How to have your say

Complete this form and submit it to the Council by Friday 8 December 2017. Pleas
to Consultations, Fareham Borough Council, Civic Offices, Fareham PO16 7AZ.

Please provide your contact details at the end of this survey. Doing this will help us
understand where people's views are coming from. Your name and address may b
published but it will not be used for any other purposes.

What would you like to comment on?

B A site allocated for housing Natural Environment

D A site allocated for erﬁployment D Design

D Strategic Policies D Infrastructure (Including Transg
D D Housing Development Alloca
D Employment (chapter introduction)

D -Retail Dlmplementation and monitoring

D Community Facilities and Open Space DOther

Please provide the name of the site allocation or policy you want to comment on:

Romsey Avenue Portchester

What do you want to do? 0 Site P(Of\bj{& é,o( Mo@mqq k
Support Object Comment )
] v ] e Vackcheste
Please provide your comment below: @ HA S
AGRICULTURAL LAND:

The crop fields adjoining Romsey Avenue have been utilised for crop farming for almost 40 years.
my 22+ years living at the property, my family and | have seen this first hand. This area provides a
variety of cereal crop and contributes towards sustainable food items for multiple forms of wildlifi
local area.. '

In the current political backdrop we find ourselves in, with exit from the EU imminent, there will b
stronger dependence as a country to provide food for ourselves rather than having to import.

The ‘Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment’ (SHLAA) put the Agricultural
Land Classification of Site 207 (Romsey Avenue, Portchester) at 46% Grade 1, 53% Grade 2.
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Grades 1, 2 and 3a, which is deemed to be the land which is most flexible, productive and efficier
response to inputs and can best deliver future crops for food and non-food uses.

Fareham Borough Council’s advisers, Urban Edge, confirmed in their comments on the

Spatial Context of the Local -Plan in February 2016 that ‘Hampshire as a whole is

predominantly identified as Grade 3 agricultural Land (56.9%), with only 4.9% identified as

Grade 2 and 0.4% as Grade 1.

Natural England recorded its view in March 2016 that “...LPAs, as part of their Local Plan process,
prioritise the use of lower quality land (ie non BMV) in preference to that of higher quality (grade 1
3a) in line with para.112 of the National Planning Policy Framework, Fareham should ensure that
have sufficient detailed information to apply the requirements of the NPPF at the beginning of tt
plan process, in order to provide the necessary evidence to underpin the Local Plan.

Paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework confirms that “Local planning
authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land...Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated
to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in
preference to that of a higher quality.”

Land within the Welborne policy boundary to the north and south of the M27 is only Grade 3B, ye
Site was selected for significant Housing Development.

The ‘Indicative dwellings yield’ for Site 207 is 228.
Compare that with the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) for the following si
which the Local Plan ‘discounted’:-

(i) Site 1341, Stubbington. ALC Grade 2. Yield 144 dwellings.

(ii) Site 3017, Swanwick. ALC Grade 2. Yield 46 dwellings.

(iii) Site 3036, Locks Heath.  ALC Grade 3. Yield 49 dwellings.

(iv) Site 3060, Titchfield. ALC Grade3. Yield 40 dwellings.

(v) Site 3109, Sarisbury. ALC Grades 2 and 4. Yield 41 dwellings.

Five sites of lower agricultural/ecological value than Romsey Avenue have been removed from the
process, even though they could have yielded 320 dwellings in total - 92 dwellings more than the"
allocation. If Fareham Borough Council had robustly applied an objective sequential test,

Site 207 would not, indeed should not, have been allocated on these grounds.

On this basis, the Executive Committee is very evidently in breach of its own and national policies |
sequential testing of land quality. The Local Plan is clearly UNSOUND to include Site 207 on Agricul
quality ahead of multiple other sites that would be better positioned for their intended plans.






What would you like to comment on?

[] A site allocated for housing ‘ E Natural Environment

D A site allocated for employment D Design

D Strategic Policies D Infrastructure (Including Trans)
[:l | D Housing Development Alloce
D Employment. (chapter introduction)

D Retail Dlmplementation and monitoring

D Community Facilities and Open Space DOther

Please provide the name of the site allocation or policy you want to comment on:

Romsey Avenue Portchester

What do you want to do?
Support Object Comment
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Please provide your comment below:

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
Site 207 is part of the Coastal Plain and-forms a natural rural barrier between Portchester and Far
Coastal Plains were part of the Council’s plans to protect and maintain. ‘
The area accommodates a vast amount of wildlife. Every year, the indication that summer is fadir
evident as the Brent Geese swell in numbers during the evenings, using the fields as a safe haven
eventually flying south. There are multiple other types of birds and animals, including deer, badge
foxes and field mice, not to mention the abundant insects. It is hugely disappointing to see how tl
wildlife I've grown up around will be needlessly driven out to an ever diminishing area where they
thrive, when other land areas without such an abundance of wildlife could have been selected, ce
much less impact.
Coincidentally, since the developers for this land (Foreman Homes) have published their proposal
have been a number of abnormal and concerning incidents which have had major impacts on loc:
residents in the area such as:
e Laser pens observed aimed at the foraging and nesting birds throughout the night, impact
sleep of local residents.
e One of the deer, regularly seen in the fields, heard 'whining' late at night. The deer has sin
disappeared without trace. ‘
e A'Hunters chair' retrieved from the hedgerow — which was in turn reported to Police.
e Local vets reporting substantial increase in animals with stomach upsets, potentially cause
poison left in the surrounding area, where young children quite regularly walk nearby.
It is my opinion that the developers are extremely concerned in Iosing this land for housing due tc
Wildlife issues. As per the above incidents, they appear prepared to take any action necessary to
no local wildlife inhabits the area, through truly barbaric and shameful means that | would not we







Paragraph 4.40 of the Local Plan Part 2(2015) records recognition that “Fareham Borough is an
internationally important wintering location for Brent Geese and wading bird species, with severe
coastal areas within and around the Borough designated as Special Protection Areas (SPAs)...Bren
and waders (SPA birds) are also dependent on a network of habitats providing feeding and roosti
areas, outside of the SPA boundaries...

These ‘supporting sites’ are functionally linked to the SPAs and adverse impacts to supporting hat
may affect their integrity...There is a presumption against development that adversely affects SPA
supporting habitats...Such known sites of value have been defined and identified in the Solent Wa
and Brent Goose Strategy (2010),including sites of ‘important’ or ‘uncertain’ value.” Paragraph 4.:
states that “Where a negative impact on a SPA bird supporting site cannot be avoided or satisfacto
mitigated, planning permission is likely to be refused.”

Paragraph 4.44 of the Core Strategy (2011) stated that “The Council recognises that

additional growth in the Borough, in combination with growth in neighbouring authorities,
without appropriate management and mitigation, could lead to adverse effects upon the
European Sites...It will continue to work with the other PUSH authorities to provide further
certainty on likely impacts and the implementation of any necessary avoidance or mitigation
Continuation measures...The Council has and will continue to support the Solent Disturbance and
Mitigation Project and will work with partners in the sub-region to develop and implement a strat
approach to protecting European Sites...The Borough Council also supports the 2010 Solent
Waders and Brent Goose Strategy and will continue to give suitable protection to identified
important sites.”

Fareham Borough Council’s advisors Urban Edge reiterated the principle established by

the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy in 2010 that “Development Plan Documents in the B
should seek to protect both currently important sites and sites which may become important in ft
years due to factors such as climate change, to ensure the overall availability of roosting and forag
does not decrease.”.

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) for the following sites which the Loca
‘discounted’:-

(i) Site 1341, Stubbington.  ‘Uncertain’.

(ii) Site 3017, Swanwick. ‘No Geese'.
(iii) Site 3036, Locks Heath. ‘No Geese'.
(iv) Site 3060, Titchfield. ‘No Geese'..

(v) Site 3109, Sarisbury. ‘No Geese’'.

The Executive Committee has not applied any of the aforementioned policy rules in protection of
Wildlife. Site 207 is the ONLY coastal plain site. The Local Plan is clearly UNSOUND to include the F
Avenue Site 207 on Wildlife Conservation issues ahead of multiple other sites discounted.






VVhat would you like to comment on?

B A site allocated for housing D Natural Environment

D A site allocated for employment D Design

D Strategic Policies E Infrastructure (Including Transj
D | Housing Development Alloca
D Employment (chapter introduction)

D Retail Dlmplementation and monitoring

D Community Facilities and Open Space DOther

Please provide the name of the site allocation or policy you want to comment on:

Romsey Avenue Portchester

What do you want to do?
Support Object Comment
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Please provide your comment below:

INFRASTRUCTURE

The inclusion of Site 207, as well as the other Portchester and Cranleigh Road sites, will yield 700 new
on Green-Field sites. This will bring 2000 extra people and 1000 extra cars into an area which is merel
village. Absolutely none of these developments make any assurances to improve the infrastructure of
community for additional Education, Recreation, Transport, Medical or Social Care. This is categorical
unsustainable to a Community that already struggles to receive a decent level of services to its currer
residents. Since the developers for this land (Foreman Homes) have published their proposals, they h
carried out at least two traffic surveys along Romsey Avenue and on the A27 at the Beaulieu Road jun
Both of these surveys have tactfully been conducted over the school half-term period. The resultant ¢
have therefore gathered gives a truly inaccurate representation of the true traffic flow through this ai
which any local resident will confirm is chaotic, particularly at peak times. This is just another example
developers manipulating the system to ‘tick the boxes’ necessary to put them in a position to counter
“objection on the grounds of road Qse, pedestrian safety and increase in CO2 emissions.

EDUCATION

Extra homes bring a requirement for additional schools and or places. This is especially applicable to F
Avenue, having Wicor School and a catchment area for the very popular Cams Hill School.

Further development will swamp the class sizes at Wicor School and further reduce the catchment art
Cams School to other Portchester residents who have lived in the area vastly longer.

Paragraph 72 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that “The Government

attaches great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to

meet the needs of existing and new communities...Local planning authorities should take a

proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement and to development

that will widen choice in education.”







During my 22 years in the Portchester area, there have been NO improvement in recreation facili
which has left the area feeling dated, with no draw for residents from neighbouring towns and vil
visit. The Community Centre land was halved to provide extra housing. The Green-Field spaces
disappearing to developments such as this proposal.

Paragraph 73 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that “Access to high

quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an important
contribution to the health and well-being of communities...Planning policies should be based
on robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation
facilities and opportunities for new provision...The assessments should identify specific needs
and quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational

| facilities in the local area.”

Paragraph 5.17 of the Core Strategy (2011) stated that “There are parts of the Borough
with shortages of public open space, particularly in Fareham, Stubbington and Portchester.”

TRANSPORT

The access route to the proposed Foreman Home area is the current ‘lane’ separating No.14 and 1
Romsey Avenue where numerous vehicles already park. The proposals show a tapering of the par
area along Romsey Avenue to improve visibility. This can only be achieved by preventing cars fr
parking along these areas. The access along Beaulieu Avenue is already highly congested to the n
A27 prompting moves that this will become a no parking road. The loss of existing parking along
Romsey Avenue, the field lane and Beaulieu Avenue will amount to forty plus cars. There will
undoubtedly be overspill parking from these new developments to Romsey Avenue, thus accentu:
the problem. How this is seen as a possible ‘solution’ to the problems already faced by local resid
that will only get worse with further cars absolutely baffles me, as well as any local residents. Thi
very basic requifement seemingly overlooked and totally unfit for purpose.

Paragraph 2.21 of the Core Strategy (2011) states that “Fareham Borough has good access to the I
motorway however there are high levels of local congestion around the motorway junctions as we
along the A27 and the A32/B3385 to Gosport, particularly at peak times.”

The Interim Transport Assessment by Atkins in October 2017 identified the two junctions

that are most likely to be impacted by the incremental traffic generated by the aggregated
allocations (Portchester Downend East and Portchester South) and the junctions with repeated
road safety incidents — A27 west from Delme Roundabout and the A27 Portchester Road/Dore
Avenue Roundabout. The Romsey Avenue allocation would have a material impact on junctions t
already have significant capacity issues.

It is likely that the Romsey Avenue allocation would generate ¢.900 vehicle movements a day, wi
movements during the am/pm peak hours. The vast majority of that traffic would be towards the /
the dog-leg of the site’s access stub, Romsey Avenue and Beaulieu Avenue. These carriageways ¢
residential streets with a busy on-street parking situation that restricts two-way movement for muc
their length. Development of the Romsey Avenue site would require these roads to act as the prim
link to and from the site and thereby support a substantial increase in traffic flow, a purpose and I¢
use for which they were never intended. Children attending Wicor Primary and Cams Secondary ¢
pass along Romsey Avenue and a substantial increase in vehicle movements at the junction woulc






R I o L I R A e LR RS N RS CR ST TO

mcludmg doctors surgeries. Appomtments and waltmg lists are getting worse month on month. ¢
are being reduced, removed or out-sourced to other areas, bringing extra stress for those seekin
Extra homes and people in the Portchester area will only exacerbate this scenario.

Shockingly, the Local Plan does not address how or why Portchester should take the brunt of the
increase with NO improvement in welfare facilities, which leads to unanswered questions as to tt
fundamental aim of their development and how this would be of benefit to the current local corr

ALTERNATIVES TO ROMSEY AVENUE

Newlands Farm — Ref 3008

It is inconceivable that the Executive Committee has not included this site on the Local Plan as it I
everything to support the infrastructure in that area.

The proposed developer has highlighted what they will deliver: -

1100 Homes on land South of Longfield Avenue.
Agricultural use — Grade 2

Stubbington by-pass complete.

80 Bed Care Home

A Health Centre

A Primary School

Retail Outlets

Green Spaces

Integrity of the Strategic gap

West of Newgate Lane —Ref 3129
Another site, right in the heart of Fareham and discounted from the Local Plan by the Executive
Committee is Site 3129.

122 Homes provision

Farm Land Grade 3

Development could be accommodated without significant effect on landscape.
Traffic links in place.

South of Oakcroft Lane — Ref 1341
144 Homes provision

Farm Land Grade 2

Very limited traffic flows.






What would you like to comment on?

E A site allocated for housing D Natural Environment

D A site allocated for employment D Design

[] Strategic Policies | D Infrastructure (Including Transj
D D Housing "Development Alloce
D Employment - (chapter introduction)

D Retail Dlmplementation and monitoring

D Community Facilities and Open Space DOther

Please provide the name of the site allocation or policy you want to comment on:

Romsey Avenue Portchester

What do you want to do?

Support Object Comment
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Please provide your comment below:

STRATEGIC POLICIES
The Strategic Policies of the Local Plan are contrary to the selection of Site 207 Romsey Avenue st
under the following basis:

SP1— Presumption in favour of ‘Sustainable’ development.
e Change for better — For the better of whom? Certainly not local residents.
e Not worse for future generations — No more green-fields, limiting outdoor activity for you
children, with absolutely no previous development from the local council and none planne
e Improve places where we live our lives — There are no plans to improve the infrastructure
e Ensure Infrastructure & services built early — What Infrastructure/services?
e Early and meaningful engagement with community — No involvement in selection process
SP3 — Daedalus Strategic Development Site.
e 98,000 sq m of floor-space
e |FA2 Connector £500m
e Innovation Centre £70m — 300 jobs
With this vast amount of land why is housing near to this ‘work-place’ not included?
SP5 — Development in Countryside.
e Development outside of urban areas strictly controlled to protect countryside and coast.
The development of Cranleigh does NOT make Site 207 an urban area.
SP6 — Development in Strategic Gaps. '
e To prevent coalescence of urban areas.
e To maintain separate identity
e Not permitted where causing severe adverse harm.
The allocation of Site 207 contravenes all elements of this policy.







Every local housing authority is required to demonstrate how it will meet an appropriate
share of the housing need in its housing market area and to plan positively for the delivery

of sufficient new homes to support future prosperity in its area. To support ongoing work on loca
plans, the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) commissioned the preparation of a
new Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) in 2013. The South Hampshire SHMA
provides essential background information for those authorities preparing local, plans and the
evidence of their ‘duty to cooperate’. The SHMA is not policy in itself but forms a part of the
evidence base that will help the PUSH local planning authorities in the review of the spatial
strategy to 2036. '

Paragraph 3.12 of the Core Strategy (2011) set one of its ‘Strategic Objectives’ as being

“To deliver the South Hampshire Strategy in a sustainable way, focusing development in
Fareham, the Strategic Development Area north of Fareham and the Western Wards.” And its
paragraph 5.23 stated that “The Council does not expect Portchester to play a significant

role inproviding further housing provision over the plan period...The SHLAA identifies the
settlement as capable of providing limited housing development (around 60 dwellings).”

THE SOUNDNESS TEST :

Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that ‘The Local Plan

will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to assess whether the plan has been
prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements and
whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it
considers is ‘sound’, ie that it is:

Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities;

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working
on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and -
Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework

FINDINGS

Through the NPPF, Central Government has made known its view that local communities
should have a greater say in the planning of their areas. In this case, the views of the residents
of Portchester West should be accorded weight in the future of the land south of Romsey
Avenue. PUSH, SHLAA, SHMA have a part to play but it is Fareham Borough Council that

has the last word on the strategy that should be adopted for its area. No issue is taken with
Fareham Borough Council’s call for more housing to meet its demographic needs but the
planning system is required to strike balances between economic, social and environmental
factors and, in allocating land at for housing development, Romsey Avenue, the right balance
has not yet been struck. Agricultural land of Grade 1 and 2 quality in combination with an
‘uncertain’ status as Brent Goose feeding grounds that support the Portsmouth Harbour Special
Policy Area give absolute values to this land, while the lesser qualities of five discounted sites
show clearly that the allocation of this site for housing development did not derive from robust
objective assessment. Further, the generation of ¢.900 vehicle movements a day by the
proposed development would increase traffic flows through junctions which already display
repeated road safety incidents (A27 west from Delme Roundabout and Portchester Road/Dore
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value but for some reason have been overlooked over in favour of Site 207 ‘Romsey Avenue,
Portchester’; the sequential test of development prospect has evidently not been objectively app
provide a truly accurate result. The favoured strategy does not derive from the examination of
reasonable alternatives. The inclusion of Site 207 as a residential allocation is unjustified and incc
with national policy (especially paragraphs 112 and 113 of the National Plannlng Policy Framewor
full summary the draft plan is unsound.

The vehicular traffic generated by the proposed development (c.900 vehicle movements a

day, with ¢.100 movements during the am/pm peak hours) would be detrimental to highway
safety at two junctions which already experience repeated road safety incidents (A27 west from
Delme Roundabout and the A27 Portchester Road/Dore Avenue Roundabout), generate
unacceptable environmental circumstances on residential side-roads which are unsuited for the
purpose and pose a particular hazard for children walking and cycling to local schools. It is
submitted that the vehicular traffic generated by the residential development of Site 207 would
be detrimental to the health and safety of local residents (especially school-children) and would
thereby not satisfy the definition of sustainable development set down in paragraph 7 of
National Planning Policy Framework; as it would seek to promote a proposal which would not
constitute sustainable development, the draft plan is unsound.

The Executive Committee has behaved in a dictatorial capacity, providing a very thin veil to local
residents for them to hide behind their incompetence in not delivering on the Welborne developt
which would have delivered housing in the Borough for the foreseeable future on its own without
the shortfall which has instigated the need for a Local Plan.

The loss of the Cranleigh Road appeal to the Inspectorate, costing £100,000 to us taxpayers in the
area has the Council running scared now. The developers are fully aware of this and undermine tt
community by providing copious copies of the Inspectorates report, saying, "Resistance is futile tt
Government Inspectors will back us come what may". This needs to be brought to an end.

Teresa May said at the Conservative that they all need to listen to the electorate, if this is to be re
it is about time that dictator Sean Woodward and his adoring Executive Committee woke up to th
and truly realised the true impact this poorly crafted plan has on a local commumty as opposed tc
impact it has on his wallet and ego.

I have no faith that any of these objections will be seriously entertained by these 'Public Servants'
Another Public Enquiry will undoubtedly result from this Local Plan farce if the Council fail to see i
naivety. | really hope this Council is Publically embarrassed.

The evidence in the selection process of Site 207 is completely flawed for the aforementioned rea
and |, as well as many in the local area firmly believe that any Public Inspector will undoubtedly ag
that the Local Plan is UNSOUND.

As a consequence, Romsey Avenue Site 207 should be removed from the Local Plan with immedia
effect.






How to have your say

Please provide your contact details below. Doing this will help us to understand wt
peoples’ views are coming from. Your name and address may be published but it v
be used for any other purposes.

Name

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

I

Address Line 3

Town

Postcode

Email

Thank you for having your say on the Draft Local Plan.

FAREHAM LOCAL PLAN 2036









