report, the Solent is almost unique in this respect, distinct 

from other inshore commercial fisheries, which makes it imperative that the wider commercial 

and ecological impacts of increasing nutrient loadings in Solent waters are determined by the 

relevant Statutory or science-monitoring bodies.  

This should be done before the Secretary of State is presented with this Plan for 

consideration.  

Our enclosed paper also raises the issue of wastewater overspills after heavy rain which 

subsequently lead to shellfish beds becoming contaminated by E-coli and viral agents., not 

covered by this Plan.  

There is no indication in the Fareham Plan that these contamination events will not increase 

and there is no indication from the EA or Southern Water advice with respect to that point.     

In Part 2 of our paper (Warsash Fishermen SEMS, enclosed), we cast serious doubt on the ability 

of Natural England’s Nitrogen Mitigation strategy to deliver a positive impact on seasonal 

seaweed overgrowths in the SEMS (specifically the red floating weed described in our paper). 

The specific failure regarding this involves the assumptions made by the mitigation scheme 

rationale. 

For the record we will expand on that here: 

‘’NE’s N-Mitigation strategy assumes that the effluent exiting the Peel Common outfall pipe in 

the Eastern Solent, homogenously disperses with all Solent Waters. This clearly is highly 

unlikely. The sewage effluent plume data available from Southern Water reveals that there is 

already likely to be an unequal dispersion of the effluent due to distinct variations in tidal flow 

rates/timings throughout the SEMS (which fishermen are highly aware of already).  

Furthermore, it is entirely unknown whether offsetting land on the Isle of Wight will positively 

impact marine sites within the SEMS (already seasonally infested with the red seaweed masses) 

which are spatially and tidally distinct from the offset watershed. In other words land offset 

north of Wooton is highly unlikely to reduce sub surface seaweed overgrowths along the Lee-on 

Solent shore, due to incomplete tidal mixing.  

Because of these tidal variations, the area between East Bramble and Meon Shore will still likely 

receive a critical dose of nitrogen/phosphate and oestrogenic compounds on the westward/north-

westward flowing ebb-tide. These compounds must already be having a site-specific impact on 

already present seaweed overgrowth here and due to shifting, already must be creating negative 

impacts on the wider SEMS in other bays of the Solent (that fishermen are already aware of). 

Potentially the Blue Marine oyster regeneration project, will also be negatively impacted, where 

dense algal deposits can prevent oyster spat-fall in the summer. (see historic reference to this, 

Warsash Fishermen’s SEMS paper)   



The local fishermen here have long supposed that the sewage outlet off Browndown must 

effectively ‘feed’ the growth of the red-filamentous floating weed throughout the spring and into 

summer growth season. Because of the behavior of the tidal flows in the Bramble East area, this 

weed congregates en masse along the contours of the seabed, including the greater Brambles 

Bank, eventually becoming spread along a wide area. It often persists into the Autumn and 

makes commercial net fishing with set nets and trawls very difficult. One area usually seriously 

affected is between the Lee post and Meon bouy (off Chilling Cliffs, but there are numerous weed 

infested spots throughout the Solent at peak seasonal growth times). It is not clear how much of 

this is attributable directly to the Peel outfall distinct from other outfalls in the catchment and 

this would require further Assessment as our paper suggests, but it IS more likely to be directly 

accelerated by significant localised sourcesof N-loading directly discharged from the Sewer 

discharge pipe. 

Unless there is a significant lowering of nutrient transfer from agricultural land between 

Warsash and Lee-on Solent into this stretch of the fishery, as part of the Mitigation, then the 

nutrient loading from the Peel offshore outfall pipe would likely still encourage these 

overgrowths to occur along that stretch of the seabed and, without effective at- source 

Nitrogen/Phosphate removal at the Peel Common Waste-Water Treatment Works, would likely 

increase in proportion with increasing housing development and population density. ‘’ 

The Evidence base for the Fareham Plan includes the subsection 4.3.24, ‘sandbanks which are 

slightly covered by seawater at all times.’. We are advised that this would include the Brambles 

Bank and subtidal areas of sand/gravel shoals along the stretch between Lee and Chilling, 

together with other such banks throughout the SEMS which form important fishery locations 

and features for local fishermen who use a variety of fishing practices from set-netting and 

trapping, to trawling and shellfish dredging.  

Therefore, the Plan fails on the test of soundness in that it fails to supply evidence that these 

banks have been fully considered in the scoping advice with respect to: seaweed overgrowths 

and deposition effects on the seabed habitat and associated negative impact on commercial 

fishing operations. We would include the likely effects on the Solent oyster regeneration 

project in this. 

Therefore, the Plan also fails under paragraph 6.3 (Employment) in that it fails to consider 

likely significant impact to local fishing businesses with regard to seaweed overgrowth impacts 

and potential bacterial/viral shellfish contamination from untreated sewage overspills. There 

will be a likely significant impact with respect to both parameters.  

Natural England’s latest advice to the Council is that: ‘.. this approach may be refined if greater 

understanding of the eutrophication issue is gained by thorough new research or updated 

modelling.’ (section 4.3 and 4.11, ADVICE ON ACHIEVING NUTRIENT NEUTRALITY FOR NEW 

DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOLENT REGION, version 5, 2020) 

We advise Fareham Borough Council to instruct, with immediate effect, its Statutory and non-

Statutory Consultees that research should be extended to include: 



•  -the seasonal floating seaweed overgrowths in the SEMS and related consultation with 

the local fishing fleet and Blue Marine Native Oyster Regeneration Project. 

• -a study of the possible interference effects of seasonal red seaweed depositions on 

native oyster spatfall in inshore zones of low tidal flows. (seaweed is not dispersed 

effectively inshore)    

• -An enhanced and detailed study of the tidal variations in the Peel sewage outfall 

environs specific to sewage effluent dispersal. 

• -seasonal floating red seaweed deposition in the local inshore zone (SEMS) and 

biodegradability study.  

• -A thorough assessment of the efficacy of land offsetting/N-mitigation in specific areas 

of the Solent catchment (eg; the Wooton Creek farm) and an evaluation on the extent of 

mitigation effects (seaweed growth) in areas that are not within the immediate vicinity 

of the designated N-mitigation/offsetting site. (this relates to seawater tidal mixing 

disparities, and that our contention that offsetting in one area may not impact seaweed 

overgrowth/ depositions in another part of the SEMS due to tidal flow differences)   

We would also request that the issues we have highlighted here be retrospectively applied to 

the Welborne development. 

Finally, in addition to the failure of the Plan regarding the subject of seaweed overgrowth and 

water quality and effects on local fishermen, the Plan fails the test of soundness on: 

Section 4  Housing Need and Supply: 

The total new homes proposed for specific sites across the Borough (not including Welborne) is 

1327. The allocation for Warsash is 924 dwellings (HA1 Greenaway north and south and 

including the Warsash Maritime site, HA7). This contributes around 69.6% (or thereabouts) of 

the entire allocation proposed by the Plan, excluding Welborne. This allocation is a massively 

unrealistic distribution and will lead to a number of negative impacts locally and therefore 

unsound. 

 

Prepared on behalf of the Warsash and Southampton Estuary Fishermen 

Co-ordinated by and signed: 

Stephen P Matthews,  

skipper ‘Sandie Ann, SU370’ 

Copies to: Natural England, Environment Agency, Blue Marine Foundation, Chief Fishery Officer Southern IFCA 

Councillor Keith Evans (Warsash ward) 

Suella Braverman MP and Fishing News.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



Communication from Warsash Inshore Fishermen’s Group.  

November 2020  

 

Subject: The effect of seaweed overgrowth and poor water quality (sewage 

effluent) on local inshore commercial fishermen in the Solent European 

Maritime Site (Part 1) and critique of Natural England’s provision for nitrate 

mitigation (Part2). 

Overview  

The increased presence of nitrates and phosphates entering the Solent 

European Maritime Site (SEMS) via the watercourses in the riverine catchment 

area in Hampshire has recently shown to have had a significant adverse effect 

on the SEMS mudflat habitats locally, due to extensive deposits of putrefying 

seaweed arising from accelerated overgrowth. This led to a temporary 

closedown of house-building activity in the Fareham Borough while a 

‘mitigating solution’ was found.    

Part 1 of this report will focus on this issue from the perspective of the local 

fishermen operating from Warsash, Hants and will widen the perspective 

beyond just what has been reported in the media.   

In Part 2 it will be seen that serious doubt will be cast as to the suggested 

effectiveness of the nitrate mitigation plan as advised by Natural England and 

widely being adopted by Councils since hard evidence that the plans will be 

successful is lacking. 

It should be noted that our views regarding the extensive seasonal presence of 

seaweed (Part 1) generally align with other fishermen within the wider 

Southampton Water and Solent region together with some of the reported 

experiences of local sea anglers. 

Since we are now highlighting the important extensive seaweed problem and 

committing our views to paper for the first time in local history, the reader will 

be able to see the significance of the seaweed issue in relation to the urgent 

requirement to maintain our various local net fishing practices (severely 

affected by weed) which are currently under threat by local fishery regulators.     

 

 



PART 1: 

Solent Seaweed: An Historic Local Problem 

(*Note the use of the term ‘weed’ or ‘seaweed’ refers mainly to invasive, free floating varieties, not species 

like bladderwrack or kelp which usually are not an extensive problem for fishermen here). 

For many years the local fishermen that fish the Solent and estuarine areas 

nearby have had ongoing issues with seaweed* overgrowth, with different 

types of weed causing different effects at differing times and interfering with 

the deployment and function of fishing gear in the district. There is also some 

anecdotal evidence that the decay of various types weed and deposition onto 

the seabed may be having some serious implications for seabed sea life and for 

the current ongoing Solent Oyster Regeneration Project (see below).  

There has not been much, if any, serious scientific exploration of the wider 

seaweed overgrowth problem in the SEMS and no one has sought out the 

fishermen’s views on this matter, until now. We are outlining here how 

seaweed affects fishing operations, not offering specific statements as to 

possible causes of seaweed overgrowth (That is covered in Part 2). 

Local fishermen here know that recent focus by ecologists on the green 

seaweed overgrowth on the mudflats within the SEMS is only part of the story 

and obscures the wider unseen problem of floating red-seaweed overgrowth in 

the less visible areas, away from the general view of the public.  

Fishermen here however are widely acquainted with the issue as they are 

effectively sampling the sea every time they go out fishing. Our intimate 

knowledge of the Solent seabed and the characteristics of the tidal streams is 

unparalleled. The next best authority (in our humble opinion) would be 

professional divers and maritime hydrologists. 

Seaweed overgrowth and interaction with fishing practices 

Local fishermen at Warsash have used a variety of fishing practices throughout 

the last fifty-year period. During the height of the Solent oyster fishery, (1970s 

to 2007), the main seasonal winter fishery was oyster dredging with some clam 

dredging as well. During spring and summer seasons there have historically 

been inshore trawling for demersal fish and cuttlefish and later, the extensive 

use of traps for cuttlefish, together with whelk potting. Set nets, drift nets and 

baited longlines is also a common practice continuing until today. 



All of these methods can be significantly hampered (and some methods often 

made literally unviable) when floating seaweed begins to grow in late April and 

into the summer months. This is the main fishing season for Warsash 

fishermen. Some fishing methods will be affected more than others. 

It is said locally that Solent fishermen have to be much more determined than 

common as they have to contend with the extra burden and challenges of the 

ever-present seaweed problem, not to mention the challenge of working in a 

fast tidal area with extensive ship and sailing craft to contend with as well. The 

fisherman’s decision of ‘where to fish today?’ is often accompanied by a 

question to another fishermen friend to the effect of: ‘what was the weed like 

in that area?’.. 

The ‘red weed’, as we call it, is known by different names and grows rapidly 

locally (as does the green varieties of lettuce-like and filamentous green weed, 

often found in the mudflat areas near freshwater/brackish environments and 

identified by NE as contributing to eutrophication of the SEMS mudflat 

habitats).  

There is a rapid growth of both red and green weed from the end of April into 

summer. Large tides (Springs) tend to disperse the red weed throughout the 

water column and it can sometimes be seen near the surface. It is a free 

floating, filamentous weed and when it stops growing in late summer is 

deposited in the bays and bank contours throughout the Solent with some 

areas being affected more than others. It can persist well into the Autumn and 

can still be present in some areas (Osborne Bay, Stanswood Bay, Inner Hurst, 

Beaulieu etc ) into the winter months, when it will have already been 

decomposing for a month or two. 

It is regularly identified by sea anglers as being the main obstacle to rod 

fishing, both by shore and by boat. But that is just the tip of the iceberg. 

The green weed mentioned in connection with the mudflat habitats with the 

SEMS also can hamper inshore fishing and angling activities on occasions. 

These areas are not regularly fished heavily commercially. One fishery in this 

environment is the historic mullet net fishery. Some of the Warsash Fishermen 

have inshore mullet fishing permits supplied by the River Hamble Harbour 

Authority. This allows them to fish seasonally and legally for mullet within the 

River Hamble in small boats. The fishery is similar to that of Poole Harbour 

which has been going for decades. 



Any significant deposit of either green or red seaweed in these inshore areas 

will often be the deciding factor for the fisherman as to whether the net is 

safely deployable or not. We have noticed an increased abundance of the 

green weeds in the mudflat areas in recent years and the red variety is always 

present in the wider Solent area and can be more or less abundant depending 

on environmental factors like temperature, rainfall, tide strength, sunlight etc. 

Storm events can often move coagulated deposits inshore and dump it onto 

seabed contours. 

The public slipway at Warsash hardway has to be regularly cleaned by the 

Council when often large masses of mainly green weed are taken away. 

Furthermore, we must state that there may be a connection with the 

increasing tendency for returning mullet shoals to avoid inshore mudflats 

during the height of the green seaweed overgrowth. This observation has been 

recently noted by the fishermen locally and we wonder if it connected to the 

decaying effect and subsequent chemical release onto the mudflats, together 

with the effect of mudflat ‘eutrophication’ and water oxygen depletion. That 

will need further investigation by scientific study.  

Netting in the Solent (SEMS) and seaweed overgrowth issues. 

Set Nets/Drift/Ring 

Throughout the UK the extensive use of set-nets (nets secured on the seabed) 

is a common practice and fishermen are able to have a relatively reliable 

fishing method for much of the fishing season when the fish target species are 

abundantly available. This is not the case in the Solent and Southampton 

Water.  

Go to any fishing port west of Swanage or east of Selsey Bill and you will be 

able to observe the nearly year-round use of set nets, tides permitting, (for 

sole for example) with little, if any, troubling effect from floating red weed. 

This is not to say it does not occur sometimes and there are increasing reports 

we hear from outside the Solent of weed events, so it appears that the issue is 

increasing across the south, apparently in direct correlation with population 

density and growth. 

In our case, the use of nets can be severely restricted and made impossible by 

the abundance of mobile seaweed. Nets cannot be left for as long as other 

fishermen do in other areas. Some years, it is virtually impossible to use 



extensive lengths of set nets with any reasonable expectation of making an 

easy living, especially in the shallower zones, where red weed settles. At other 

times it may be possible to leave a surface net for a short time and still catch a 

few fish to make it just about worthwhile. Those nets are nearly always 

attended by the fishermen. 

Fishermen here have to modify their deployment of set nets by either stopping 

much earlier than many of their UK counterparts (when the weed situation 

becomes intolerable, usually as early as the beginning of May) and switching 

fishing methods (traps or bottom set lines for example) or by seeking areas in 

the Solent and Southampton estuary where the weed may not yet have 

reached ‘critical mass’, or by limiting the amount of net and using short soak 

times.  The potential loss of income is considerable compared to weed free 

areas in the UK. 

Later in the year, Autumn, the weed situation can improve markedly in some 

spots which can allow the resumption of some netting activity, but it can still 

be a liability.  

Seeking out other areas to fish may, in some cases, mean going out into deeper 

areas off the contours of the channels in order to avoid a negative weed event 

(‘dose of weed’ is the usual local term). However, it should be stated that this 

has a high risk attached as the tidal currents are often greater out deeper and 

if the fisher gets it wrong, a ‘dose of weed’ will likely result, with either the loss 

of the gear or a long period of cleaning out the nets.  

Long hours cleaning nets from weed is physically wearing, mentally 

demotivating and economically counter-productive.  Furthermore, the practice 

of having to deploying nets in deeper waters just to avoid floating sea weed is 

a risky business due to shipping movements/small craft and is usually 

restricted to smaller nepe tides only, as nets do not fish well in fast flows. 

We have reason to believe that the Marine Management Organization (DEFRA) 

which regulate quotas and legislate nationally have yet to fully acknowledge 

and comprehend the difficulties that Solent fishermen face with regard to this 

seaweed issue, affecting their ability to provide fish for the table and secure a 

reasonable living. Regulation on the use of nets in the inshore zone throughout 

the UK and locally always fails to take into account the hampering effect on 

fishermen due to extensive mobile weed effects.   



Furthermore, we should also state for the record that the Warsash Inshore 

Fishermen’s critique of the proposed restriction on netting practices within the 

estuaries of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (SIFCA) 

and wider district should also be seen in the context of the difficulty of 

deploying nets locally, due to extensive hampering from the presence of 

seaweed.  Again, this has not yet seriously been a consideration by the 

Authority and we hope they will take these comments here into consideration 

during their Consultation.   

Fishermen also use a variety of drift net practices throughout the UK. The local 

fishermen here can fall back onto a drift net fishery to a certain extent, in line 

with national legislation requirements, when the setting of fixed nets is made 

impossible by sea-weed overgrowth. Drift nets are highly size selective. 

Because the net drifts with the tide the worst of the seaweed can often be 

avoided, but this is not always the case.  

The use of drift nets (and also set nets) is severely restricted by the incoming 

yearly natural growth of a plankton called nocticula, (known locally as ‘the 

fire’**) which is bio-luminescent and lights up the water when disturbed (for 

example by a moving vessel, boat propellor and also by tidal currents).  

**‘Fire’ appears with the return of the ‘May Water’ when the 12 degree (celsius) seawater thermocline 

reaches the local area, usually by mid May, . 

Tidal currents moving across either a drift net or a set net will cause the 

plankton to literally light up the net, sometimes leaving a jelly-like deposit on 

the mesh. Some species of fish that have good eyesight, will often be able to 

see the net glowing in the dark (as nets are often deployed after dark) 

especially in clearer water conditions and this will often highly restrict the 

catch at times. Other fish species like sole do not seem to be affected by the 

‘fire’. ‘Fire’ makes the use of nets for some fish much less effective and 

therefore reduces the effective netting season by a large degree. 

The increased presence of nutrients like nitrates and phosphates in the 

seawater will likely exacerbate the overgrowth of this plankton and this is an 

additional concern for us. Further scientific study will be required. 

The ‘fire’ problem is commonly known by fishermen, but again, as with 

seaweed presence, is underappreciated by local and National commercial 

fishing authorities who may inadvertently seek to restrict or regulate the 



seasonal deployment of nets without duly taking these already significant 

‘natural’ restrictions on net deployment into account. 

Another netting method which can be used to overcome the natural restriction 

of ‘fire’ and weed is ring netting in daylight hours in a small circle with a short 

length of net, (effectively a set net). This has already been officially recognised 

as a method of net fishing by Danish/Dutch authorities and we are seeking a 

similar classification here liaising through the NFFO with the use of (attended) 

short lengths of surface net, which also significantly lower the risk of salmonid 

interception in estuaries. This, if successfully negotiated with the local 

Authority will be a first for UK inshore fishermen.   

This method is also the common method used in the Poole harbour mullet 

fishery. Because the net is deployed for a short time only, a ‘dose of weed’ can 

often be avoided, but not always.  Short time net deployments locally are 

therefore the only real option left for local fishermen at most times of the 

year.  

Longlines 

When the red weed has reached maximum growth the use of longlines in 

certain areas can be rendered much less efficient. May through June is not 

really much of a problem in the deeper areas. By high summer the longline 

fishery should be in full swing with line caught fish like bass, skate and ray 

being a viable fishery.  

The best areas to deploy to avoid weed are in the deeper sections of the Solent 

away from the contours where weed tends to get dumped by the tidal flows. 

Some areas by late July are usually un-fishable by longlines. These usually 

include inshore at Osborne Bay, Stanswood bay, Chilling and Hillhead and most 

of the stretch between Beulieu and Hurst. Some areas of Southampton Water 

can get bad also; near Calshot and the Thorn Channel are notorious as well for 

gathering red weed masses in summer, with some years better/worse than 

others.  

Off the 40’ contour however, it is usually possible to find a relatively weed free 

stretch on some tides. However, this year (2020) some fishermen had to cease 

line fishing late July as most of the best offshore areas were infested with red 

weed for a few weeks as well. This was the case for at least one Lymington 

fisherman that we know also, working further west, (personal communication).  



By September 2020, most of the weed in the deep had been shifted by tides 

and wind with fewer areas affected offshore.  Some of it had still remained 

inshore however in the areas which do not benefit from regular tidal flushing 

(bays) and tidal dead-spots such as Norris near Cowes. 

Apart from the obvious interference of weed on the hooks of a longline 

(reducing fish catches) red weed packs onto the buoy- to- anchor line with the 

moving tide, taking down the marker buoy and in some cases, it will only 

reappear later in the slower part of the tide cycle. This means that the fisher 

has much less time to retrieve gear before the tide turns and begins flowing 

back in the opposite direction. It can become then a race against the clock. 

Therefore, the fisher will have a tendency to be less motivated to shoot the 

number of longline sets they usually would deploy. 

Furthermore, retrieval of a weed packed buoy line means that a significant 

time loss will ensue as the fisherman will have to pull off (by hand) the weed 

packed onto the buoy line. This is easier said than done. Often the amount of 

weed is considerable, with historically nine to twelve-foot columns of weed 

measuring a foot wide packed solid onto the line not uncommon. Again, as 

with net cleaning, this represents a serious time wasting and physically 

draining extra operation which would not be the case if there was a lot less or 

no weed present.  

Trawling 

There are a few trawlers which regularly fish in the Solent and the skippers 

tend to be very cautious about where and when they deploy the gear due to 

the potential for a ‘dose of the weed’. As with lining, the deeper areas are 

often favoured, away from weed strewn areas.  

In September 2020 we had a report from a Gosport fisherman who deployed a 

trawl inshore in the Solent and filled the entire trawl up with the free-floating 

red weed. Simply put, a trawl just will not fish effectively if there are significant 

quantities of seaweed on the Solent sea bed. It is very disheartening for trawl 

skippers as they have a higher fuel cost overhead to pay than some smaller 

non-towed gear vessels and waisted efforts due to the presence of weed are 

de-motivating. 

Shellfish dredging 



Toward the end of the now defunct historic Solent Oyster fishery (2007) the 

presence of large masses of red weed sitting (and rotting) on the inshore 

seabed was cited by some fishermen as being a significant detrimental effect 

to the deposition of juvenile oyster spat. This problem was part of the perfect 

storm which sealed the fate of the already reducing return spat falls of the 

Solent Oyster largely triggered by the invasion of the American tingle driller 

whelk. 

Other factors such as a failure to close the fishery earlier were also at play, 

(which led to over-fishing an already non renewing stock) but it is commonly 

accepted by local Warsash fishermen that seaweed overgrowth also played a 

significant role in the last days of the fishery. 

The red seaweed overgrowth has also been raised at a recent committee 

meeting of the Southern IFCA relating to the oyster regeneration project. 

(September 2020). It is possible that the comment was ‘minuted’.  

Along Chilling and Hill Head, we have at least one testimony from a member of 

the Warsash group which describes the required effort to continually hold the 

same line of dredging for a considerable time in order to ‘get through the 

weed’ before any oysters could be reached. 

The success of the Solent Oyster Regeneration project instigated by the Blue 

Marine Foundation will rest mainly upon the successful spatfall of small 

juvenile oysters onto the seabed. Many variables will be at play, including the 

presence of oyster pests like starfish, but the presence of large areas of 

trapped seaweed in the summer to autumn in some local bays not subject to 

much tidal flushing will severely reduce the success of this project in our 

opinion; since the numbers of adult oysters being set in cages in the marina 

environment represent nowhere near the kind of density of oysters that we 

remember on the seabed during the height of the fishery in the late 1970’s and 

through to the 1990’s. Back then, the seabed was literally thick with healthy, 

thriving oysters. Even the ‘smell’ of the sea was different, as we remember it.  

The fishermen living now, that were involved in that industry, are the last living 

link to an important part of social history and all that knowledge will disappear 

with them. 

The disappearance of the Solent oyster also has a cumulative knock-on effect, 

since there is no longer the massive water filtering capacity that was once 

present (one adult oyster filters up to 200 litres a day). Increasing seasonal, 



mobile red weed on the seabed which eventually settles, decays and reduces 

seawater oxygen content is more likely then, to have a localised negative 

environmental impact, making the seabed even less hospitable to newly 

hatched oysters. It is doubtful this has been extensively studied, so more work 

would be required. 

Although we wish the Blue Marine oyster project every success, the local 

fishermen are not very optimistic and even less so, when we know there is a 

largely unseen and un-acknowledged seaweed overgrowth problem which has 

not been factored in as well as the fact that oyster pests have not yet been 

removed.   

Scallops 

This year (2020) the newly emerging Solent scallop fishery* was affected by 

the mass of seaweed in Osbourne bay (mid summer) which stopped effective 

dredging for scallops there (Warsash Group fisherman’s testimony). Sighting 

data from the Southern IFCA would be able to confirm that point. Only when 

the weed had cleared on the bed enough did the fishermen return there (mid 

September into October). At the time of writing (November 2020) the scallop 

areas in the bay have cleared and are largely weed free.  

The efficient functioning of any shellfish dredge will be highly reduced if red-

weed and other weed species are in abundance. The only option for the 

scallopers is to find spots out much deeper, but with the added increase risk 

associated with dredging in deeper waters (quick capsize after snagging on 

seabed being an ever-present and potentially lethal threat)   

*With the disappearance of many oysters, a relative newcomer has begun to take hold; the scallop. Which is 

good news for the local fishermen. 

Shellfish Beds in the SEMS and Southampton Water  

There are many different shellfish types in the area. Oysters, clams, cockles 

whelks, winkles and scallops. All of these can be fished under fishing license 

and are very sensitive to water quality, especially the bi-valve varieties like 

clams and oysters. 

The main issue is the detrimental effect of bacterial and viral contamination 

resulting from inefficient sewage treatment and/or sewage overspills, the 

latter being a more likely after high rainfall events, like torrential downpours. 



The classification of shellfish is carried out regularly and reported in a UK wide 

Sanitary Survey.  

The Southampton Water is regularly tested for E-coli by the Food standards 

Agency in Southampton and a shellfish will only be designated if the species in 

question is tested. Once that occurs a designation will result; class A, B or C. 

For many years now, mannila clams and pelourdes clams in the upper 

Southampton Water have regularly received a class C designation or the areas 

have been closed completely due to high E-coli levels, making the shellfish 

unfit for human consumption. Therefore, fishing activity is severely affected.   

This situation has gone on for many years to the detriment of the local fishing 

industry. No schemes are in place to compensate fishermen for the yearly loss 

of potential earnings. Furthermore, the longer the beds remain unfishable, the 

less the shellfish will benefit from regular turning which can lead to the 

terminal decline in quality of the beds. 

The recent upgrade to the sewage treatment works at Woolston will 

theoretically lower the E-coli/viral loadings from the effluent which is a 

positive development. However, with increasing pressure on the sewage 

system infrastructure due to an expanding population density in Southampton, 

it is questionable as to whether there will be any change in the shellfish quality 

as sewage overspills after heavy rain will still likely occur, (our assumption). 

(The population of Southampton grew by around 18 percent between 2001 

and 2011; it is even higher now) 

This is further re-inforced by the fact that climate change models predict far 

more frequent torrential downpours, leading to the increased risk of sewage 

overspill events (CSO’s), allowing raw sewage to make its way into the shellfish 

production areas. 

This is already an increasing problem in the Poole Harbour district, with at least 

one shellfish cultivation business currently being negatively affected. 

As to the wider Solent: The current shellfish classification is taken to be Class B 

(which means the shellfish must be tanked for a short period with UV filtering 

in place). Any lowering of the water quality due to increasing sewage overspills 

and/or increasing sewage effluent discharges (from expanded development) 

will be a severe negative for the local fishing industry.         

 



Part 2: 

Analysis of the Nitrate Mitigation proposal (Natural England) 

Author: Steve Matthews, Fishing Vessel, Sandie Ann, Warsash.  

Disclaimer: The following analysis is solely that of the author alone and may not necessarily reflect 

the views of all inshore fishermen throughout the district. The causes of the wider Solent seaweed 

overgrowth problem outlined in the description above (Part 1), should be investigated by 

independent scientific assessment.  

Pending further scientific study, it is reasonable to assume that the problem of 

the largely hidden red filamentous seaweed overgrowth issue we have 

uniquely outlined in Part 1 above is causally linked to the green seaweed 

inshore deposits, already identified as a significant problem on the SEMS 

mudflat areas by Natural England and wildlife organizations (Eutrophication).  

It is also reasonable to assume that the existence of excess nitrogen 

compounds/phosphates and their sources (sewage and farm run-off being just 

two) is also causing the offshore red seaweed issue which can seriously 

interfere with commercial licensed fishing activities and has done so, 

unacknowledged by Government environmental bodies, for many years. 

Our group estimates that for local set netting alone the seasonal fishery 

potential net worth is reduced by as much as 80% from May to September 

due to the presence of free-floating red weed restricting the effective use of 

fishing nets. This is therefore a serious concern. 

Other trawler skippers that operated locally would also be able to give 

similar estimates. 

The solution presented by Natural England (NE) of offsetting farmland in the 

water catchment area (taking out of agricultural production/re-wilding) has 

been suggested as a solution to the SEMS nitrate problem and looks, on the 

face of it, to be a reasonable one.  

However, it is only a recent methodology, still highly hypothetical (rolled out in 

Poole, only a few years back) and there is no hard guarantee that the problem 

will be solved throughout each separate estuarine area and in the wider Solent 

(SEMS).  

Indeed, the introduction of the Poole and Purbeck nitrogen mitigation scheme 

in 2017 may have had some local effect on the green weed overgrowth ( has 



that been scientifically demonstrated yet?), but clearly the shellfish cultivators 

there still have a problem with E-coli.  

Therefore, it would appear that Combined Sewage Overspills (CSO’s) are still 

occurring there (mitigation scheme or not and assuming sewage transfer from 

leisure craft have remained static) and that therefore, nitrogen is still being 

delivered directly into the aquatic environment from raw sewage sources, 

leading to ongoing seaweed overgrowth as well as associated E-coli/Norovirus 

shellfish contamination. 

Since that is the case in Poole, serious doubts as to the effectiveness of the 

Nitrogen mitigation Scheme (Natural England) applied to the Solent water 

catchment are not unreasonable to raise.    

Furthermore, the NE model appears not to factor in the climate change models 

into the N-mitigation methodology. Higher seawater temperatures will likely 

further accelerate seaweed growth, quite possibly negating any nitrogen-

offsetting effect. The appearance of nocticula (‘fire’) as described in Part 1 is 

highly temperature dependant, just one or two degrees, as is the appearance 

of migrating fish.  

Increasing torrential downpours will likely increase run off events and CSO’s. 

Increasing housing development in the Solent catchment will lead to increasing 

hard-surfacing of the countryside and road building. Those two causes, 

downpours and hard-surfacing, working together, will likely lead to an 

increasing irreversible compounded effect: ie; a higher delivery rate of water 

run-off (and therefore nitrate/nitrogen compounds from various sources) to 

the SEMS. This does not appear to have been taken into account by the NE 

model. 

Also, the nitrogen leaching effects from groundwater exacerbated by 

increasing run offs into the proposed development pond systems (SUDS) 

appear not to have been factored in either. Since those ponding systems are 

supposed to ‘return water as quickly as possible’, there is an un-quantified 

factor here also. 

Additionally, the 110litre per day water compliance for developments is un-

enforceable and therefore the wastewater flow determinations will likely to be 

higher in many cases.  



The Natural England models and calculations assume complete tidal mixing of 

the run-offs and effluents with Solent tidal waters into the SEMS. As stated 

above, local fishermen’s knowledge of the Solent seabed and tidal streams in 

the Solent is unparalleled and lead the author to conclude that if offsetting is 

carried out on the Isle of Wight (for example) to allow exclusive continued 

development of green-field sites on the mainland then the effluent nitrate 

offset from re-wilding a farm north of Wooton (for example) is highly unlikely 

to make any difference to seaweed overgrowth at Chilling (for example) due to 

the way the tidal flows move in Osbourne Bay.  

That is a serious oversight by NE. 

Note: The Southern Water sewer plume map (made available at time of writing) only shows the eastward flow 

of the plume from the outfall off Lee on Solent/Browndown. This is only the flood tide representation and not 

the ebb tide (westward flow). All of the hydrological modelling and mapping of the plume flows would need to 

be made available by Southern Water in order to be able to draw any further conclusions. 

As well as the delivery of nitrogen via the watercourses, the NE calculations for 

nitrate loading and subsequent guidance for housing developers appear not to 

take into account sewage overspills (CSO’s) after extended heavy 

rain/torrential downpours and subsequent likely nitrogen, bacterial and viral 

delivery and contamination of shellfish beds.  

Unless developers are building adequate sewage flow infrastructure into the 

development then Combined Sewage Overspills (CSO’s) will still likely increase 

in proportion to increased development. Food Standards Agency (FSA) limits 

for shellfish may still continue to get worse as they regularly do most years in 

Southampton Water after FSA monitoring.  

In other words, the viability of our inshore shellfish beds will still likely be at risk 

and will likely have an even higher risk in proportion to ever increasing 

development in the SEMS catchment. 

Even with nitrate land ‘offsetting’ more local to the proposed development this 

fact will likely not change due to CSO’s. 

The models used by the NE and the EA have not factored in the future (with 

increased development) considerable nitrogen loading into Solent catchment 

resulting from nitrogen loading from increasing car exhaust emissions and 

industrial development. All the science shows that with increasing 

development and road use and vehicle numbers, the nitrogen loading will 

increase significantly.  



As with increased chance of CSO’s after heavy rain due to more hard-surfacing, 

their will a similar increase delivery flow rate of dissolved nitrogen compounds 

to the SEMS; again, a factor not taken into account in the NE model.   

The Fareham Borough and Eastleigh Council for example, must already know 

that the local road systems have been pushed to over-capacity in a very short 

time within the last few years, evidenced by virtual gridlock on the A27 road 

(just an example) at peak flow times: their highway modelling has already 

clearly failed local people who are living daily traffic nightmares in Locks heath, 

Sarisbury Green, Hamble, Fareham and Southampton. It is not clear whether 

any scientific assessment has been carried out as to the increased delivery of 

nitrogen compounds via vehicle exhaust emissions from increasingly free 

standing/engine idling traffic in gridlock and increased traffic flows in general. 

All of this extra nitrogen is likely ending up in the Solent and NE has failed to 

include it in their calculations. Another massive oversight.   

And it is not just local. This would also include the entire road infrastructure, 

including motorway areas in South Hampshire, where exhaust emission 

nitrogen contaminated road water run-off feeds into SEMS. Increasingly wider 

gridlock events and increasing traffic in South Hampshire must be supplying 

significant emission-dissolved nitrogen compounds to the water catchment 

adjacent to many roads. (This has been widely studied in the USA). 

Notwithstanding micro-particulates from tyre rubber and oils, washing into the 

same catchment systems; the biological effect on water borne fauna (like 

salmonids and other fish) from these particulates has simply not been 

scientifically determined.  

All of this leads to the reasonable assertion that the calculations for nitrate 

loadings in the NE models are highly likely to be inaccurate by a significant 

degree, the expected offsetting effect: doubtful. There will still be a doubt 

regarding the current ‘nitrate’/seaweed problem which is already being 

exacerbated by overdevelopment in the Hampshire water catchment zone 

feeding into the Solent (SEMS). 

Further development in proportion with an ever-expanding population growth 

will likely further exacerbate these problems. It is simply the law of cause and 

effect in action.   

The conclusion is that it is highly uncertain that the SEMS water quality with 

respect to nitrates/phosphates will practically change and that it is highly 



uncertain that all the affected estuarine habitat (SAC’s and SPA’s) areas 

relating to seaweed overgrowth on mudflats and the wider SEMS where we 

fish will improve consistently throughout the district. 

Secondly, it is highly unlikely that the water quality with respect to 

E.coli/norovirus contamination in shellfish will improve since CSO’s will still be 

happening in proportion with increasing development without considerable 

improvements in the infrastructure/treatment of sewage. 

Thirdly: any increasing CSO’s will still deliver a loading of nitrogen (other than 

‘nitrate’) in other nitrogen compound forms from raw sewage overspills, along 

with bacterial and viral contamination into the SEMS and Southampton Water, 

so there is some reasonable doubt that NE’s nitrate offsetting methodology 

will actually be practically effective in reducing wider free-floating red seaweed 

overgrowth and improving the microbial quality of shellfish beds in 

Southampton Water and SEMS.  

Regarding shellfish quality: most wider SEMS Food Standards Agency 

classifications are currently assumed as class B. However, that could easily be 

reduced to Class C with more frequent testing and an increasing CSO threat 

resulting from increased development. That must be avoided, the fishermen 

will not be happy if that happens.  

Class C shellfish rating would be a disaster for the local clam shell fishing 

industry, the emerging Solent scallop fishery and the Solent Oyster 

Regeneration Project (Blue Marine Foundation). The potential loss of the 

Solent shell fishing industry would be incalculable. This is already a clear 

possibility and looming threat for Poole Harbour. Although Poole Harbour does 

not benefit from tidal flushing in the same way as the Solent, there is still a 

reasonable degree of doubt for the SEMS, so it would behove NE to take our 

warnings seriously. This year for example we have already seen an extension 

south, down the Southampton Water towards Chilling, of an unfavourable 

Class C rating for one clam species. (see FSA survey 2020). 

Currently, in Poole Harbour, shellfish cultivation businesses are significantly 

being affected due to bacterial sewage contamination. (personal 

communication/Southern IFCA Committee meeting comment Sept 2020) 

Any increase risk of contamination from sewage overspills applied to the local 

shellfish fishery most likely to prove detrimental to the quality of our local 



shellfish beds and fishery will most certainly result in litigation with the water 

companies. We are watching the situation closely.  

It appears that the local Councils together with NE and the Environment 

Agency have rushed through this nitrate mitigation ‘solution’ in order to 

enable the ever-expanding over-development of green field sites by 

developers within the SEMS water catchment area to continue. This will mean 

that over-development will continue and that the un-studied negative 

environmental effects like red seaweed overgrowth will also likely continue. 

It is alarming that such on- the- hoof science (without hard, long-term proof 

that the measures will be successful) can be fast tracked through by 

Government Agencies who are failing to protect not only our green field areas 

but the very unique landscape of parts of southern England. 

It should be their responsibility to assert that Central Government implement 

sensible policies which control the drivers of unsustainable housing demand 

(namely the drivers of population growth and movement of people). In short, 

sustainable policies for sustainable population growth, which include a 

revocation of existing legislation that currently enable unbridled green-field 

development by housing developers.  

This would also help ease pressure on offshore marine aggregate dredging 

(which supports the building industry) which often takes place in 

environmentally sensitive juvenile fish spawning grounds in the English 

Channel and elsewhere. These grounds are being dredged back to bedrock in 

some cases, partly to feed ever-expanding UK housing/population growth.  

Therefore, pending those long overdue changes to Central Government policy, 

and taking into consideration our analysis above, it would be pertinent that all 

current development in the Solent (SEMS) water catchment cease with 

immediate effect, until further long-term studies and peer review has been 

carried out. 

 

Steve Matthews 

Warsash Inshore Fishermen’s Group 

Warsash, Hants. 

Warsash.fishermen@outlook.com   November 2020 
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Representations | Barrie Webb
1812-562246

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Barrie

Last Name: Webb

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 40 Martin Ave

Postcode: PO14 2RU

Telephone Number: 07460017373

Email Address: barrie.webb@btinternet.com

1) Policy: TIN1 - Sustainable Transport

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Reference Transport and other infrastructure  Sustainable Transport  Para 10.1 A convenient, efficient, resilient
and safe transport network within the Borough is vital in supporting residents, businesses and visitors to the
Borough, and to the wider economy of the Solent area.  Para 10.3   Ensuring convenient cycling and walking
networks which contribute towards a modal shift away from less sustainable modes of travel, providing genuine
alternative options to the motor car;   Policy TIN 1, para 10.5 “Applications should be supported by a Travel
Plan.....”   I believe the above ambitions will not be met by the LCWIP (yet to be published) therefore I consider
that this element of the Fareham Local Plan is not sound.  • The available information on the LCWIP contained in
the Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment document,  Fig 3-5 Draft LCWIP proposed cycle network, 
appears to  show a network of on road cycle routes.  Cycling Weekly (and my own experience) cites sharing the
road with lorries, the threat of being passed too close by vehicles and poor road surfaces were the top three
factors putting people off cycling. https://www.cyclingweekly.com/news/lorries-close-passes-biggest-deterrents-
putting-people-off-becoming-cyclists-poll-concludes-381743   • The only new walking and cycling infrastructure is
The Delme to Downend Bus and Cycle TCF scheme comprising the Northern footway widened to create a  SUP
between St Catherine’s Way and Downend Road signalised junction; a distance of 213m to be precise  • Travel
plans for local developments have been poor and misleading with regard to the local walking and cycling
infrastructure.    • An example of this is shown in this document 
https://1drv.ms/b/s!AnQ00_4OgfUqvETtPfc9i2KADWu6?e=ldNGgp  with further supporting evidence here, item 
88,Phil Jones Associates (ATR0099) 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmtrans/1487/148713.htm  para 3.  I have no wish to
comment on whether or not this element of the plan is Legally compliant or complies with the duty to co-operate.
However, a box needed to be ticked to progress.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Unable to comment as the LWCIP has not been published

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

NA
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

NA

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session



Non survey response 

Received – 14.12.2020 

 

Is an agent appointed: No 

 

Name: Mr Graham Webb 

Address: 35 Alders Road, Fareham, PO16 0SH 

Email address: GJWebb82@yahoo.com 

 

Which part of the Local Plan is this representation about? 

Housing policy 

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 

sound? 

No more building of houses anywhere in the Gosport/ Fareham area 

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally 

compliant or sound? 

If I understand the question- it would make the air cleaner- less traffic fumes, less of 

an impact on the NHS 

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text: 

Sorry no idea what to write here 

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 

necessary to participate in the examination hearing session(s)? 

Yes 

Please outline in the box below why you consider it necessary to take part in 

the hearing session(s): 

As a local person near the A32- and the centre of Fareham- I listen, and at work talk 

about the traffic and the land we all hope will not be built on 

mailto:GJWebb82@yahoo.com
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Representations | Robin Webb
212-421914

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Robin

Last Name: Webb

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 150 Locks Road

Postcode: SO31 6LL

Telephone Number: 447769834763

Email Address: r.webb326@btinternet.com

1) Paragraph: 2.12

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Strategic priorities 1 and 11 fail to  address FBC's commitment to carbon neutrality by 2030. FBC made a
commitment to the borough to achieving carbon neutrality by 2030 in an Oct 2019 council meeting.  A carbon
reduction plan has yet to be published but it seems FBC is limiting this ambition to activities over which it has
direct control. This is very disappointing.  Surely, in a local plan of this scope and reach, where FBC has the power
of approval, FBC should be prepared to take a lead in energy conservation and carbon neutrality by mandating
building design policies which to help achieve these objectives, not only in ‘the embodied energy’ of construction
materials (para 11.24) but also in whole-life energy consumption and reduced CO2 emissions through insulation,
choice of heating systems and re-usable energy sources.

• By echoing a national preference for ‘mass transit and other means of transport’, without suggesting how these
alternative transport systems might become available/practical, the housing policies HA1 and HA7 (approx. 950
homes) aggravate the already serious congestion faced by car (and bus) passengers attempting to reach the A27
or the M27 from the Warsash peninsular in peak periods.   These policies attracted hundreds of reasoned
objections, mostly about transport and local facilities in the 2017 consultation.  In the current plan, however, these
allocations seem unchanged.  They are in evident conflict with plan statements with regard to Transport and Other
Infrastructure (10.3) on ‘accessibility improvement’ and ‘management of network congestion’. The bullet list of
road improvements at para 10.15 does include improvements to Warsash/Abshot Road but neither of these
appear to be of relevance to the problems of A27 or M27 access.  • The plan (para 11.10) states that
’Development should avoid being in a place that is dominated by vehicle access and movement priority’. So don’t
build on a roundabout. However, out-of-scale development (HA1 & 6 again) will generate vehicle access and
movement priority by further extending the existing commuter and school access traffic jams .

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Where FBC has the power of approval, FBC should be prepared to take a lead in energy conservation and carbon
neutrality by mandating building design policies which to help achieve its declared carbon neutrality objective, not
only in ‘the embodied energy’ of construction materials (para 11.24) but also in whole-life energy consumption and
reduced CO2 emissions through insulation, choice of heating systems and re-usable energy sources.

Substantially reduce the HA1 and HA7 housing allocation (preferred option) or  commit to road improvements to
cope with existing problems and to cope with projected increases in use.
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

FBC would then be honouring its commitment.

Self evident

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Above words should be summarised to extend the wording of  Strategic Priorities 1 and 11 at para 2.12 to include
the FBC carbon neutral commitment. Full wording to be included later in the report in the Climate Change and
Design sections (8 & 11)

This ould depend on how FBC elects to address this problem.  It's worth noting, however, that the Total Housing
Requirement at para 4.6 Table 4.1 is stated as 8,389. Puzzlingly, this includes a 15% contingency instead of the
national requirement of 10%.  So the plan includes a surplus of 364 homes over the requirement.  One might
therefore look no further than a 364 house reduction to the HA1/HA7 allocation to bring the total requirement back
into line.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 10.3

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Transport and other infrastructure. para 10.3 .  The plan gives insufficient attention to 'accessibility improvement'
or 'management of network congestion', particularly in respect of the Warsash peninsular and the effects of HA1
and HA6 in their contribution of traffic associated approx 950 new homes which will aggravate the already serious
congestion faced by car (and bus) passengers attempting to reach the A27 or the M27 in peak periods.   These
policies attracted hundreds of reasoned objections, mostly about transport and local facilities in the 2017
consultation.  In the current plan, however, these allocations seem unchanged.  They are in evident conflict with
plan statements with regard to Transport and Other Infrastructure (10.3) on ‘accessibility improvement’ and
‘management of network congestion’. The bullet list of road improvements at para 10.15 does include
improvements to Warsash/Abshot Road but neither of these appear to be of relevance to the problems of A27 or
M27 access.   The plan (para 11.10) states that ’Development should avoid being in a place that is dominated by
vehicle access and movement priority’.  However, out-of-scale development (HA1 & 7 again) will generate vehicle
access and movement priority by further extending the existing commuter and school access traffic jams . The
plan is therefore internally inconsistent.

This allocation takes over a significant portion of the Locks Heath Centre Car Park, as does HA37 which is
represented separately. There is no evidence that the car park under-utilised. On the contrary, cars using the
centre overflow inconveniently onto adjacent roads at the busiest periods.  Subpara (g) of HA36 states
:Reconfiguration of car parking needs to consider requirements and functions of the existing shopping centre;  
The existing  'Requirements and functions'  therefore show this allocation to be without merit

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The plan should either include a plan or priority statement making introducing significant improvement to roads
connecting the Warsash peninsular to the A27 and M27 or, alternatively and preferably, drastically reduce the
housing allocations at HA1 and HA7.

Delete HA36

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

See above

Self evident
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

See above

See above

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: HA37 - Former Locks Heath Filing Station

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This allocation takes over a significant portion of the Locks Heath Centre Car Park, as does HA36 which is
represented separately. There is no evidence that the car park under-utilised. On the contrary, cars using the
centre overflow inconveniently onto adjacent roads at the busiest periods.  This allocation is without merit.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Delete HA37

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Self evident

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

See above

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Policy: HA7 - Warsash Maritime Academy

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

HA7 states at sub para (a) that:  The quantum of housing proposed shall be broadly consistent with the indicative
site capacity, including conversion of the building currently known as the Shackleton building to flats;    This
relatively modern building  is described in the plan as a 'Statutory Listed Building'.  I have no objection to this  part
of the proposal per se, except for a general objection to over-building on the Warsash peninsular.  However, the
former Warsash Academy site includes a row of four coastguard cottages, constructed in approx 1900 which
alone preserve the historic identity of the site and appear to be without protection.  I suggest that this should be re-
considered.
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What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Consider protection of the 'Coastguard' building, by sympathetic conversion into housing.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Self evident

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Reword HA7 as suggested above

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session



1

Keely, Lauren

From: Clive Whitaker <c.whit@tiscali.co.uk>
Sent: 13 November 2020 11:14
To: Consultation
Subject: Fareham Local Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
I support the Local Plan in general. However I believe that Romsey Avenue together with the two 
adjacent fields should be given special protection as part of a Coastal and Habitats policy due to 
their sensitive position and the fact that it is a Special Protection Area for waders and Brent 
Geese. This would be in accordance with National policy such as paragraph 177 of NPPF.  
As you will know, Fareham used to have a Coastal and Countryside policy which covered these 
areas and which would have enabled the Council to win the Cranleigh Road appeal.  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Representations | Christne Wilkinson
1712-481358

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: Christne

Last Name: Wilkinson

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 4 Albion Close

Postcode: PO16 9EW

Telephone Number: 07745158827

Email Address: chrisvwilkinson@hotmail.com

1) Paragraph: 1.5

Legally compliant No

Sound Yes

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Fareham Borough Council's adopted Statement of Community Involvement states "the Council aims to give
everyone an equal opportunity to influence and comment on plans and planning applications shaping the future
development within Fareham". It also states that it will use a variety of methods and " will understand the needs of
different stakeholders and engage and consult in a way that suits them". They have not shown this in their actions. 
The council paid a distribution company for 53000 editions of the Fareham Today Special Edition to be printed and
delivered to every household within the borough. These were very important at this time - especially to people who
do not use the internet or social media. We are in the middle of a pandemic. People are unable to visit the council
offices or pick up a copy of this in the library. In fact, none of the face-to- face methods outlined in the Statement
of Community Involvement (How will we engage and consult? 5.1 d to g) have been used. There have been no
stands in the shopping areas with the leaflets available to collect and FBC staff to explain the content. There has
been no exhibition in a local building nor a CAT meeting. The notices on bus stops and notice boards would not be
seen by people during lockdown or by those shielding or self-isolating. The virtual exhibition which is "available to
everyone at any time of the night or day right up until 18th December" is of no use to the people will not know
about this or will be unable to access it.  For many,  the delivery of this through their door would be their only
access to the information. These leaflets were not delivered to all households. People in more than 70 roads in
Portchester alone, reported on social media that they had not received a copy. Some quick investigation showed
that roads in Fareham, Titchfield, Warsash and Stubbington had also not had these delivered. The PR and
Marketing Manager does not know which roads have had the leaflets delivered and which have not, how many
had been delivered and why so many roads had been missed. The non-delivery of these leaflets does not indicate
that Fareham council understands the needs of residents, nor that it engaged in a way that suited all. While the
PR and Marketing Manager informed me that Fareham Today does not form part of the consultation material, the
fact remains that by delivering this to some but not many others, Fareham Council has not given everyone in the
borough 'equal opportunity' to access the information needed to know where and how to comment on this stage of
the consultation.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

An extension of/ further consultation period to allow the delivery of Special Edition of Fareham Today to all
households and time for those residents to comment should they wish.,
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would give everyone "an equal opportunity to influence and comment on plans". as stated in the adopted
Statement of Community Involvement,

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

N/A

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, I want to take part in a hearing session

Please outline in the box below why you consider it necessary to take part in the hearing
session(s):

I have information (including email exchanges) which shows evidence of the issue I have highlighted.



1

Keely, Lauren

From: Rob McLennan <RobMcLennan@lsharchitects.co.uk>

Sent: 18 December 2020 14:06

To: Planning Policy

Cc: 'Sally Fish'

Subject: Wilky Group consultation on behalf of Lyons, Sleeman & Hoare architects response

Attachments: Cams Hall 201215 RMCbb Letter to Fareham Borough Council (002) (2) - SF amends.pdf

Importance: High

Dear Planning Strategy Team, Fareham Borough Council 
 
We have pleasure in attaching a representation to the current consultation exercise on behalf of the Wilky Group and 
in relation to Cams Hall in Fareham. 
 
Please see attached pdf document. 
 
We would also ask to be notified at the address below of any of the following:  
� Submission of the Fareham Local Plan to the Secretary of State for examination  
� Publication of the recommendations of the person appointed to carry out the independent examination of the 
Fareham Local Plan on behalf of the Secretary of State 
� Adoption of the new Fareham Local Plan 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further information or have any other queries. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Rob 

Rob McLennan BA(Hons) MRTPI 
Senior Planner 

For and on behalf of  
LYONS+SLEEMAN+HOARE | Architects 
 
T 01252 844144 
E RobMcLennan@lsharchitects.co.uk 

 
 

Covid-19 Update December 2020: Providing you with the best continued service: Lyons+Sleeman+Hoare’s offices are 
open to staff teams on a rotational basis only, for use in line with current government guidelines. Our telephone 
switchboard will not be fully staffed and so please get in touch directly with your L+S+H contact or a Director by email or 
mobile.  

The Irish Building & Design Awards: Retail Project of the Year - Kildare Village, Phase 2 
BCSC Gold Awards: Winner- Established Centre Award- Bicester Village  
Evening Standard Best British Homes Awards: Winner- Best Regeneration project- The Square- Chichester 
BCSC Gold Awards: Winner- Best Out Of Town Retail- Peterborough Garden Park 
UK Commercial Property Awards: Winner- Best Retail Development UK- Bicester Village 

www.lsharchitects.co.uk  
 
Nero Brewery, Cricket Green, Hartley Wintney, Hook, Hampshire , RG27 8QA  

 Keep it green, read from the screen  
DISCLAIMER We intend this e-mail message only for the person or entity named above. This message may contain information that is 
confidential or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the addressee or an employee or agent responsible for 
delivering this message to the addressee, please notify us immediately by telephone and remove this document from your e-mail 
system. Any dissemination or copying of this message by anyone other than the addressee is strictly prohibited.  
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Our ref:19/097/03.01/RMc/bb 15th December 2020 
 
 
 
Planning Policy  
Fareham Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
Civic Way 
Fareham 
Hampshire 
PO16 7AZ 

By email  
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPONSE TO FAREHAM DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2036 
 
This representation relates to Cams Hall, which comprises a statutory Listed Grade 11* Heritage Asset, 
which is adjacent to the Cams Estate Business Park, in Fareham. 
 
The details of the Listing are below: 
List Entry Number: 1232890.  
Date first listed: 18-Oct-1955.  
Date of most recent amendment: 20-Dec-1989.  
Statutory Address: CAMS HALL, PORTCHESTER ROAD 
 
This representation re-affirms and supplements a case put on behalf of the Hall’s owners, The Wilky Group, 
in this connection by Turley Planning Consultants on 4th December 2017. 
 
A full Copy attached of this submitted representation is attached at Appendix A. 
 
These representations seek the removal of the Cams Hall itself, together with its listed grounds and 
curtilage from the Proposed ‘E5 Employment Allocation’, as it is presently represented in the current 
consultation draft local plan. 
 
In summary, the inclusion of this historic heritage asset as part of the E5 Allocation is considered to remove 
the required flexibility to enable the owners to continue to maintain the asset in its ‘Optimum Viable Use’.  
 
Policy E5, as it relates to the Hall itself, is considered overly restrictive and does not allow the flexibility to 
consider other uses and other public benefits that may accrue through future changes of use and / or related 
development that may be required to retain the viability and beneficial continuing use of the Grade 11* listed 
Hall in a manner that will best secure its long-term future.  
 
This conflicts with National Planning Policy Framework advice and guidance which in relation to the future 
of economic changes and challenges states at paras. 80, 81 and 120 that; 
 
 “80. Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, 
expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and 
productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for development. The 
approach taken should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter any weaknesses and address the 
challenges of the future.” 
  
“81. Planning policies should: 
a) set out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages sustainable 
economic growth, having regard to Local Industrial Strategies and other local policies for economic 
development and regeneration; 
b) set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the strategy and to meet 
anticipated needs over the plan period; 
c) seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or housing, 
or a poor environment; and         

 
Cont … 
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d) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for new and flexible working 
practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid response to changes in economic 
circumstances. 
 
 “120. Planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the demand for land. They should 
be informed by regular reviews of both the land allocated for development in plans, and of land availability. 
Where the local planning authority considers there to be no reasonable prospect of an application coming 
forward for the use allocated in a plan: 
 

a) they should, as part of plan updates, reallocate the land for a more deliverable use that can help 
to address identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site which is undeveloped); 

 
Policy E5 as it relates to Cams Hall itself also conflicts with Heritage Policy within the Framework which 
states at paras 185 and 192 that; 
 

“185. Plans should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. This strategy 
should take into account: 

 
a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets, and putting 

them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;” 

“192. In determining applications, local planning authorities should take account of: 
 

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting 

them to viable uses consistent with their conservation…; 

Accordingly, it is contended that The Local Planning Authority should rely on the decision making process 
to determine the ‘appropriateness’ of future uses / development proposals for Cams Hall in the light of 
‘Heritage’ based policies and related advice and guidance contained within the NPPF, other development 
management policies of the local plan and advice and guidance available from Historic England. 
 
It is not ‘sound’ therefore for the Local Plan to contain ‘prescriptive’ policies restricting the future of such an 
important heritage asset. Rather the maximum level of flexibility should be allowed for the owners to find 
and deliver the most beneficial uses / development at the Hall site, particularly in the current economic 
climate, where occupancy levels have already reduced as a direct result of the COVID-19 Pandemic. 
 
Accordingly, the owners of Cams Hall object to the soundness of the local plan as presently proposed  on 
the basis that this policy, as it relates to Cams Hall itself, has not been positively prepared, is not justified 
or effective, and is inconsistent with national planning policy. 
 
This therefore is an objection to the ‘Soundness’ of the current Local plan. 
 
The draft local plan leaves Cams Hall as part of the retained Cams Hall E5 (was E3 in earlier draft) 
Employment Allocation in the current consultation draft (submission Version) of the Local Plan – see next 
page (pink outline). 
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This representation seeks an amendment to the boundary of this allocation to remove Cams Hall itself and 
its adjacent grounds and suggests a revision to this E5 boundary as outlined below; 
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of Employment Allocation E5 

Shaded Area should be 
removed from 
Employment Allocation E5 
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Policy E5 includes the following text; 
 
The existing Employment Areas (as shown on the Policies map) will be protected for existing and new 
office, general industrial and storage and distribution employment uses.  
Proposals for the extension of new buildings and intensification of land for employment uses within an 
existing Employment Area will be supported where it can be demonstrated that:  
a. It would facilitate the creation of additional jobs; and b. The development complies with Policy TIN1 and 
provides acceptable levels of parking. 
Proposals that will result in the loss of land and/or buildings to uses other than employment within an 
Existing Employment Area will be permitted where policy requirements are demonstrated together with the 
following:  
 

i. The proposals are not for residential development; and  

ii. All appropriate alternative forms of employment use have been dismissed as unsuitable or 

unviable; and 

iii. It can be clearly demonstrated that the land or building is not fit for purpose and 

modernisation or redevelopment for employment uses would be unviable; and  

iv. The proposals are accompanied by details of marketing of the vacant site/building covering a 

period of not fewer than twelve months; and  

v. Where proposals are for 'main town centre uses’37, such as retail and leisure facilities, but 
excluding offices, a full sequential assessment will be required as part of a planning 

application. 

The explanatory paragraph to this policy states; 
 
The re-use, regeneration and making more efficient use of existing employment land is consistent with the 
principles of ‘sustainable economic growth’.  
Policy E5 supports that intention by providing the framework to allow the regeneration and rejuvenation of 
the Borough’s Existing Employment Areas.  
 
The Council also recognises that the addition of complementary uses within Employment Areas can support 
the operation and function of those areas and can encourage prospective tenants/occupiers to these sites 
by improving the viability of future schemes. 
 
Flexibility is provided to allow, under certain circumstances, the reuse of vacant land or buildings in 
Employment Areas with economic development, as defined by the Framework. Where proposals are for 
'main town centre uses’ 38, such as retail and leisure facilities, but excluding offices, a full sequential 
assessment as set out in paragraph 86 of the NPPF will be required as part of a planning application 
 
The Turley representation at Appendix A also addresses the owners’ concerns.  
 
This representation raises the question of the ‘soundness’ of the Local Plan, which is one of the tests for 
Fareham’s current consultation exercise. 
 
The above policy wording does not embrace the possibility of the need to change the use of the Hall to 
alternative beneficial uses which would, in any event, be captured by heritage protection policies which 
exist not only via Historic England, but also in the NPPF and Local Plan and which have their own set of 
requirements – and which can be applied more logically. 
 
Accordingly, Cams Hall should be removed from Allocation E5, such that more ‘normal’ development 
management considerations could be undertaken in assessing any change of use or development 
application in the future, without the need or necessity to follow the more onerous marketing and sequential 
test requirements of the above policy as it relates to the adjacent ‘E5 Employment Allocation’. 
 

 
 
 

Cont … 
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We would request, therefore, that this matter is put before the new Local Plan Examiner to re-consider the 
‘soundness’ of including the Grade II* listed Cams Hall site itself as part of the wider Employment Allocation 
E5, rather than allowing any future change to be considered on its merits and other ‘Heritage’ site protection 
policies. 
 
This is especially important and has been reinforced in these ‘Covid 19’ times which has offered up another 
raft of issues relating to the uncertainty of the future of office space and a more than likely long-term 
downturn in demand for such accommodation. 
 
I look forward to your confirmation of receipt and acknowledgement of this representation. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
Rob McLennan      email: robmclennan@lsharchitects.co.uk 
BA (Hons), MRTPI 
For and on behalf of 
Lyons+Sleeman+Hoare Ltd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SEE OVER – APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX A 

 

4 December 2017 

Delivered by email and post 

Planning Policy  

Fareham Borough Council 

Civic Offices 

Civic Way 

Fareham 

Hampshire 

PO16 7AZ 

 

 

Ref: WILW3015 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPONSE TO FAREHAM DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2036 

 

This letter has been prepared on behalf of our client, Wilky Group, in response to Fareham 

Borough Council’s Draft Local Plan 2036, which was published for consultation on Wednesday 
25th October and is due to end on Friday 8th December.  The written representations enclosed 

follow on from discussions held with representatives of Fareham Borough Council on 23rd 

November 2017 and relate to Cams Hall, Fareham in relation to emerging Policy E3 (Employment 

Areas) of the Draft Fareham Local Plan. 

 

Specifically, these representations outline the need for a supportive emerging planning policy 

position that provides the flexibility for a broader range of uses to be considered for Cams Hall in 

the future.  At the current time, Cams Hall is protected in planning policy for employment uses 

however, alternative uses may need to be pursued by our client in the future in order to continue 

to safeguard the long-term conservation of the Hall as a Grade II* Listed heritage asset and enable 

our client to respond to changes in market demand. 

 

Site Context 

 

Cams Hall forms part of the Cams Estate, which is situated to the south east of Fareham Borough 

in between Porchester and Fareham.  The Hall is registered as a 17th Century Grade II* Listed 

Georgian mansion which has an extensive history dating back to 1086 and is referenced in the 

Domesday Book.  The immediate land surrounding Cams Hall is documented as a Historic Park 

and Garden and sits within the wider Conservation Area that encompasses the Cams Estate.   

Other key uses within the Estate include the Cams Hall Estate Golf Course and Cams Estate 

business park, the latter of which initially formed around a group of buildings adjacent to Cams 

Hall known as Home Farm and have now been converted for office use.  In planning policy terms, 

Cams Hall forms part of the employment allocation at Cams Estate business park although the 

character and physical appearance of Cams Hall is significantly different from the converted farm 

buildings within the business park and this is reflected in its Grade II* Listed status.   

 

 

 

 

 



 

Current Uses 

 

Cams Hall has been extensively refurbished and was purchased by Wilky Group in 2000.  The Hall 

currently provides high quality, serviced office accommodation to businesses and is also used as 

an events and wedding venue.  Cams Hall is operated by Parallel Business Centres Ltd, a 

subsidiary of the Wilky Group, who also provides similar serviced office accommodation in two 

other locations in Surrey at Fetcham Park and Parallel House.   

 

Flexibility of use 

 

Cams Hall has operated successfully in providing serviced office accommodation since its 

purchase by Wilky Group.  However, whilst this may be the current position, the nature of office 

space and the needs of the businesses who occupy such spaces have evolved.  This is in response 

to increasingly flexible working arrangements (such as home working) and technological 

innovation, both of which have enabled employees to work from a multitude of locations outside 

of the conventional office environment.  These changes are likely to have implications on the 

demand and space requirements for serviced office accommodation in the future. 

In order for our client to respond quickly to these changes in market demand, flexibility is needed 

within emerging planning policy so that our client can consider a wider range of uses for Cams 

Hall should demand for serviced office accommodation decrease in the future.  

Since its purchase by our client, Cams Hall has undergone a series of refurbishments in order to 

convert the property to provide high quality, serviced office accommodation.  This has also 

included a significant amount of capital investment in the maintenance of the Hall in order to 

preserve the Grade II* Listed Building, which is a significant heritage asset for the Borough.  

Overall, these maintenance costs have exceeded the income generated and longer term there 

will be a need to secure a more profitable use for Cams Hall in order for our client to continue 

with their efforts in safeguarding the conservation of the Hall in the future.   

An additional consideration is also the increasing local competition in the provision of serviced 

office accommodation from other providers, such as Regus and Arena Business Centres, which 

can provide competitive rents and therefore may reduce the demand for serviced office 

accommodation at Cams Hall in the future.  Further competition may also arise as employment 

sites within the Borough are developed for office uses, such as opportunities at Welborne, Solent 

Business Park and the second Innovation Centre planned for the Solent Enterprise Zone at 

Daedalus. 

 

Planning Policy Position 

 

Within adopted planning policy, Cams Hall forms part of the employment area known as ‘Cams 
Estate’ business park and is covered by Policy DSP17 of the Fareham Local Plan Part 2 (adopted 
June 2015).  Within the emerging Draft Local Plan, the proposed new policy position covering the 

development of existing employment areas is covered by Policy E3. 

 

 

Policy E3 states: 

The Employment Areas as shown on the Policies Map will be protected for employment uses 

within the use classes B1, B2 and B8.  

Proposals for the extension of new buildings and intensification of land for employment uses 

within an existing Employment Area will be supported where it can be demonstrated that:  

a. it would facilitate the creation of additional jobs; and  

b. it would not have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of neighbouring uses, on the 

landscape or on highways;  

c. car parking is provided in accordance with the Non-Residential Parking Standards SPD; 

and  



d. The design of any new buildings accords with the requirements of the design policies.  

Proposals for the change of use or redevelopment of vacant land and buildings to uses other than 

B-class employment (excluding residential) within an Employment Area will be permitted where 

policy requirements a-d above are demonstrated together with the following:  

e. all appropriate alternative forms of economic development have been considered; and  

f.  it can be clearly demonstrated that the land or building is not fit for purpose and 

modernisation or redevelopment for employment uses would be financially unviable; and  

g.  the proposal is accompanied by details of marketing of the vacant site / building covering 

a period of not fewer than twelve months.   

Emerging Policy E3 does not provide the flexibility needed by our client should a change of use 

at Cams Hall be sought in the future for the reasons aforementioned.  Whilst Policy E3 recognises 

that market conditions can lead to the need for employment sites to diversify away from B-class 

employment uses (excluding residential), in order to take advantage of this positive part of the 

policy several other policy criteria must be met, which are considered over burdensome for our 

client.   

Specifically, our concerns relate to part (g) of the policy which requires that any proposals for a 

change of use will only be considered in the event that Cams Hall is vacant and accompanied by 

details of marketing the building for a minimum period of twelve months.  This would require 

marketing Cams Hall for sale or for rent and is not an option our client would wish to consider.  

Needing to comply with this part of the policy will not enable our client to respond proactively to 

changes in market demand and take advantage of opportunities as they arise, which may be in 

the best interests for securing the long-term conservation of Cams Hall.   

Part (f) of the policy also requires proposals to clearly demonstrate that Cams Hall is not fit for 

purpose and that modernisation or redevelopment for other forms of employment uses would 

be financially unviable.  This would mean that all employment uses would have to be considered 

and assessed in terms of their financial viability before other uses could be considered.  This part 

of the policy is considered over burdensome for our client and, coupled with part (g) of the policy 

and the additional requirements outlined in the supporting policy text in paragraphs 6.25 and 

6.26, could result in significant delays to other non-employment opportunities being considered. 

We also note that reference has been made to paragraph 22 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) in paragraph 6.23: 

"where  there  is  no  reasonable prospect  of  a  site  being  used  for  the  allocated  employment  

use,  applications  for alternative uses for land or buildings should be treated on their merits 

having regard to market  signals  and  the  relative  need  for  different  land  uses  to  support  

sustainable communities". 

Our view is that the over burdensome nature of Policy E3 does not accurately reflect the 

requirements of paragraph 22 in the NPPF.  We request that the aspirations of our client to 

consider alternative uses for Cams Hall in order to ensure a sustainable form of income for its 

long-term conservation be treated as a market signal. 

Whilst we recognise that changes to Policy E3 can be requested through this consultation process 

we also recognise that there is a need for a robust policy position which protects employment 

sites within the Borough.  However, our view is that this employment policy should not apply to 

Cams Hall given that its character is distinctly different from the buildings within Cams Estate 

business park and that Cams Hall is an important heritage asset with considerable maintenance 

costs which warrants further consideration of other, more viable, uses.   

We therefore request that Cams Hall is disaggregated from the Cams Estate employment 

allocation and that this is reflected on the emerging Local Plan Policies Map.   

Background Paper: Interim Employment Land Review (October 2017) 

We note that an Interim Employment Land Review has been undertaken as part of the Evidence 

Base underpinning the Draft Fareham Local Plan.  The Review includes those sites that are 

considered to be the major employment areas within the Borough and these have been 

recommended for protection following a broad interim assessment (Table 5, pages 23-27). Cams 

Estate, including Cams Hall, has been assessed as a site to be protected.  



We understand from paragraph 3.32, page 23, that a more detailed scoring assessment of 

individual employment sites to be retained or discounted for protection for employment 

purposes is to be produced following a further detailed review of sites and their suitability for B 

class employment uses as part of the Evidence Base supporting the Regulation 19 publication 

version of the new Local Plan, the consultation for which we understand is expected to take place 

in Summer 2018. 

We request that as part of this process detailed scoring assessments are undertaken separately 

for Cams Hall and the Cams Estate business park so that fair consideration can be given as to 

whether Cams Hall is still suitable for retention within the wider employment allocation.  We also 

request that further information is disclosed to our client on the assessment criteria used as part 

of this scoring process. 

We also note from paragraph 3.31, page 23, that a number of smaller sites have already been 

reviewed and considered not suitable for protection for employment uses.  Whilst some of these 

sites contain small scale businesses they have not been considered as strategic in nature and thus 

the review concludes that alternative uses can be considered for these sites if it is the desire of 

the market.  We wish to highlight that in our view, Cams Hall in isolation is not a strategic 

employment site for the Borough and that there is a desire within the market, as indicated by 

our client, for other uses to be considered in order to ensure the preservation of the building in 

the longer term. 

 

Heritage  

 

Cams Hall is a Grade II* Listed Building and is therefore an important local and national heritage 

asset.  Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should set out in their 

Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment 

and in doing so should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve 

them in a manner appropriate to their significance.   

Given this emphasis within the NPPF on the need to conserve such assets we argue that the 

starting point for considering suitable future uses for Cams Hall should be on the basis of the use 

which best secures the conservation of the asset in the longer term and should not be prejudiced 

from doing so by an employment policy which restricts all other non-employment uses being 

considered. 

This reinforces our view that there is a need for Cams Hall to be disaggregated from the wider 

Cams Estate employment allocation so that a wider range of uses can be considered in the future 

if needed.  We wish to highlight at this stage that a residential use is not under consideration by 

our client. 

We thank the Council for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Local Plan and look forward 

to further dialogue on the matters highlighted in our representations.   

 

Yours sincerely 

Fay Eames 

Associate Director 

fay.eames@turley.co.uk 

  

mailto:fay.eames@turley.co.uk
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Appendix 1: Existing Cams Estate employment allocation 

 

 

  



Appendix 2: Proposed amendment to Cams Estate employment allocation showing the 

disaggregation of Cams Hall 
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Representations | Alan Williams
812-1798

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Alan

Last Name: Williams

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 138 Redlands Lane

Postcode: PO14 1HF

Telephone Number: 07866468391

Email Address: tontowilliams@gmail.com

1) Policy: HA42 - Land South of Cams Alders

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

HA42 is unsound and potentially illegal in it's allocation of land identified as a SINC, and in relation to the drainage
of the area identified as the allocation which could result in flooding of any new development or cause flooding to
neighbouring development. The proximity of the allocation to the SAM also make this allocation unsound.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove the allocation.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

By removing the allocation you remove the conflict with SINC, SAM and potential drainage issues

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not required if allocation removed.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Policy: CC1 - Climate Change

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

3593
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Whilst the policy may be regarded as technically legally compliant it is far from sound missing significant
developments in national climate change policy and the introduction of the Future Homes Standard as likely to be
the replacement of building regulations in the near future. The policy needs to be strengthened around the
compliance against and exceeding energy efficiency and carbon reduction standards to prevent the building of
homes that will require expensive retrofitting to improve their energy performance in the future.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Improve the requirement around energy efficiency in new build residential and include new commercial to be built
to similar suitable standards e.g. BREAM. Explicit link and acknowledge of the likely future changes to buildings
regulations e.g. Future Homes Standard and that energy efficiency standards are likely to increase in the near
future.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

By complying with upcoming changes to legislation within the lifetime of the plan

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

This is not my job

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session



Winchester City Council response to Fareham Borough Council 

Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation (6th November – 18th December 2020) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Regulation 19 Local Plan 
Consultation. The representations below relate to key cross-boundary issues and 
follow previous comments Winchester City Council has submitted in respect of 
earlier consultations on the emerging Local Plan, and discussions under the Duty to 
Cooperate.  

Strategic Policy DS2: Development in Strategic Gaps 

The City Council considers Policy DS2 to be sound and to satisfy the duty to 
cooperate insofar as it defines and protects the Meon Gap by defining the 
boundaries of the gap in a consistent way to those within Winchester District.  

Strategic Policy H1: Housing Provision  

The City Council supports the intention of Policy H1 to meet the Borough’s housing 
requirement under the Standard Methodology and provide an element to contribute 
to meeting unmet need in neighbouring authorities, pending an updated Partnership 
for South Hampshire Joint Strategy.  However, while a Local Plan is able to use the 
current Standard Methodology requirement and fix this on submission of the Plan, 
Policy H1 appears to be based on a significantly lower figure that results from a 
Government consultation which is not yet confirmed.  Similarly, the unmet needs of 
neighbouring authorities will also be subject to the final Standard Methodology 
requirement for these authorities and their ability to provide it.   

The City Council recognises the difficulties of setting a housing requirement when 
neither element is yet fixed, but would suggest that it may be necessary for the Plan 
to be updated by way of Modifications in order to be meet the tests of soundness 
and the Duty to Cooperate in relation to the housing requirement.  Alternatively, an 
early review may be needed once the final requirements are clarified.    

The City Council has no comments to raise in respect of the additional site 
allocations which are largely within the Borough’s developed area and are not 
considered to impact significantly on Winchester City Council’s area. 

Policy HP11: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 

The City Council considers Policy HP11 to be sound as it provides for the needs of 
gypsies and travellers to be met.  It welcomes that fact that the Local Plan has been 
able to identify sufficient sites to meet the Borough’s need for traveller sites, but the 
City Council has been unable to identify sufficient plots for travelling showpeople 
through its Gypsy & Traveller DPD and has asked the Borough Council whether it 
can help meet this need during discussions under the Duty to Cooperate.  While 
Policy HP11 may allow for permission to be granted to meet such a need, the 
explanatory text is not clear whether suitable sites have been sought to help meet 
the unmet need for travelling showpeoples’ sites in the south of Winchester District. 

Strategic Policy E1: Employment Land Provision & Policy E4: Solent 2 



The City Council supports the continued allocation of land at Solent 2 for 
employment use and considers this to be sound and supportive of the duty to 
cooperate.   

Yours sincerely, 

Adrian Fox 

Strategic Planning Manager  
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Keely, Lauren

From: Consultation

Sent: 21 December 2020 09:01

To: Planning Policy

Subject: Woodland Trust response

Attachments: Fareham Local Plan 2037 response from Woodland Trust.pdf

 
 
Katherine Trott  
Engagement Officer 
Fareham Borough Council 
01329824580  
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From: Bridget Fox (PPC) <bridgetfox@yahoo.co.uk>  
Sent: 18 December 2020 22:39 
To: Consultation <Consultation@fareham.gov.uk> 
Cc: Bridget Fox <bridgetfox@woodlandtrust.org.uk> 
Subject: Fareham local plan 2037 consultation: response from the Woodland Trust 
 
Please find attached a response from the Woodland Trust 
 
NB due to a temporary problem with access to Woodland Trust email, this response has been 
sent from my personal email account. However the official contact details are given below.  
 

Bridget Fox 
Regional External Affairs Officer - South East 
 

Telephone: 03437705492 | Mobile: 07787104762 

Email: BridgetFox@woodlandtrust.org.uk 

 

Woodland Trust, Kempton Way, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6LL 

0330 333 3300 

www.woodlandtrust.org.uk 
  

Stand up for trees 
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Fareham Local Plan 2037 Consultation         December 2020 

Response from the Woodland Trust 

The Woodland Trust (“the Trust”) is the UK's leading woodland conservation charity, and 
wants to see a UK that is rich in native woods and trees, for people and wildlife. We aim to 
achieve this by restoring and improving woodland biodiversity and increasing people's 
understanding and enjoyment of woods and trees.  

We own over 1,275 sites across the UK, covering over 23,580 hectares and we have around 
500,000 members and supporters. The Trust is recognised as a national authority on woods 
and trees and a protector of the benefits and values that they deliver for society. 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Fareham Local Plan 2037 publication draft.  
 
Contact name: 
 
Bridget Fox 
Regional External Affairs Officer - South East 
Woodland Trust, Kempton Way, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6LL 
Telephone: 03437705492 | Mobile: 07787104762 
Email: BridgetFox@woodlandtrust.org.uk 
 
 

 I am willing for my contact information to be shared. 

 The Woodland Trust is willing to give evidence at the Examination in Public. 

 
Please find below the Trust’s comments on individual policies. 
 
  

mailto:BridgetFox@woodlandtrust.org.uk
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Policy CC1: Climate Change 
 
We welcome the priority given to tackling climate change. This policy sets strategic policy aims 
including c) integrating Green and Blue infrastructure, and refers to the intention to improve 
tree canopy cover. However, it fails to set any specific policy requirements or targets that will 
deliver this policy and so risks being unsound in practice. In order to be sound, we recommend 
a more specific and robust policy wording.  
 
This should include policy in support of new tree planting and woodland creation. A rapid 
increase in the rate of woodland creation has been proposed by the UK’s Committee on 
Climate Change, to provide a key mechanism to lock up carbon in trees and soils, provide an 
alternative to fossil fuel energy and resource-hungry building material, and importantly to stem 
the declines in biodiversity.  We recommend setting a target for borough-wide tree canopy 
cover as part of this policy.  
 
We further recommend setting a target for tree canopy cover on individual development sites, 
ideally of 30 per cent, to be pursued through the retention of important trees, appropriate 
replacement of trees lost through development, ageing or disease and by new planting to 
support green infrastructure.  
 
Proposed amendment 
 
Expand c) as follows:  
c) Integrating Green and Blue Infrastructure into the design of developments through 
approaches such as mandatory biodiversity net gain; a minimum of 30% tree canopy cover, 
which will help to reduce CO2 concentrations and mitigate the urban heat island effect; and 
the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems which helps reduce the risk of flooding. 
 
Reason 
 
The independent Committee on Climate Change recommends increasing woodland cover in 
the UK from 13% to a minimum of to 15% by 2035 and 18% by 2050, to ensure the country 
achieves net zero carbon emissions. Development sites are make an important contribution 
to this target. By setting a 30% canopy cover target for development sites as part of wider 
Green Infrastructure and net gain requirements, local authorities can help deliver the 
necessary overall increase to 18%.  
 
Further information can be found in the Trust’s Emergency Tree Plan (2020) 1. 
 
 
  

                                           
1 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/47692/emergency-tree-plan.pdf 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/47692/emergency-tree-plan.pdf
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Policy NE1: Protection of Nature Conservation, Biodiversity and the Local Ecological 
Network 
 
This policy wording is permissive rather than explicitly ruling out development that adversely 
affects protected sites.  We fear that this risks being unsound in failing to afford adequate 
protection to ancient woodland and veteran trees.  
 
We welcome the explanatory wording in paragraph 9.15 “Development resulting in the loss or 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) 
should be refused, unless there are reasons of overriding public interests and a suitable 
compensation strategy” and would like to see that incorporated directly into the policy. 
 
Proposed amendment 
 

In order to make the policy sound, we ask that it be strengthened it, based on the on the 

wording recommended by the Woodland Trust, either by adding this wording to NE1 or 

alternatively to Policy NE6 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows. 

 
i. Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 

ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 

wholly exceptional reasons.  

ii. As ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees are irreplaceable, discussions over 

possible compensation should not form part of the assessment to determine whether 

the exceptional benefits of the development proposal outweigh the loss.  

iii. Ancient wood pasture and historic parkland should receive the same consideration as 

other forms of ancient woodland. The protection of the whole habitat is necessary even 

though tree cover may be comparatively sparse. Development on open space between 

trees in an area of ancient wood pasture or historic parkland should not be permitted. 

Reason 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 175c) states: “When determining 
planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles: …… c) 

development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient 

woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional 

reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists”. 
 
We recognise the intense pressure to identify and bring forward new sites for housing and 
employment uses. This pressure makes it all the more important that vital protections for 
ancient woodland and veteran trees are upheld. 

 

Ancient woods are irreplaceable. They are our richest terrestrial wildlife habitats, with complex 

ecological communities that have developed over centuries, and contain a high proportion of 

rare and threatened species, many of which are dependent on the particular conditions that 

this habitat affords. For this reason, ancient woods are reservoirs of biodiversity, but because 

the resource is limited and highly fragmented, they and their associated wildlife are particularly 

vulnerable.  

 
Where it is deemed that there is going to be unavoidable residual damage or loss to ancient 
woodland, the measures taken to compensate for this must be of a scale and quality 
commensurate with loss of irreplaceable habitat. Where ancient woodland is to be replaced 
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by new woodland, this should aim to create 30 hectares of new woodland for every hectare 
lost. 

 
Further information is available in the Trust’s Planners’ Manual for ancient woodland (2019)2. 
 
 
  

                                           
2 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf
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Policy NE6 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 
 
This policy wording is permissive rather than explicitly ruling out development that adversely 
affects protected sites.  We fear that this risks being unsound in failing to afford adequate 
protection to ancient woodland and veteran trees.  
 
It is also insufficiently robust in specifying the level of replacement where woodland and trees 
are removed in order to deliver net gain in line with policy NE2. The explanatory wording in 
paragraphs 9.84 and 9.85 indicate a welcome presumption against loss of existing trees and 
woodland, in particular ancient woodland and veteran trees, but are insufficiently robust in our 
view.  
 
Where it is deemed that there is going to be unavoidable residual damage or loss to ancient 
woodland, the measures taken to compensate for this must be of a scale and quality 
commensurate with loss of irreplaceable habitat. Where ancient woodland is to be replaced 
by new woodland, this should aim to create 30 hectares of new woodland for every hectare 
lost. 

 

For other trees, we recommend setting a proposed ratio of tree replacement, with a ratio of at 

least 2:1 for all but the smallest trees and ratios of up to 8:1 for the largest trees.  We would 

further encourage the specification where possible of UK sourced and grown tree stock for 

new planting, to support biodiversity and resilience. 

 
Proposed amendments 
 
Amendment 1 
 

In order to make the policy sound, we ask that it be strengthened it, based on the on the 

wording recommended by the Woodland Trust, either by adding this wording to NE6 or 

alternatively to Policy NE1: Protection of Nature Conservation, Biodiversity and the Local 

Ecological Network. 

 
i. Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such 

as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there 

are wholly exceptional reasons.  

ii. As ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees are irreplaceable, discussions 

over possible compensation should not form part of the assessment to determine 

whether the exceptional benefits of the development proposal outweigh the loss.  

iii. Ancient wood pasture and historic parkland should receive the same consideration 

as other forms of ancient woodland. The protection of the whole habitat is 

necessary even though tree cover may be comparatively sparse. Development on 

open space between trees in an area of ancient wood pasture or historic parkland 

should not be permitted. 

Reason 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 175c) states: “When determining 
planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles: …… c) 
development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient 

woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional 

reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists”. 
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We recognise the intense pressure to identify and bring forward new sites for housing and 
employment uses. This pressure makes it all the more important that vital protections for 
ancient woodland and veteran trees are upheld. 

 

Ancient woods are irreplaceable. They are our richest terrestrial wildlife habitats, with complex 

ecological communities that have developed over centuries, and contain a high proportion of 

rare and threatened species, many of which are dependent on the particular conditions that 

this habitat affords. For this reason, ancient woods are reservoirs of biodiversity, but because 

the resource is limited and highly fragmented, they and their associated wildlife are particularly 

vulnerable.  

 
Further information is available in the Trust’s Planners’ Manual for ancient woodland (2019)3. 
 
Amendment 2 
 
We propose amending the final lines of Policy NE6 to read 
 

“The removal of protected trees, groups of trees (including veteran trees), woodland (including 

ancient woodland) or hedgerows will only be permitted in wholly exceptional circumstances. 

Where it is deemed that there is going to be unavoidable residual damage or loss to ancient 

woodland, the measures taken to compensate for this must be of a scale and quality 

commensurate with loss of irreplaceable habitat. Where ancient woodland is to be replaced 

by new woodland, this should aim to create 30 hectares of new woodland for every hectare 

lost. Where protected trees, woodland and hedgerows are subject to removal, a replacement 

of an appropriate number, species and size in an appropriate location will be required, at a 

level that will deliver net gain in tree canopy cover.”  
 
Reason 
 
The current policy fails to specify adequately the level of replacement required to meet 
statutory biodiversity obligations including the emerging requirement to deliver biodiversity net 
gain. In addition, the policy fails to ensure increased tree canopy cover at a time when such 
increases are a goal of national and local policy. 
 

Further information is available in the Trust’s guidance on Local Authority Tree Strategies 

(2016) 4. 
 
  

                                           
3 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf 
4 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2016/07/local-authority-tree-strategies/ 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf
https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2016/07/local-authority-tree-strategies/
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Policy NE10: Protection and Provision of Open Space 
 

We support the policy that residential development will be required to provide open and play 

space to meet the needs of new residents. In addition, we recommend including standards for 

access to natural green space and woodland for existing and new developments.  

 
Proposed amendment 
 
To expand the final lines of policy NE10 as follows: 
 
“Residential development will be required to provide open and play space to meet the needs 
of new residents, including access to natural green space and woodland in line with the 
Accessible Natural Greespace and Woodland Access Standards. Where possible, 
development shall address any additional identified deficiencies in open space highlighted 
within the most recent Open Space study.” 
 
Reason 
 
Without specific standards, the policy risks being ineffective and therefore unsound.  
 
Natural England’s Accessible Natural Green Space Standard recommends that all people 
should have accessible natural green space: 

– Of at least two hectares in size, no more than 300m (five minutes’ walk) from home. 
– At least one accessible 20-hectare site within 2km of home. 
– One accessible 100-hectare site within 5km of home. 
– One accessible 500-hectare site within 10km of home. 
– A minimum of one hectare of statutory local nature reserves per 1,000 people. 

 
The Woodland Trust has developed a Woodland Access Standard to complement the 
Accessible Natural Green Space Standard. This recommends that:  

– That no person should live more than 500m from at least one area of accessible 
woodland of no less than 2ha in size. 

– That there should also be at least one area of accessible woodland of no less than 
20ha within 4km (8km round trip) of people’s homes. 

 
Further information is available in the Trust’s guidance Residential developments and trees 
(2019).5 
 
 
  

                                           
5 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/1688/residential-developments-and-trees.pdf 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/1688/residential-developments-and-trees.pdf
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Policy HA27, Rookery Avenue, Sarisbury. 
 
As the draft policy notes, this site is adjacent to ancient woodland at Gull Coppice. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend that as a precautionary 
principle, a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a development and the 
ancient woodland, including through the construction phase, unless the applicant can 
demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. A larger buffer may be required 
for particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that generate significant 
disturbance. 
 
Proposed amendment 
 
Add the following to f) … Proposals should seek to enhance the Gull Coppice SINC, while 
maintaining a 50m protective buffer. 
 
Reason 
 
In line with the NPPF protection for ancient woodland, buffers shield ancient woodland from 
damaging edge effects such as encroachment, fragmentation and pollution. If a 50m buffer is 
not accepted at this location, then we would still recommend specifying a minimum 15m buffer, 
in line with Natural England’s guidance.  
 
Well-planned buffers can offer recreation opportunities as well as contributing to biodiversity 
net gain. The preferred approach is to create new habitat, including native woodland, around 
existing ancient woodland. This will help reverse the historic fragmentation of this important 
habitat. The consequent increase in ecological connectivity between areas of ancient 
woodland will create the resilient landscapes recommended in Making Space for Nature 
published by Defra (2010). 
 
Further information is available in the Trust’s Planners’ Manual for ancient woodland (2019)6. 
 
 
END 
 

                                           
6 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/3731/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland.pdf
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Representations | Jill Wren
1812-56810

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: Jill

Last Name: Wren

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 39 Brook Lane

Postcode: SO31 9FE

Telephone Number: 01489 478657

Email Address: janePW145@yahoo.com

1) Paragraph: 1.11

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 1.14
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Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Paragraph: 3.27

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough
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If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Paragraph: 4.2

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Paragraph: 4.4

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Paragraph: 4.5

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
Publication Plan is invalidated as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Jane Wright
412-451119

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: Jane

Last Name: Wright

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) Please select your title

Address: 39 Brook Lane

Postcode: SO31 9FF

Telephone Number: 07808289002

Email Address: jane@prince-wright.net

1) Paragraph: 1.5

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.5 Introduction: Statement of Community Involvement Paragraph 2.1 says a “variety of methods” should be
used to solicit comments from the public. Because paper-based documents failed to be employed across the
borough, a large proportion of residents were deprived of sharing their opinion.  This was exacerbated by Covid
restrictions, limiting the access to libraries and the council office. The Publication Plan Introduction Page 1
specifies that representations should focus solely on “Tests of Soundness” but is contradictory to FBC’s guidance
in Fareham Today which includes the additional areas of ”Legal Compliance” and “Duty to Cooperate” This is
misleading and confusing to members of the public wishing to provide commentary. Since 2017 residents’
concerns have not been considered regardless of protest marches, deputations and objections raised. For
example, despite a petition exceeding the prerequisite number of signatures needed to trigger a Full Council
meeting debate, such debate was refused, even after a challenge was raised to the Council’s scrutiny Board.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Allow the public to be able to fully share their opinions and have their say now.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Public should be given the chance they were denied earlier in the process.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not sure

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3593
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2) Paragraph: 1.16

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 1.16: No mention is made of the 2017 unadopted draft Plan and Officers confirm it is the previous, 2015 plan
which is extant. Para 4.8 Allows the LPA to consider Housing sites allocated in the previous adopted (extant) Local
Plan. Yet, whilst HA1 did not feature in the extant 2015 Plan, page 38 ignores this, stating that housing will be
provided through HA1 and other local sites. The total new homes proposed for specific sites across the Borough
(not including Welborne) is 1342. It is an unfair distribution for HA1 (proposed at 830 dwellings) to contribute 62%
of this quantum. Moreover, whilst FBC recently enjoyed an overall reduction in new houses of 22.5% they are now
proposing Warsash should endure a 20% increase in their local number!

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

We should take our fair share of housing but no more.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

?

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

?

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: HP4 - Five-year Housing Land Supply

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Policy HP4 (Para 5.24) HA1 fails to meet criteria e) as the proposal would demonstrably have unacceptable
environmental, amenity and traffic implications.  Policy HA1: Page 51 refers to traffic routes and despite
recommendation to limit access to 6 dwellings on Greenaway Lane, the plan proposes for up to 140 dwellings to
use this as access through a widening of the Lane. This will result in a considerable negative impact on the
character of the lane and to the safety of its non-vehicular users. In general, Page 54 suggests 7 new accesses
onto the already very busy Brook Lane and Lockswood Road, as well as one additional access at Brook Lane, via
3 entry points from Greenaway Lane. The position and proximity of these access points will be a recipe for serious
gridlock and accident blackspots.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should consider alternative access points onto other streets than Brook Lane or reduce the number of
dwellings

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

By reducing the impact of traffic and potential accidents.
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

?

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Paragraph: 10.15

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 10.15 Transport plan does not include an analysis of streets where the majority of the houses are proposed.
Why, when there are 830 new dwellings proposed, hasn't more consideration been given to HA1 in the transport
assessment. With an average of 2 cars per dwelling, an additional 1660 vehicles will be on local roads and there is
no reference for the mitigation required to reduce congestion by 2037. The Plan fails the Test of Soundness by not
being Positively Prepared in this respect.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Reduce the numbers of dwellings. Ensure there are adequate parking facilities within the site. It is already very
hard to park in the center of Warsash and the additional cars will exacerbate the problem.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

?

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not sure

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Paragraph: 7.18

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 7.18 Out of town shopping is discussed, but not defined; Out of town shopping will take jobs and customers
away from local shopping areas and will increase traffic on the routes in and out of Warsash and Locks Heath.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

We should be encouraging people to shop locally and not to drive to shopping centres causing extra traffic on
local roads. Also taking business from local shops and services.
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

not sure

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

?

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Paragraph: 10.26

Legally compliant Yes

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Para 10.26 Infrastructure Delivery Plan calls for the expansion of health care provision through the addition of
further GP locations in the Western Wards, However the table provided within the document only provides an
historic timeline pre-dating the Local Plan. This is not a Sound approach taking into consideration that HA1 alone
will bring an additional 830 dwellings..

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The large number of additional houses planned for Warsash will place a burden on the already stretched doctors
surgeries and Dentists in the area.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

A current analysis of health care requirements needs to be undertaken.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

?

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Russ Wright
1712-17936

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Russ

Last Name: Wright

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 39 Brook Lane

Postcode: SO31 9FF

Telephone Number: 07808 289001

Email Address: russpw@gotadsl.co.uk

1) Paragraph: 1.11

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan needs to be revised inline with the latest methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Would bring the Plan into line with Central Government Policy

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not applicable - Plan needs complete rewriting

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 1.14
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Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

LPA needs to completely review its Housing Needs in line with Central Government Policy by using the new
Algorithm

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Rewrite the Borough's Housing Needs, using the latest Policy for calculation

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - Needs review of entire plan

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Paragraph: 1.38

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Timescales need to be re calculated based on new Housing Need Calculation

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Change all the dates to allow for new figures to be determined based on latest Central Government Methodology

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

N/A - Plan needs complete overhaul in view of Housing Need calculations are Flawed!

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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4) Paragraph: 3.19

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Paragraph: 3.2

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough
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If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Paragraph: 3.27

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

7) Paragraph: 4.2

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

8) Paragraph: 4.5

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
current Plan is made invalid as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

9) Paragraph: 1.12

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The LPA has relied on a recently-proposed (but not adopted) Central Government algorithm for deciding where
houses should be located. As this has now been updated, with an emphasis on brownfield sites and sites in the
North and the Midlands, the LPA needs to revise its methodology and calculations for Housing Needs in the
Borough as a whole and in particular in strategic sites such as within Warsash and the Western Wards. The
current Plan is made invalid as a result of implementing the wrong algorithms for Housing Needs
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What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The LPA should use the latest methodology for calculating Objectively Assessed Housing Need in line with Central
Government Policy

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The Plan should implement the new algorithms for calculating Housing Need

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not Applicable - The Local Plan needs to be completely revised to incorporate the Government's latest Standard
methodology for calculating Housing Needs in the Borough

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Keely, Lauren

From: Spencer Wright <spencer.wright@pvcbuildingsupplies.com>
Sent: 16 December 2020 11:25
To: Consultation
Subject: Representation
Attachments: 3236_001.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi, 
Please find my form attached, please acknowledge receipt. 
Happy Christmas 
 
Spencer 
IMPORTANT: This message is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please notify us and remove it 
from your system.  
Please note that occasionally email enquiries don't actually reach us. Due to ever tightening anti-spam software on the web and 
mail servers. There is no real rhyme or reason to this so if we have not responded to your enquiry within 48 hours then please 
give us a call on 01489 773 800 as we will NEVER intentionally ignore you. 

Spencer Wright 
PVC Building Supplies Ltd 
 

Tel: 01489 773 800 
Fax: 01489 773 808 
Email: spencer.wright@pvcbuildingsupplies.com 

Web: www.pvcbuildingsupplies.com 

Follow us on Twitter  

 

 
PVC Building Supplies Ltd 
Unit 28a  
Shamblehurst Lane 
Hedge End 
Southampton 
Hants SO30 2FX 

Company No.1950332 | VAT No. 107885057 

 
Disclaimer: 
This message contains confidential information and is intended only for consultation@fareham.gov.uk. If you are not an intended receipent you 
should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify spencer.wright@pvcbuildingsupplies.com immediately by e-mail if you have 
received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as 
information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Spencer Wright therefore does not 
accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required 
please request a hard-copy version. 
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Representations | Ronald Wyatt
1812-12959

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Ronald

Last Name: Wyatt

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 19 Brook Avenue

Postcode: SO31 9HP

Telephone Number: 441489886646

Email Address: ronald.wyatt@hotmail.co.uk

1) Policy: HA32 - Egmont Nursery

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This site is shown in the Hamble Valley of Special Landscape quality yet paragraph 3.9 says that there "remain no
development allocations in these areas". That is an untrue statement.  The plan states that as of 1st July 2020
outline planning was granted. This is also an untrue statement. One has to ask whether the council had already
predetermined this site. That would be unlawful. HA32 is subject to a live judicial review as it fails Fareham's own
extant plan requirements. It is not adjacent to the urban boundary (against DSP40). The site is subject to a legal
challenge (already delivered to Fareham Council) that it is not deliverable as it does not include land required to
meet a public highway (also against DSP40)  HA32 is also only 200metres from the protected Natura 2000 Sites
and only 34 metres from ancient woodland. HA32 should be removed from the plan as a developable site.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The removal of HA32

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove HA32

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not applicable if the site was removed and the plan is shaded in the same way as all the countryside area around
it in Fig. 3.3

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, I want to take part in a hearing session
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Please outline in the box below why you consider it necessary to take part in the hearing
session(s):

I am the Chairman of Brook Avenue Residents Against Development. As there is a live Judicial Review taking
place regarding HA32 the situation could change and I wish to reserve my right to update and add evidence.

2) Policy: HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

HA1 is still in the extant development plan (2015) as countryside. Although para.4.8 allows the planning authority
to consider sites in the previously adopted plan, HA1 was never included in the 2015 plan.. It should never have
allowed development on HA1. It is a large site yet designated for over 800 houses but being developed in a
piecemeal way. It is unsound for such a large development not to have an overarching environmental
assessment. We are told by the Leader of the Council that  Fareham will have a 22% reduction in housing need
yet this site's allocation has grown by 20%. Given that HA1 is 62% of all Fareham's housing (excluding
Welbourne)  we have a reduced need and 11 other sites were withdrawn from development in this plan, I would
contend that the plan did not consider development sites objectively and rationally.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

HA1 development should be stopped. It shouldn't have gone ahead to the point where it is now and certainly
should not go any further until it is more coherent. It requires an overall strategy for environmental, recreational,
road and school issues

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would allow the planning authority to address the shortcomings in the way this area is being handled. In doing so
it could rebalance the development across the borough which in turn would help address the other issues I raise.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

I will leave that to those of better brain.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Policy: HP2 - New Small-scale Development Outside Defined Urban Areas

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

Section 5.15 Policy HP2 is poorly worded. It allows a loophole which will be very hard to defend. It will allow samll
scale developments just abourt anywhere there is an existing house in the countryside. The result will be a
proliferation of housing in areas that are currently rural but which will become semi rural and eventually urban.
Point 1 is linked to point 2 with the word or and the statement contains a subjective element that is too widely
drawn. Point 1 says "The site is within or adjacent to existing areas of housing; or 2. The site is well related to the
settlement boundary" There are areas outside the urban are which are rural but have 2 or three well spaced
houses. Under  statement 1. above, a site next to one of them will become another development plot. Once that is
built the next one will be subject to the same and so on. Statement 2 " The site is well related to the settlement
boundary". means very little and is purely subjective. These 2 statements also  contradict items 2 and 9 on the list
of strategic priorities set out for the plan.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It requires a rewording of the following statement. 1. "The site is within or adjacent to existing areas of housing; or
The following statement should be removed "2. The site is well related to the settlement boundary;"

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would ensure that officers of the authority when making recommendations to the planning committee are
working on a set of objective criteria, free from any personal interpretations.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

1. "The site is within existing areas of housing. Development will not be allowed on plots next to housing outside
the countryside where no buildings currently exist (i.e current brownfield sites).

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Policy: DS3 – Landscape

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This policy is is not consistent. Areas of Special Landscape Quality have been identified in the Borough and are
shown on the Policies map. Development proposals shall only be permitted in these areas where the landscape
will be protected and enhanced." However the last paragraph says "Major development proposals must include a
comprehensive landscaping mitigation and enhancement scheme" . The question must be Why are major
developments being considered at all in these areas. Once they are built "Major developments by definition will
change the character It is contradictory and unsound.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The paragraph needs to be consistent in its objectives

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The paragraph which starts "Major developments" should be remove. By doing so it does not prevent applications
being made but it does prevent another potential loophole and lack of clarity which will lead to further appeals.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Remove the word "major" and replace with "any"



Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Ronald Wyatt (1812-12959)Local Plan 2037 | Representations | Ronald Wyatt (1812-12959) Page 4Page 4

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Representations | Valerie Wyatt
1512-11057

Respondent details:

Title: Mrs

First Name: Valerie

Last Name: Wyatt

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 19 BROOK AVENUE

Postcode: SO31 9HP

Telephone Number: 441489886646

Email Address: rjvwyatt@hotmail.co.uk

1) Paragraph: 5.15

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

New Small -Scale Development Outside Urban Areas. Points 1-4 include phrases such as 'high frequency' ' well
related' ' space between buildings' etc. which are very subjective and open to interpretation which make this policy
unsound; developers will use it to manipulate the council into granting permission when it is not appropriate. This
is likely to conflict with the following Strategic Priorities listed in para 2.12 and would therefore not be legally
compliant: 2. In the first instance maximise development within the urban area and away from the wider
countryside, valued landscapes and spaces that contribute to settlement definition.  9. Protect and enhance the
Borough’s landscape features, valued landscapes, biodiversity, green infrastructure networks and the local,
national and international sites designated for nature conservation. The council has shown itself to be unwilling to
stick to DSP40 criteria in the extant plan as witnessed by the Egmont Nurseries example - a site in the countryside
200 metres from the River Hamble and adjacent to the Local Nature Reserve 34m from ancient woodland.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

The criteria should be better defined as per point 5 which defines the number 4 as the maximum that will be
considered.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would give the council a firmer basis on which to defend the policies it sets store by and which local residents
agree are important as demonstrated in the consultation process. Protecting the remaining green spaces and
valued landscapes are a priority for the community. Biodiversity legislation is in place and the council risks
contravening this by caving in to the developers who threaten to go to appeal.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

I am not qualified to suggest wording.
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If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

2) Paragraph: 3.9

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

I have copied the text of this paragraph below. It is contains a false statement and therefore I consider it to be not
legally compliant and unsound. A small block has been cut out of the Area of Special Landscape Quality in Figure
3.3 to the north of Warsash and the west of Locks Heath. This is in the area of the Hamble Valley referred to in
the paragraph and is Housing Allocation Policy:HA32 Egmont Nursery. The detail is on page 98 of the Publication
Plan. There is another falsehood on that page; its planning status as at 1 July 2020 says 'Outline planning
permission granted (P/18/0592/OA). This is not true. The planning committee resolved to grant permission on
19th August 2020. The decision notice is dated 1st October 2020. It is now the subject of a Judicial Review as
local residents believe that it was unlawful to grant permission for a number of reasons including a failure to follow
policies in the extant plan.   Recent planning appeal decisions in the Borough have highlighted the need to
consider the designation of valued landscapes as part of the Local Plan. Previous Local Plans have included the
demarcation of ‘Areas of Special Landscape Quality’ in the Borough which were used to help shape planning
strategy and decisions on planning applications. These areas were the Meon, Hamble and Hook valleys,
Portsdown Hill and the Forest of Bere. Both the Landscape Assessment (2017), and the more recent ‘Technical
Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and the Strategic Gaps’ (2020) still recognise the intrinsic character
and distinctiveness of these relatively undeveloped areas of the Borough and so their locations have been used to
shape the development strategy. There is a presumption against major development in these areas, unless it can
be demonstrated through a landscape assessment that the quality and distinctiveness of the landscape character
can be conserved. For these reasons there remain no development allocations in these areas.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

They should either correct the information in the paragraph or, better still, remove this allocation from the plan
completely.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would be factually correct. I would think that a plan should be factually correct to be legally compliant and sound.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

If HA32 remains in the plan then the wording should be For these reasons there remain no development
allocations in these areas except for HA32 in the Hamble Valley.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

3) Paragraph: 3.14

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes
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Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The paragraph gives a green light to any developer wishing to build in the countryside areas of the borough using
this as an excuse. They can divide up sites to fit the 1 ha pattern described here. I understand that this is known
as salami slicing and is not sound. The terms used in the paragraph (copied below) are sufficiently vague, e.g. in
keeping, to allow developers to lean on officers to recommend permission. 3.14 The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) recognises the need to ensure that there is diversity within the housing market and
acknowledges the role that small to medium sites (of less than one hectare) can bring to any development
strategy both in terms of ensuring a supply of deliverable sites that can be relied upon within the first few years of
a Local Plan and the fact that small sites help to diversify the housing product, such as by encouraging people
who wish to build their own homes. For this reason, the proposed Development Strategy provides a new policy
tool to allow small-scale development in the countryside where it can be demonstrated that the location is
sustainable in terms of access to local facilities and services, and that the development would be in keeping with
the character and pattern of the existing settlement. While the policy applies to the whole Borough, its specific
wording means that it can only be applied in certain areas where particular criteria are met. The new policy can be
viewed in full in the housing chapter (Chapter 5) and will be subject to regular monitoring to ensure that it is
achieving the desired effect.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

This should be looked at again to close loopholes for salami slicing.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Tighter wording

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

I am not qualified to do this.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

4) Policy: HA32 - Egmont Nursery

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This Housing Allocation should be removed from the plan pending the outcome of the Judicial Review that is
underway. The planning status given on page 98 is untrue. As at 1 July 2020 the status was 'still under
consideration' To publish the Housing Allocation in this way could be seen as the council being 'pre-determined'
on the matter as it had yet not followed the legal process to that point where it was legally granted. The council
ignored the policies in the extant plan to recommend and then resolve to grant permission on 19th August 2020.
The site is not adjacent to the urban boundary and is in a sensitive location less than 200m from Natura 2000
sites. It is adjacent to Holly Hill Nature Reserve. Ancient woodland is located only 34 metres from the boundary of
the site. The Areas of Special Landscape Quality shown in Figure 3.3 has this allocation shown to the north of
Warsash and the west of Locks Heath as a small cut out. This is the only such cut out and makes absolutely no
sense at all and is therefore unsound. It is also counter to the Strategic Priorities points 2 and 9 in 2.12 of this plan
and therefore inconsistent which must also make it unsound.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Take out HA32 as a Housing Allocation

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Take out HA32 as a Housing Allocation
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Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Take out HA32 as a Housing Allocation

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

5) Policy: DS3 – Landscape

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This entire policy contradicts other parts of the plan as it allows even major development throughout the Areas of
Special Landscape Quality. It says "Major development proposals must include a comprehensive landscaping
mitigation and enhancement scheme to ensure that the development is able to successfully integrate with the
landscape and surroundings." All a developer will need to do is get a consultant to put together a report that says
that it integrates successfully and the proposal will get through. Mitigation as an option is an even greater certainty
as they can just buy some credits with a scheme. This totally contradicts the green and environmental aspirations
that have been much heralded in all the material put out by the council in issues of Fareham Today as well as the
Strategic Priorities 2 and 9 (Paragraph 2.12).

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove this or re-write it to give real protection to these landscapes.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove this or re-write it to give real protection to these landscapes.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Not for me to do as I am not a planning expert.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

6) Policy: HP4 - Five-year Housing Land Supply

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

This policy replaces a similarly worded one in the extant plan (DSP40). That has clearly failed to be effective and
this one is just as lacking as Housing Allocations HA1 and HA32 are included in the plan but do not meet the
criteria for development in this policy. A plan with these contradictions built into it is clearly unsound and therefore
not legally compliant as the plan must be sound.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Remove HA1 and HA32 and tighten up HP4
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How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

HP4 should be written in such a way that there is absolutely no doubt. The words 'meet all of the following criteria'
are obviously open to interpretation by officers although I fail to see why they have trouble with it.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Perhaps 'For the avoidance of doubt - that is every single one of the criteria not just some of the criteria.' should
be added before the criteria to make the message less easy to misinterpret.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session

7) Paragraph: 10.15

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The Atkins Transport Assessment used to inform this paragraph  does not take into account the volume of traffic
now likely from the increased number of dwellings proposed in the plan. It is out of date and therefore the plan is
unsound to rely on it and if it is unsound I would think it is not legally compliant.6.10 in the report refers to
Greenaway Lane only being used for access to properties that front it whereas the plan now shows many more
using it. A large proportion of the increased traffic will need to use the junction of Brook Lane and Lockswood
Road. The report rightly forecasts a severe impact on this junction but unlike other junctions there is no suggestion
that there is a mitigation option. This is possibly because the physical constraints of the land do not allow for it.
This is just one junction that is currently under severe stress. Others are already over capacity and none of the
proposed Warsash houses is occupied.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Re-do the transport assessments properly.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Up to date and realistic evaluations might make a difference to the quantum of development proposed for this
area.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

None

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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Keely, Lauren

From: Consultation

Sent: 18 December 2020 10:47

To: Planning Policy

Subject: WYG (on behalf of Vistry Group) response

Attachments: Appendix 3 - Site Access drawing SK05.pdf; FBC reg 19 rep Pinks Hill (18.12.2020).pdf; reg 19 rep 

form - 17.12.20.pdf; Apendix 1a - FBC plan sup rep (Feb 2020).pdf; Appendix 1c - FBC Draft Local 

Plan 2017 rep (Dec 2017).pdf; Appendix 2 - HCC response relating to app 19-0894-OA.pdf
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From: Billington, Nick <Nick.Billington@tetratech.com>  
Sent: 18 December 2020 10:00 
To: Consultation <Consultation@fareham.gov.uk> 
Subject: FBC Local Plan regulation 19 consultation response ‐ Vistry Group 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Please find attached our representation on behalf of Vistry Group in relation to the current regulation 19 consultation 
on the FBC Local Plan. Please can you confirm receipt of all six attachments which constitute our representation and 
that it will be considered ahead of and as part of the examination into the local plan.  
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Nick Billington  
Associate Director - Planning 

WYG will be rebranding to Tetra Tech at the start of 2021  

WYG 
The Pavilion, 1st Floor, Botleigh Grange Office Campus, Hedge End, Southampton, Hampshire, SO30 2AF 
Tel: +44 2382 022 800 
Mob: +44 7500 951 474 
 
www.wyg.com 

Note: My email address has changed to Nick.Billington@tetratech.com. Emails sent to my old @wyg.com address will be 
automatically forwarded to my new email address for the time being but please use my new address where possible. All other 
contact details remain unchanged. Thank you.  

WYG Environment Planning Transport Limited. Registered in England number: 03050297. 
Registered Office: 3 Sovereign Square, Sovereign Street, Leeds LS1 4ER. VAT No: 431-0326-08.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by WYG on behalf of Vistry Group who have an 

interest in the land at Pinks Hill, Fareham which is in a single ownership. The Group was formed 

in January 2020 following the successful acquisition by Bovis Homes Group PLC from Galliford 

Try Plc of Linden Homes and their Partnerships & Regeneration businesses. Vistry Partnerships 

is the Group’s affordable homes and regeneration specialist. Working in close partnership with 

housing associations, local authorities and government agencies, it is one of the UK’s leading 

providers of affordable housing and sustainable communities. 

 

1.2 This representation follows various previous representations made during the preparation of the 

Fareham Borough Council (FBC) plan. Most recently this included a representation in relation to 

the FBC Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement in January 2020. Our previous representations are 

appended at Appendix 1.  The site has previously also been promoted as part of the Council’s 

Call for Sites and Draft Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation, and these previous representations 

remain valid. 

 

1.3 This representation relates to Fareham Borough Council’s Regulation 19 consultation in relation 

to the Fareham Borough Council Local Plan 2037 (hereafter referred to as ‘the plan’). 

 

1.4 The site extends to approximately 5.3 hectares and had, until the publication of the current 

version of the plan, been proposed by FBC for allocation for residential development, with an 

indicative capacity of 80 dwellings, in the Fareham Borough Draft Local Plan (2017) under Policy 

HA8.  

 

1.5 These representations consider the Local Plan and the supporting evidence base, which are the 

subject of a Regulation 19 Consultation which runs until 18th December 2020, focusing on 

whether it: has been positively prepared; is legally compliant and sound; and whether the duty 

to cooperate has been met. This document will demonstrate that the decision to seek to deliver 

a lower number of houses than the adopted Method for Calculating Housing Need requires is 

not justified or sound and undermines the Council’s Duty to Cooperate. It will then go onto show 

that the removal of draft policy HA8 is not justified by the sites available, achievable and 

deliverable status and its highly sustainable location in Wallington, which is borne out by the 

Council’s own evidence.  
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2.0  Local Plan Housing Strategy   

2.1 On the 22nd of October 2020 FBC’s Cabinet? approved the publication Local plan for regulation 

19 consultation ahead of submission to the Secretary of State for independent examination. The 

publication of the ‘submission’ local plan followed several previous iterations, tweaks and 

consultation on the emerging plan. This included major changes to the plan in 2018 and 2019 

to accommodate additional housing to reflect the Government’s adopted Method of Calculating 

Housing Need.  

 

2.2 In August 2020 the Government published a document entitled ‘Changes to the current planning 

system’, which proposed an alternative Standard Method for Assessing Housing Numbers in 

strategic plans (hereafter referred to as the ‘SMAHN’). The current iteration of The Plan was 

subsequently based on the SMAHN. 

 

2.3 On the 16th December 2020 the Government announced their response to the consultation, 

confirming that they “…have decided the most appropriate approach is to retain the standard 

method in its current form”.1 Alongside the announcement, the Government published a table 

confirming the indicative local housing need for Fareham would be 514, the same need as 

identified by FBC in their Local Plan Supplement. The Planning Practice Guidance has also been 

updated to reflect the announcement.      

 

2.4 We appreciate the untimely change in approach by central government has placed the council 

in a difficult position. However, for the plan to be ‘sound’ the housing requirement will need to 

be revised to reflect the latest planning practice guidance. Owing to the resultant and significant 

changes this entails, we are of the view that a further round of consultation should be 

undertaken prior to The Plan’s submission. This representation is made on the assumption that 

FBC will review their approach in light of the Government announcements and changes to the 

PPG in relation to calculating housing need made on the 16th December 2020. If the plan is 

submitted in its current form, we request the opportunity to participate in and comment further 

on the currently proposed housing requirement and the methodology behind it. 

 

2.5 Vistry Group maintain that site HA8 remains available and deliverable and can help meet the 

council’s housing requirement in the short term. 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-

system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-
current-planning-system [accessed 16.12.202] 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
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Summary 

2.6 In summary, there have been fundamental changes in circumstances since The Plan was 

produced. As a result The Plan in its current form fails to deliver the housing the area needs  

owing to the abandonment of the proposed revisions to the SMAHN.  Consequentially, Policy H1 

relating to the strategy to deliver the housing the area needs is therefore unsound. The current 

adopted housing method would represent a far more robust starting point to help deliver the 

housing the Borough requires.  
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3.0 Sustainable Development at Pinks Hill  

3.1 Vistry Group (which encompasses Linden homes) has previously submitted various promotion 

documents and representations confirming that the site is deliverable, achievable and suitable 

for development. Our previous site promotion has demonstrated that development of the site 

represents sustainable development in an accessible location. Until this most recent iteration of 

the plan, the site had been proposed for allocation with reference HA8, which demonstrates 

that FBC also considered it a suitable site for development.  

 

3.2 The January 2020 consultation on the local plan supplement continued to consider the site in 

accordance with the Council’s intended strategy for development as the extract from the 2036 
supplement demonstrates, showing Pinks Hill continuing to be allocated: 

Figure 1 - Extract from Fareham Draft Local Plan (2017) 
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3.3 However, the regulation 19 plan, subject of this consultation, excludes the site from allocation,. 

Given the change in circumstances and the resultant uplift in housing requirement, Vistry Group 

can confirm that site HA8 remains available and developable for reasons set out below. 

 

3.4 Firstly, the site is within walking and cycling distance of a range of facilities, including Fareham 

Town centre. It also has excellent access to the strategic road network and good access to 

public transport. There are no overriding technical constraints to its development.  

 

3.5 The site is not considered an area of landscape sensitivity, nor is it in an identified gap where 

development of the site could physically or visually be considered to result in landscape harm 

or coalescence. It is also a well contained site with strong defensible boundaries formed by a 

mixture of existing built form, including the A27 to the south-east, and strong planting. 

 

3.6 In respect of Highways, it has been demonstrated that a suitable access can be provided to the 

site (see appendix 3). Vistry is committed to providing suitable pedestrian access to the site to 

provide a safe and convenient route for people to access the facilities and services in Wallington 

and Fareham. Formal details of pedestrian routes would be submitted with a planning 

application, but, the adjoining roads are in public ownership and no overriding constraints to 

their provision are envisaged.   

 

3.7 In terms of traffic impacts of the development on the surrounding road network, and in 

particular Pinks Hill road, it has been demonstrated that no overriding issues arise.  Pinks Hill 

and Military road, avoiding the site, are not adopted highways managed by the Highways 

Figure 2 - Extract from Fareham Local Plan 2036 Supplement 



 
 

 

8 
 

Authority (HCC) - they are though owned and managed by a public body, Fareham Borough 

Council, meaning ownership issues are not an overriding constraint. HCC, in its formal responses 

to extant planning applications in Wallington (P/19/0894/OA), has confirmed that with suitable 

works to Pinks Hill, the cumulative impacts of development in the area can be appropriately 

accommodated (Appendix 2). Indeed, upgrading the road to potentially adoptable standard 

offers an opportunity for FBC, as owners of the road, to potentially remove its liability for 

maintenance and management through offering it for adoption to the Highways Authority.  

 

3.8 In regards noise from nearby uses and roads, we have also demonstrated that, with suitable 

mitigation in place, the site can form a suitable living environment for residents. 

 

3.9 The site is also not within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and the proposals are located 

and will be designed such that sustainable forms of travel, such as walking and cycling, will be 

prioritised to reduce CO2 and NO2 production.  

 

3.10 Our previous submissions in relation to the regulation 18 consultation and supplement 

consultation are included at Appendix 1 and set out in more detail how the site is suitable, 

achievable and available when tested against the comments of the SEA and SHELAA. These 

comments largely remain relevant and demonstrate there are no overriding issues preventing 

the sites allocation and development.  

 

3.11 The previous allocation of the site by FBC, and its designation in the 2019 SHELAA as a Suitable, 

achievable and available site proves that the site has no overriding constraints which would 

prevent its development. This includes matters relating to highways.  

 

3.12 The site also consistently scores well in the most recent SEA. The site is considered in three 

different ways by the SEA, despite being promoted as a single residential site. Nonetheless, the 

site consistently scores positively whether appraised as a whole site or in parts.  

 

 

 

Figure 3 - Extract from the SEA (November 2020) 
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3.13 Overall, the submission version SEA confirms the site is suitable for development and should be 

selected.  

                Figure 4 - Extract from Appendix G of the SEA November 2020 

 

3.14 The site also scores comparably, and in some instances better than sites chosen for allocation, 

including against sites not yet benefitting from planning permission or a resolution to grant.  

 

3.15 The site’s sustainability was confirmed by the SHELAA December 2019 which concluded that 

the site is suitable, available and achievable. However, the latest SHELAA (September 2020) 

confusingly then suggests the site is not suitable or achievable, despite its previous acceptability 

in the 2019 SHELAA, and its positive scoring in the latest SA.  

 

3.16 Vistry welcomes the fact that the latest SHELAA now considers the site for a minimum of 130 

units and no employment, which we have previously argued is a more appropriate and efficient 

use of the site and hence this change is supported.    

 

3.17 Furthermore, the latest SA sets out an even more positive appraisal of the site.  

 

3.18 Overall, the site offers an excellent opportunity to deliver at least 130 homes on a sustainable 

and accessible site. The sites suitability for development continues to be recognised by the 

evidence published supporting the plan, which ranks the site highly on the majority of SA 

objectives. Development of the site also continues to cohere with FBC’s preferred plan strategy 

(option 2F). There are also no overriding technical constraints to the site’s development. The 

site should therefore be reincluded for allocation in the plan to make an important and 

sustainable contribution to FBC’s housing need. Failure to include the site in the plan to meet 

the increase in housing requirement would represent an unsound and unjustified approach to 

the consideration of sites for development which does not cohere with the requirement that 

plans be positively prepared to meet the areas housing need.      
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4.0 Other Policies  

Policy HP5 – Affordable housing 

4.1 Vistry is committed to providing an appropriate quantum and mix of affordable housing on site 

to meet local needs.  

 

4.2 Vistry supports the wording of part (iv) of policy HP5 which recognises that local need and site 

characteristics are key drivers of mix but suggest that Market Signals also be added to the 

considerations.  

 

Policy HP9 – Self and Custom Build Housing  

4.3 Custom build and self-build development is an important part of the Government’s agenda to 

widen the choice of homes and encourage greater variety by supporting small and medium size 

housebuilders. The need for self and custom build plots is recorded through registers kept by 

Councils and a duty has been placed on LPAs to grant planning permission to satisfy this need 

in full. As set out in our regulation 18 representation to the 2017 draft plan, it is considered that 

the policy is too blunt and fails to account for the particular needs and requirements of potential 

self and custom home builders. Self/custom building housing is a dynamic housing need that 

can vary considerably year-on-year and therefore a more dynamic policy is required that enables 

the requisite amount of self/custom building development land to come forward in places and 

on sites that reflects the actual need as identified by the local self-build register.  

 

4.4 It is not clear whether the Council has considered alternative approaches to the delivery of self-

build plots. It is important that the Council examines all options in line with PPG before placing 

additional burdens on the development industry. The PPG also sets out at para 025 of the Self 

build and custom build housebuilding page that the Council should seek to encourage 

landowners to consider the provision of self-build plots and facilitate access where they are 

interested. The approach taken by the Council clearly goes beyond encouragement as it requires 

the provision of plots without site specific prior engagement about was is realistic and achievable 

on a given site, taking account of its particular context and local circumstances.  

 

4.5 It is also questionable whether there will be a high demand for self-build plots within a wider 

residential estate. In our experience, self-builders seek either bespoke ‘self-build’ sites (such as 

that proposed by application P/19/0130/OA – see below) or individual self-build units, often in 

the countryside. Provision as part of a larger scale site is hence likely to lead to poor take up of 
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the self-build plots and not meet the requirements of those on the register, whilst also resulting 

in additional cost and wasted developable space on sites such as Pinks Hill.  

 

4.6 If the Council considers that a quota-based policy is the preferred approach to satisfying the 

self/custom build need in Fareham then a more flexible approach should be adopted. For 

example, the proportion of plots being brought forward as self-build should only reflect the need 

demonstrated on the register. This should also factor in locational choice as clearly demand 

exhibited in one part of the Borough is specific to that location and it would be unreasonable to 

expect those on the register to satisfy their need elsewhere. If a specific quota is applied, then 

this should be regarded as a starting point for negotiations and with the relevant caveat that 

such a requirement could be set aside or reduced on the grounds of viability or contextual 

factors relevant to the site.  

 

4.7 Vistry Group do offer a ‘self-finish’ product whereby the developer works with the potential 

home buyer to design the interior layout, fixtures and fitting to provide a bespoke interior 

product for the purchaser, akin to custom build options. This offers an alternative, more 

appropriate, route for delivery of a self/custom build type product as part of a larger site, whilst 

still making the most efficient use of the site and the time and resources required.  

 

4.8 In the case of Pinks Hill, an application for an entirely self-build scheme of 26 dwellings is under 

consideration adjacent to the site (FBC ref P/19/0130/OA). This would likely take the foreseeable 

demand within Wallington for Self-build plots on a site designed to cater specifically to the self 

and custom build market. If further plots where delivered on Pinks Hill, there is a very real risk 

that these plots could be left empty due to the saturation of self-build plots in the very immediate 

area. This is a good example of why draft Policy HP9 is too blunt and needs to be made more 

flexible and dynamic, responding to the actual demand for self-build plots as identified on the 

register. 

 

4.9 Notwithstanding the above, if the quota-based approach is adopted, Vistry support the inclusion 

of the ‘fall back’ that any self-build plots that are not taken up can be developed as standard 

units as part of the wider site. It is suggested that this fall back be made more agile by reducing 

the period to six months to reduce potential expensive delays on site. Consideration should also 

be given to how any self-build plots would fit conveniently and safely within the wider 

development site as their inclusion introduces logistical and health and safety challenges not 

recognised by the policy or supporting text.  
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Policy NE2 – Biodiversity net Gain  

4.10 Vistry is committed to protecting and enhancing ecology on the sites it delivers and welcomes 

efforts to utilise opportunities to improve biodiversity on sites. However, there appears to be 

inconsistent consideration of the potential affects of imposing a Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

requirement on the deliverability and viability of sites, which could have implications for site 

delivery.  

 

4.11 Firstly, in viability terms, we note that a £500 sum per dwelling has been assumed as the ‘cost’ 

of implementing BNG, based on figures provided by Natural England. However, the basis on 

which this ‘average’ figure has been arrived at by Natural England is not apparent from the 

published evidence base. The BNG cost is also likely to vary substantially depending on the 

baseline ecological value of a particular site and the ability to provide enhancements.  

 

4.12 There also does not appear to have been an assessment of how the requirement to provide 

BNG might affect site capacity. Some habitats which may require enhancement are particularly 

land intensive and so may reduce the developable area of sites, which in turn may reduce site 

yields and viability.  

 

4.13 A blanket £500 per dwelling assumption in testing the viability of the policy is therefore too blunt 

a measure of its affect on viability.  

 

4.14 Finally, recognition, either within the policy or supporting text, should be given to the potential 

use of ‘credits’ to achieve BNG where net gains are not achievable on site.  

Policy NE8 – Air Quality 

4.15 Vistry is pleased that amendments have been made to this policy. However, whilst improved 

from its original wording, it still remains somewhat ambiguous, particularly the first paragraph 

of the policy which states that major development “shall…contribute to the improvement of local 

air quality”. It should be made abundantly clear within the policy that this does not mean major 

developments need to demonstrate they are ‘air quality neutral’. This still could have the 

unintended consequence that, where a development has even a slight negative change to air 

quality, it could be refused. To reiterate however, that alongside requirements for electric vehicle 

charging points should be measures to ensure security of supply and sufficient capacity from 

National Grid and local distribution networks, to support the promotion of, and increased reliance 

on, electric vehicles. Vistry nonetheless supports the overall principle of the policy and strongly 

endorses adopting measures to minimise harm to air quality in the area. This will include 
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imbedding measures in the design of the site that will encourage people to walk and cycle to 

local facilities and services, reducing the need to travel by car.    
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5.0 Conclusion 

5.1 In conclusion, the Fareham Borough Council draft Local Plan 2037 in its current form is not 

sound for the reasons set out in this representation. The principal reason the plan is not 

considered sound and not positively prepared following the abandonment of the SMAHN 

published by the Government for consultation in August 2020. The Council should instead utilise 

the adopted methodology as set out by the PPG which indicates a local need of 514 units per 

annum.  

 

5.2 A reconsideration of the housing numbers upwards to reflect the adopted housing method, the 

actual sub regional housing shortfall and the historic under delivery in the Borough resulting in 

affordability issues would allow FBC to plan positively for good growth to positively meet its 

housing needs. Owing to the significant changes to the Plan this necessitates we would urge 

the Council to undertake a further round of consultation on a revised plan reflective of housing 

needs as set out in the PPG. This approach will significantly reduce the risk of The Plan being 

found unsound at EiP. 

 

5.3 The land at Pinks Hill represents a suitable, achievable and available site, ready for allocation in 

a revised plan to meet the Council’s actual housing need. The site has historically been proposed 

for allocation, and even on the latest Council Evidence, the site is considered ‘suitable’ for 

development due to its sustainable location and in accordance with the Council’s chosen 

strategy. The site can provide new housing supply early in the plan period, within the first 5 

years of the plan, which will help mitigate any potential delays to the delivery of larger sites 

such as but not limited to Welborne.  The site should therefore be reallocated for development 

to help meet the evidenced housing need in the Borough. Vistry look forward to working with 

the Council to bring forward the site development.     
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1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by WYG on behalf of Vistry Homes Limited who 

control land at Pinks Hill, Fareham.  Vistry Group was formed on 3 January 2020 following 

Bovis’ Homes acquisition of Linden Homes and the Partnerships and Regeneration businesses 

of Galliford Ty plc. The representations relate to Fareham Borough Council’s Draft Local Plan 

2036 Supplement and supporting evidence documents, comprising the following: 

 

▪ Interim Sustainability Appraisal 

▪ Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment 

▪ Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

▪ Interim Transport Modelling Outputs 

▪ Employment Study  

▪ Viability Study 

1.2  It is acknowledged that the consultation does not include the Draft Fareham Local Plan, 

published in 2017 and therefore, these representations do not provide detailed comments in 

respect of the draft plan. The site has previously been promoted as part of the Council’s Call for 

Sites and Draft Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation, and these previous representations remain 

valid. 

 

1.3 Vistry Homes control a parcel of land to the east of Pinks Hill and south of Military Road, 

Wallington. The site extends to approximately 5.3 hectares and is allocated for residential 

development, with an indicative capacity of 80 dwellings, in the Fareham Borough Draft Local 

Plan (2017) under Policy HA8. An extract from the Policy is copied below to show the site 

location:  
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 Figure 1 Extract from Fareham Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 

1.4 These representations consider the Local Plan Supplement and the supporting evidence base, 

which are the subject of a Regulation 18 Consultation which runs from 13 January to 1 March 

2020. The representations address each document in turn, insofar as they relate to Vistry 

Homes’ interest in land at Pinks Hill. 
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2.0  Local Plan 2036 Supplement  

 

2.1 The Supplement has been produced in response to the Summer 2019 Issues and Options 

consultation and is intended as a supplement to, rather than a replacement of, the Draft Local 

Plan (2017). The Supplement sets out:   

 

1. Detail of the revised development strategy 

2. Further proposed development allocations 

3. Additional policies to ensure compliance with NPPF 

 

The Revised Development Strategy 

2.2 The revised development strategy introduces, amongst other things, valued landscape 

designations, revised strategic gaps and two strategic growth areas, with the overarching aim 

of providing, “sufficient suitable, available and achievable sites in order to meet the housing 
need”.  

 

2.3 Vistry Homes welcome the fact that the Revised Development Strategy continues to support the 

development of land at Pinks Hill under draft allocation HA8. The Revised Development Strategy 

showing the site as a 2017 allocation on Figure 2.1 of the Local Plan Supplement, as shown in 

Figure 2 below and this is supported. The site is sustainably located close to the existing urban 

area boundary and the proposed Strategic Growth Area North of Downend. 
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 Figure 2 Extract from Fareham Local Plan 2036 Supplement 

  

2.4  The Local Plan Supplement confirms that the Borough’s housing need, based on the standard 

methodology, will be fixed at the point of submitting the Local Plan for Examination and will 

include a buffer of 10 – 15% to allow for unforeseen delays in the delivery of Welbourne. Vistry 

Homes support the recognition that the delivery of Welbourne has the potential to be delayed 

and as such, there is a need to ensure the Local Plan includes smaller, less constrained sites 

which can be delivered within the early part of the plan period to meet housing need.  

 

2.5 It is the intention that following consultation, the Draft Local Plan and Local Plan Supplement 

will be combined to form a single Local Plan Document. Vistry Homes continue to support Policy 

HA8 (Pinks Hill) identified in the Draft Local Plan (2017) and confirmed in the Local Plan 2036 

Supplement and welcome the intention of the Council to allocate the site in the Regulation 19 

version of the Local Plan.  

 

2.6 Policy HA8 sets out a list of development requirement criteria. Linden Homes (now part of Vistry 

Group) has previously commented on these criteria in their Draft Local Plan 2036 

representations dated December 2017, and these comments remain valid.  

 

2.7 In particular, Vistry Homes would like to re-iterate the fact that, as proposed, the provision of 

80 dwellings over the net developable area (3.5 hectares) would equate to a development 
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density of just 23 dwellings per hectare, which is universally accepted as a low density. 

Comparable densities from similar planning applications elsewhere in the Borough would result 

in the delivery of 130 dwellings, rising to 150 dwellings without the employment area. If applied 

too rigidly, a figure of 80 dwellings would not represent an efficient use of land and therefore, 

should be provided as a minimum requirement. 

   

2.8 The Draft Development Framework at Appendix F of the Draft Local Plan also shows an area for 

employment on the northern part of the site. For the reasons set out in Linden Homes (now 

part of Vistry Group) previous representations (December 2017), this is not considered 

necessary and should be removed. Noise modelling has been carried out and it has been 

demonstrated that this “employment buffer” is not required to secure acceptable living 

conditions for future residents. In addition, the limited contribution to be derived from the 

employment element, given its small scale, localised nature directly adjacent to existing, 

employment hubs, could be more appropriately sited elsewhere.  Further consideration is 

provided in Section 5 of these representations.  

 

2.9 While Appendix F of the Draft Local Plan 2036 continues to provide appropriate parameters for 

the development of the site, as set out in our previous representations in December 2017 and 

elsewhere in these representations, it does not provide an accurate representation of the site’s 

development potential. The framework should be updated to reflect a higher density and the 

removal of employment units, based on the layout illustrated below. This illustrative layout also 

allows the findings from more recent technical assessments, such as noise, to be incorporated.   
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 Figure 3 Illustrative Layout: Land at Pinks Hill 

 

 

 Further Proposed Development Allocations 

2.10 Vistry Homes have no comments to make on these allocations but support the fact that these 

are in addition to, rather than in place of, existing allocations identified in the Draft Local Plan 

(2017), including Policy HA8. 

 

Additional policies to ensure compliance with NPPF 

2.11 The following comments and objections are made in respect of the new Air Quality Policy 

introduced through the Local Plan Supplement, currently referenced by the prefix NEXX.  

  

Comment: Proposals are for developments to be ‘air quality neutral’ which is a policy 

currently exclusive to London. While this means that developments do not generate more 

emissions than is appropriate for the scale of the development and therefore shouldn’t 

significantly affect development viability, if it does result in more air quality mitigation 

measures being required, these impacts should continue to be assessed alongside other 

policy requirements.  

 



 
 

 

www.wyg.com                                                                 creative minds safe hands 

 
 

Support: Vistry Homes support the requirement to future proof developments so they can 

be retrofitted with EV charge points, rather than requiring installation at the time of 

development. However, alongside this requirement should be measures to ensure security 

of supply and sufficient capacity from National Grid and local distribution networks, to 

support the promotion of and increased reliance on electric vehicles. 

 

Object: There is scope for any development which causes even a slight negative change in 

within AQMAs or Clean Air Zones to be refused based on bullet point a) of the policy. The 

requirement for mitigation to offset any effect is left open-ended and would benefit from 

further clarification. 
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3.0 Interim Sustainability Appraisal 

 

3.1 The Interim Sustainability Report (January 2020) includes a Site Options Assessment, which 

provides an appraisal of borough-wide sites which have been assessed as being suitable for 

development and are being considered for allocation. This includes sites identified in the Draft 

Local Plan (2017). 

 

3.2  Allocation HA8 is assessed under Site ID 1998 Pinks Hill, Wallington, as shown in Figure 3 below:  

 

Figure 4 Extract from Site Options Appraisal (January 2020) 

 

3.3 The methodology used to assess the sites is welcomed, particularly as it provides consistency 

through a quantitive assessment applied to all sites. However, this provides an entirely factual 

assessment. In the absence of any commentary or recommendations, there is a risk that the 

site selection process is over-simplified and is based on the “score” for each site.  
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3.4  Notwithstanding this, the assessment of Site 1998 is largely positive, with only one objective 

(natural resources) being assessed as having likely strong adverse effects due to the potential 

effects on agricultural land and minerals, which is common to the majority of greenfield sites. 

The ability to provide a significant number of dwellings (80) on a site assessed as having high 

development potential due to minimal impact on the landscape character, is supported by the 

positive assessments in relation to objectives SA1 and SA3. Uncertain/mixed effects are noted 

but can be addressed as proposals progress and further surveys and technical work is carried 

out to inform the proposals. 

 

3.5 SA objective 9 confirms that no employment space is proposed and is therefore assessed as 

neutral.  For the reasons set out above, Vistry Homes support the assertion that the site will not 

provide any employment and the fact that employment provision is not required in order for the 

site to be assessed favourably overall.  
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4.0 Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability 

Assessment (SHELAA) December 2019 

 

4.1  The SHELAA considers site reference 1998 (Pinks Hill, Wallington) to be suitable, available and 

achievable and therefore concludes that the site is a developable housing site.  Vistry Homes 

support this conclusion of the site’s development potential. 

 

4.2 The SHELAA provides an estimated yield of 80 dwellings on a site area of 5.33 hectares. For the 

reasons set out in Section 2 of these representations, it is considered that this is too low and 

that the site capacity should be increased to a minimum of 130.  

 

4.3  The following responses are provided in respect of other constraints and comments made in the 

SHELAA (2019):  

 

Constraint: Public Right of Way  

Response: There is a PROW to the east of the A27, but none are considered to affect 

the site and therefore, this should be removed as a constraint. 

 

Constraint: Minerals 

Response: Any future planning application would be subject to consultation with 

Hampshire County Council to ascertain whether or not prior extraction is appropriate or 

viable. Any loss of mineral deposits can be controlled through this process. 

 

Comment: Noise and Air Quality Assessments 

Response: Both would be provided as part of a future planning application. The 

conclusion of noise modelling carried out to date is that the site can accommodate 

residential development, with acceptable internal and external noise environments 

across the entire site during the day and night time periods, subject to the inclusion of 

modest noise mitigation to the site boundaries and through the careful orientation of 

buildings, rear garden areas and site layout. 

 

Comment: The ability of Pinks Hill to serve the development needs to be fully assessed, 

including an adequate site access and the provision of a pedestrian/cycle footway. Land 
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ownership would appear to allow improvements to Pinks Hill and its junction with the 

A27 slip road to take place. A full Transport Assessment would be required for the site. 

Response: These comments are noted and will be considered as part of a Transport 

Assessment to support any future planning application. Vistry Homes are aware that 

on-going discussions between Fareham Borough Council (as the owner of Pinks Hill and 

Military Road), Hampshire County Council and agents acting on behalf of development 

interests in the local area, have concluded that the widening of Pinks Hill is acceptable 

in principle and should not act as a constraint to the development in the vicinity. 
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5.0  Employment 

 

5.1 The Business Needs, Site Assessment and Employment Land Study (January 2019), published 

as part of the current consultation, identifies part of the site at Pinks Hill for employment 

purposes under Site ID 1352 - Land at Pinks Hill.  

 

5.2 The site extends to 0.7 hectares and is considered suitable for B2 or B8 open storage. The 

assessment does however note a number of constraints, including the requirement for measures 

to be put in place to limit additional commercial vehicle activity on Pinks Hill. The conflict with 

land being promoted for residential development directly adjacent, is also noted and Vistry 

Homes support the conclusion that, “adjoining land to the east, south and west is being 

promoted for residential development therefore employment uses on this site would not be 

compatible with adjoining residential (development)”. 

 

5.3 The site scores negatively when assessed against the Market Attractiveness Criteria, with no 

evidence to show interest in the site. The recommendation is that the site is average (Score C) 

and independent of necessary highway infrastructure improvements and neighbouring 

residential development, would be considered suitable for commercial development. However, 

Vistry Homes consider that the conclusions regarding limited market attractiveness, conflict with 

future residential development and highway constraints, means that the site is far better suited 

to residential development as part of Allocation HA8. 
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6.0 INTERIM DRAFT INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY PLAN 

 

6.1 Vistry Homes support the fact that Pinks Hill, Wallington is listed at Table 5 as an allocation 

tested through the IDP; as one of the sites and locations infrastructure providers were asked to 

consider requirements and mitigation for. Vistry Homes are committed to working with 

infrastructure providers to ascertain the specific requirements in relation to their site at Pinks 

Hill. In this regard, Vistry Homes support the intention for the IDP to be a “Live Document” 
which will be updated as part of the ongoing local plan process and following discussions with 

infrastructure providers.  

 

6.2 The intention to provide the specific infrastructure requirements of each of the proposed 

allocations, during the spring/summer 2020 and submitted as part of the evidence base to the 

Publication version of the plan, is welcomed. This will help provide certainty for developers and 

ensure that any on-site infrastructure requirements can be designed into a proposal at the 

earliest opportunity. Likewise, increased certainty regarding financial contributions would be 

welcomed. Concerns would be raised if the nature of a “Live Document” undermines this 

certainty and the ability to identify infrastructure requirements and contributions at an early 

stage of the development process. 
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7.0 CONCLUSION 

 

7.1 In conclusion, Vistry Homes are supportive of the Council’s intention to retain Housing allocation 

HA8 alongside new proposals and policies introduced through the Local Plan Supplement. 

Previous representations made in respect of the Draft Local Plan (2017) remain valid, particularly 

in respect of the site-specific criteria set out in Policy HA8. 

 

7.2 Vistry Homes continue to support the assertion that the site should be allocated solely for 

residential purposes, the site assessment, published in the Employment Study as part of this 

consultation, demonstrates that the site has no market attractiveness and would conflict with 

adjoining residential proposals. On this basis, it is considered that the Development Framework 

at Appendix F of the Draft Local Plan should be amended and the employment provision 

removed. 
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1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 This representation has been prepared by WYG on behalf of Linden Homes (South) who control 

land at Pinks Hill, Wallington (draft allocation HA8) and focus on those parts of the draft Local Plan 

that are of particular relevance to our client’s interests in that regard.   

 

1.2 Linden Homes welcome the inclusion of land at Pinks Hill in the draft Local Plan, and support the 

principle of the allocation but wish to raise a number of concerns about the details of the allocation. 
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2.0 Policy DA1: Development Allocations 

 

2.1 Policy DA1 allocates Land at Pinks Hill, Wallington for mixed use (residential and employment) 

development with an indicative capacity of 80 dwellings and small scale employment units up to 

1,000sq.m in total.   

 

2.2  Linden Homes support the principle of the allocation but wish to raise a number of concerns about 

the details of the allocation as set out further below. 

 

Contribution towards Housing Supply 

 

2.3 Government policy in the form of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning 

authorities to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’ (paragraph 47, NPPF).  National Planning 

Policy Guidance also advises that local planning authorities ‘should aim to deal with any under-

supply within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible’ (paragraph 035 Reference ID: 3-

035-20140306, NPPG).   

 

2.4 The commitment to boost housing supply has recently been reinforced as part of the Government’s 

Budget announcement in November 2017 where the Chancellor of the Exchequer confirmed that 

housebuilding is the “number one priority” in the Budget and set a target of delivering 300,000 

homes per year. 

 

2.5 In line with national policy, Linden Homes’ site at Pinks Hill can deliver a material amount of housing 

in the short term and with capacity to accommodate more housing than currently identified by Policy 

HA8.  Work is underway to inform a planning application with the intention to make a formal 

submission to FBC in 2018 and the current assessments indicate that there are no site constraints 

that would prevent it being delivered quickly. It is anticipated that the site could begin delivery in 

the year 2019/20 for completion by the year 2022/23 

 

2.9  The site can therefore deliver housing within the next five years to address the past under-supply in 

a timely manner in accordance with Government policy.        
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 Site Allocation HA8 

 

Site Allocation Plan 

 

2.10  The red line delineating the allocation on page 151 measures 5.3 hectares and includes land under 

the control of Linden Homes and Fareham Borough Council. An indicative masterplan framework is 

included at Appendix F of the Local Plan (page 230) illustrating how the site could notionally be 

developed. This shows approximately 0.5 hectares given over to employment with the remaining 

4.8 hectares given over to residential use and landscaping. The illustrative masterplan shows a net 

developable area of approximately 3.5 hectares (excluding the areas of public open space, play 

space and landscaping).  

 

Allocation Requirements 

 

2.11  Requirement (a) sets out that ‘the quantum of housing proposed shall be broadly consistent with 

the indicative site capacity’. Linden Homes welcome the flexibility included in the policy, allowing 

broad consistency with the indicative site capacity, however the proposed provision of 80 dwellings 

over the net developable area (3.5 hectares) would equate to a development density of just 23 

dwellings per hectare, which is universally accepted as a low density. If applied too rigidly, this 

would not represent an efficient use of land. Local Plans should be a positive exercise in planning 

for the future needs of an area and for this reason, it is important that no ceiling or other barriers 

are placed on housing delivery. Accordingly, if the Council is minded to maintain this indicative 

capacity it should be regarded as a minimum for the site. 

 

2.12 The Draft Local Plan establishes an indicative housing mix at paragraph 5.25, which includes 99% 

of dwellings to be provided as 3-bedrooms or less. It is considered that the proposed density for 

Pinks Hill is unrealistically low for the type of development required in the Borough and a more 

appropriate density should be applied. Over the same developable area, a development density of 

3.75dph would equate to provision of approximately 130 dwellings which is considered to represent 

a more efficient use of the land to help to significantly boost the supply of housing in accordance 

with National Planning Policy. 

 

2.13 It is noted that the draft development frameworks prepared for other sites in the Borough have 

included density assumptions that offer greater flexibility. For example, Appendix C relating to the 

land at Greenaway Lane, Warsash identifies a variable density of between 15dph and 35dph for 

the site. Whist the wording of Policy HA8 allows broad consistency with the indicative site capacity, 

the starting point for the allocation is too low if it is applied too rigidly. Accordingly, the indicative 
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capacity for the site should be increased to a more reasonable level so as not to artificially constrain 

its development potential. Further consideration of what Linden Homes consider to be a reasonable 

capacity for the site is set out further below having regard to the other requirements of the draft 

allocation. 

 

2.14 Requirement (c) seeks to limit development to a maximum of 3 storeys on site, except for buildings 

fronting onto Pinks Hill and Military Road where building heights will be limited to a maximum of 2 

storeys. Linden Homes are broadly supportive of this approach however, the current wording of 

the policy is too restrictive and it is considered that greater flexibility could be built into the policy 

in order not to curtail the development opportunities of the site. In this regard, the policy should 

be amended to read: The height of buildings shall be generally limited to a maximum of 3 storeys, 

except for buildings which front onto Pinks Hill and Military Road where building heights will be 

generally limited to a maximum of 2 storeys;   

 

2.15 Requirement (d) sets out that the development of Pinks Hill shall make ‘provision of safe pedestrian 

and cycle crossing points across Pinks Hill and along Military Road to provide the site with links to 

both Wallington and the surrounding area, in order to link the site with local schools and existing 

services’. Linden Homes do not dispute the requirement to deliver these connections however the 

policy should be less prescriptive and more flexible in how these connections are delivered. In this 

regard, it is considered that requirement (d) of draft allocation HA8 should be amended to read 

‘the provision of safe pedestrian and cycle links to Wallington and the surrounding area, in order 

to link the site with local schools and existing services.’. This is considered to provide greater 

flexibility on how the site could be delivered. 

 

2.16 Requirement (f) identifies a need for the ‘provision of a suitable and robust visual and acoustic 

buffer between the site and the waste transfer station logistics depot immediately north of the site 

(as illustratively shown in Appendix F). Active uses within the buffer such as the provision of small 

scale employment units (up to 1000 sq.m in total) will be supported provided they:  

- are screened by tree belts; and  

- are served by a separate access road from Military Road; and  

- provide an effective visual and acoustic barrier from traffic movements.  

 

2.17  WYG on behalf of Linden Homes were instructed to undertake further work to understand the noise 

environment of the site. This work included baseline assessments to determine background levels 

from neighbouring noise sources, including the A27, M27 and existing industrial development within 
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the vicinity of the Pinks Hill Site (including the waste transfer station to the north). Existing ambient 

noise levels around the site were recorded as being dominated by road traffic noise from the A27, 

the M27, and Wallington Way. 

 

2.18 The purpose of this noise modelling work was to ascertain the level of mitigation required and to 

inform the design and layout of potential future residential development. The modelled illustrative 

concept layout is attached at Appendix A. This background modelling formed part of the site 

promotion submitted to FBC ahead of the publication of the draft Local Plan and this is included at 

Appendix B of this representation. The conclusion of the noise modelling is that the site can 

accommodate residential development, with acceptable internal and external noise environments 

across the entire site during the day and night time periods, subject to the inclusion of modest 

noise mitigation to the site boundaries and through the careful orientation of buildings, rear garden 

areas and site layout.  

 

2.19 Based upon this noise modelling it is considered that draft policy requirement (f) is not necessary 

in order to secure an appropriate living environment for future occupiers of the site. Accordingly, 

the entire site could come forward for residential development, with ample opportunities to provide 

a visual or landscaped buffer to the industrial land uses to the north. In addition, the proposed 

employment element of the draft allocation would only make limited contribution to employment 

provision within the Borough and could be readily provided elsewhere within the Borough, either 

in existing employment allocations and industrial estates or in more appropriate green or brownfield 

locations. Based upon the density calculations set out above, assuming the employment land is 

given over to residential use, then it is estimated that the site could in fact accommodate up to 

150 dwellings.  

 

Appendix F: Development Allocation HA8 (Pinks Hill, Wallington) – Illustrative Framework 

 

2.20 With the exception of the proposed employment element of the draft allocation, which we contend 

is not necessary to provide a buffer to the waste transfer station to the north, Linden Homes are 

broadly content with the parameters established by the Illustrative Framework. However, it is 

considered that the Development Framework adds little to the draft site allocation and should be 

removed. If the framework plan is to remain part of the Development Plan is should only be 

regarded as illustrative and should not be used to direct the development of the site, particularly if 

the detailed technical and environmental assessments accompanying a future planning application 

confirm that a better alternative approach exists. 
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Summary 

 

2.21 In summary Linden Homes support the principle of allocation HA8 but wish to raise a number of 

concerns about the details of the allocation. In particular the capacity of the site assumed by 

Fareham Borough Council is artificially low and does not make best use of the site. It is also 

considered that the employment element of the application is superfluous because noise modelling 

demonstrates that an acceptable living environment for residential users can be created without it. 

Therefore, it is considered that the site has a greater capacity than indicated by the draft Local 

Plan and it is suggested that the indicative capacity of the site be upwardly revised to 150 dwellings, 

with the wording of requirement (a) maintained to provide flexibility. Without prejudice to our case 

above, if the Council are minded to retain the employment element of the site allocation then the 

indicative capacity should be upwardly revised to 130 dwellings. In addition to this amendment and 

as set out above, greater flexibility should be incorporated throughout the draft allocation to make 

sure that no artificial constraints are placed on the site. This will ensure the development can 

respond appropriately to the development needs of the Borough and the opportunities and 

constraints of the site, informed by the requisite technical and environmental assessments. 
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3.0 Policy H2: Provision of Affordable Housing 

 

3.1 Paragraph 173 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that plans should not 

set out obligations that would threaten the viability of the sites and scale of development that is 

being proposed in the plan. 

3.2 Policy H2 is aligned with national policy as set out within the written ministerial statement of 28th 

November 2014 and paragraph 31 of Planning Practice Guidance (ref: 23b-031-20161116), in 

that affordable housing are only sought on development of 11 units or more. The justification 

behind the national policy is clear, it seeks to ease the disproportionate burden of developer 

contributions on small scale developers, thereby encouraging more small and medium scale 

house builders to improve competition and variety. The acknowledgement of this national policy 

requirement in policy H2 is supported by Linden Homes. 

3.3 In addition, the requirement for 30% affordable housing provision as set out within Policy H2 is 

well evidenced by the Local Plan Viability Assessment which is considered robust. The 

acknowledgement of viability within policy H2 is welcomed and enables the policy to be operated 

with a suitable degree of flexibility where the need for that is robustly justified. 

3.4 However, policy requirement a) which necessitates the provision of 10% of the overall dwellings 

on site as affordable home ownership products is somewhat ambiguous. The supporting text to 

the policy at paragraph 5.19 seems to suggest that this 10% provision is for starter homes and it 

is not clear from the current wording of the policy how this requirement affects the provision of 

other more traditional affordable tenures including shared ownership. Paragraph 5.18 identifies a 

notional 65:35 affordable rent to affordable home ownership products which identified through 

the PUSH SHMA, but which appears to exclude starter home provision. Linden Homes supports 

the inclusion of starter homes within the definition of affordable housing under Policy H2 but 

requires greater clarity on the split of tenures sought by the Policy. 

3.5 Policy H2 is consistent with national policy, it is well evidenced and provides a suitable degree of 

flexibility and it is therefore considered generally sound, subject to greater clarity on the housing 

tenure requirements. 
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4.0 Policy H4: Adaptable and Accessible Housing 

 

4.1 The requirements of Policy H4 appear to be reasonable, however Linden Homes agree with 

paragraph 5.39 that the viability implications of the category 3 optional standard for wheelchair 

accessible homes should be fully tested in advance of the plan being adopted. This is because the 

cost implications of this standard may have implications on the viability of development proposals 

and therefore the ability to deliver necessary affordable homes and infrastructure requirements. 

In order to provide flexibility, a balance between scheme viability, affordable housing and 

infrastructure delivery is considered necessary. Accordingly, it is suggested that this policy should 

be amended such that its requirements could be set aside or reduced on the grounds of viability. 
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5.0 Policy H7: Self and Custom Build Homes 

 

5.1 Custom build and self-build development is an important part of the Governments agenda to 

widen the choice of homes and encourage greater variety by supporting small and medium size 

housebuilders. The need for self and custom build plots is recorded through registers kept by 

Councils and a duty has been placed on LPAs to grant planning permission to satisfy this need in 

full. The need identified on FBC’s register does not appear to have been factored into the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) reported in the GL Hearn April 2016 update report. 

Whilst there may be some overlap between the need identified on the register and the OAHN, 

based upon the evidence provided in support of the draft local plan, and for the avoidance of 

doubt, the assumption should be that the need for self/custom build is distinct from the OAHN as 

a specialist form of housing. 

5.2 On this basis, policy H7 is therefore flawed.  By requiring 5% of plots to be provided on all sites 

over 100 units as self/custom build this may have the implication of diminishing the contribution 

of such sites towards satisfying the full OAHN. There is also the risk that policy H7 could leave a 

significant number of self-build plots empty if the demand for such develop does not exist or if 

those on the register do not have the ability to build their own homes. There is currently no 

mechanism in the policy for these plots to revert to the developer and as such the policy is 

ineffective. We are also concerned about how the plots would be delivered on large housing 

developments in a way that conforms sufficiently with site health and safety requirements.  

5.3 The report prepared by Adams Hendry in January 2017 considering self and custom build housing 

need in Fareham identifies a need for 20 plots at a specific point in time. However, this is 

demonstrably out of date with Fareham Borough Council’s self-build register currently identifying 

a total need for 97 plots. The evidence base supporting the local plan is therefore out-of-date and 

does not accurately reflect the total need for self/custom building housing land. 

5.4 The requirements of Policy H7 are therefore arbitrary, and are not properly evidenced. It is 

considered that the policy is too blunt and may negatively impact the ability of Fareham Borough 

Council to meet its objectively assessed needs. Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) requires Local Plans to be flexible and able to adapt to rapid change. 

Self/custom building housing is a dynamic housing need that can vary considerably year-on-year 

and therefore a more dynamic policy is required that enables the requisite amount of self/custom 
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building development land to come forward without prejudicing the Council’s ability to meeting its 

OAHN. 

5.5 It is not clear whether the Council have considered alternative approaches to the delivery of self-

build plots. It is important that the Council examines all options in line with PPG before placing 

additional burdens on the development industry, which may have the unintended consequence of 

prejudicing the Council’s ability to meet its full OAHN. The PPG also sets out in paragraph 57-025 

that the Council should seek to encourage landowners to consider the provision of self-build plots 

and facilitate access where they are interested. The approach taken by the Council clearly goes 

beyond encouragement as it requires the provision of plots. 

5.6 If the Council consider that a quota based policy is the preferred approach to satisfying the 

self/custom build need in Fareham, and provided that it can be demonstrated that this would not 

affect the Council’s ability to satisfy its OAHN in full, then a more flexible approach should be 

adopted. For example, the proportion of plots being brought forward as self-build should only 

reflect the need demonstrated on the register. This should also factor in locational choice as 

clearly demand exhibited in one part of the Borough is specific to that location and it would be 

unreasonable to expect those on the register to satisfy their need elsewhere. If a specific quota is 

applied then this should be regarded as a starting point for negotiations and with the relevant 

caveat that such a requirement could be set aside or reduced on the grounds of viability.  

5.7 In the case of Pinks Hill, local demand for self build development is likely to be absorbed by the 

site immediately adjacent (policy HA16), which is proposed to be allocated for an entirely self-

build scheme of up to 26 dwellings. However, based on the current requirements of Policy H7, 

the revised allocation for Pinks Hill discussed at Section 2 above would be required to provide 5% 

self-build properties, which may result in provision of circa 33 self-build plots in the Wallington 

area. There is a very real risk that these plots could be left empty if the demand for such develop 

does not exist. This is a good example of why draft Policy H7 is too blunt and needs to be made 

more flexible and dynamic, responding to the actual demand for self-build plots as identified on 

the register. 
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Appendix A – Conceptual Layout (Illustrative) 
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Appendix B - Noise Modelling 



Director of Economy, Transport and Environment
Stuart Jarvis BSc DipTP FCIHT MRTPI

Call charges apply. For information see www3.hants.gov.uk/contactus/call-charges Your name and
address will be recorded in our database and may be made available to others only in accordance with the
Data

Fareham Borough Council
Civic Offices
Civic Way
Fareham
PO16 7AZ

Economy, Transport and Environment Department
Elizabeth II Court West, The Castle
Winchester, Hampshire SO23 8UD

Tel:   0300 555 1375 (General Enquiries)
        0300 555 1388 (Roads and Transport)
        0300 555 1389 (Recycling Waste & Planning)
Textphone 0300 555 1390
  Fax 01962 847055

www.hants.gov.uk

Enquiries To Matt Lewis My reference 029273
Direct Line 0370 779 3589 Your

reference
P/19/0894/OA

Date 17 September 2020 Email farehamdc@hants.gov.uk

Dear Mr Wright,

Land East Of North Wallington

Fareham Outline planning application with all matters reserved (except for
access) for residential development of up to 29 dwellings, associated
landscaping and access off North Wallington Road

These comments are in response to the additional plans submitted under planning
application P/19/0894/OA. The plans relate to footway improvements along North
Wallington to better the pedestrian access to the site and links to sustainable transport.

The proposed concept of introducing a formal shuttle system is reasonable. It should be
noted that the existing on-street parking results in a form of informal shuttle system,
however there are gaps where vehicles can pull in to give way. The proposed shuttle
system would result in a significant stretch of 75m of single file traffic. This length
should be reduced.

In addition to the above, the formal shuttle system would remove some level of parking
provision along North Wallington. The quantum of spaces available (and thus to be
removed) has not been evaluated, and no indication of where the displaced parking will
move to has been assessed. This assessment should be provided.

For vehicles travelling east, the design may result in increased speeds due the new
regulated priority system. It is request that an RSA 1 is conducted to assess this and
any other potential safety concerns with the proposals.

3593
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Director of Economy, Transport and Environment
Stuart Jarvis BSc DipTP FCIHT MRTPI

Call charges apply. For information see www3.hants.gov.uk/contactus/call-charges Your name and
address will be recorded in our database and may be made available to others only in accordance with the
Data

Due to the road narrowing and introduction of kerb lines, vehicles may strike or mount
the kerb causing maintenance issues and posing concern regarding pedestrian safety.
As above, a RSA1 would highlight this if a concern.

It is noted that there are significant trees in the area and close to the indicative works.
The embankments and proximity of the waterway will also have an impact to the costs
and deliverability of the works. Further information would be required to assure the
Highway Authority that the works are both deliverable and financially viable for the site.

No assessment of street lighting has been undertaken for the new footpath and should
be provided

In line with tangent discussion with other sites in the Wallington area, this site will have
an impact on Pinks Hill. Pinks Hill is not adopted public highway and is therefore not
controlled or maintained by HCC as HA. As such, the highway authority, whilst not
objecting directly, recommended the improvement works to Pinks Hill set out in
applications P/20/0636/OA and P/19/0169/OA are secured to make the development
acceptable. This is to ensure the proposed development does not have a detrimental
impact on public safety regardless of the status of the road.

A cumulative impact leading to unacceptable harm has been identified on Pinks Hill
from the current applications and emerging local plan allocations in the Wallington area.
It is recommended that, to mitigate this impact, a contribution should be taken to
provide the Pinks Hill improvements from developments in the Wallington area forecast
to increase traffic via Pinks Hill; this contribution should be split proportionally between
the developments. A contribution should be paid prior to commencement of each
development site.

Pinks Hill is not adopted highway and is owned and maintained by FBC; as such,
securing of improvement works and arrangements for their construction will be the
responsibility of FBC. A modest level of residential occupations may be considered
acceptable prior to construction of the required improvement works; further evidence
could be submitted to support this. Should this evidence not be provided, or not be
considered appropriate to justify a level of increased traffic, then it is the HA’s
recommendation that the Pinks Hill improvement works should be completed prior to
occupation of any significant development in the Wallington Area, including this site.

Yours sincerely,

Matt Lewis
Assistant Transport Planner
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Representations | Stuart Young
212-45138

Respondent details:

Title: Mr

First Name: Stuart

Last Name: Young

Job Title: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Organisation: (where relevant) [No Reply]

Address: 5 Knights Close, Warsash

Postcode: SO31 9DA

Telephone Number: 01489572727

Email Address: stuartyoung31@hotmail.com

1) Paragraph: 10.15

Legally compliant No

Sound No

Complies with the duty to co-operate No

Please provide details you have to support your answers above

The roads around the area are already far too busy. The A27 heading to the area from junction 8 of the M27 is
already at gridlock because of the vast numbers of houses already built in the last few years. This will get worse
with the proposal to build so many houses. The same goes for the gridlock at Junction 9 of the M27. Why do they
not build houses on areas where there is room for expansion both in terms of land but also expansion of overall
infrastructure.

What modification(s) is necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

Build houses in an area where there is space to deal with lots more people and cars.

How would the modification(s) you propose make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound?

It would need to be legally compliant in another area.

Your suggested revised wording of any policy or text:

Leave that to the lawyers.

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the examination hearing session(s)?

No, I don't want to take part in a hearing session
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