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Purpose

An Outline planning application has been submitted to Fareham Borough Council 
(FBC) for a development for up to 1,200 new homes (C3); 80 bed care homes (C2); a 
new 2 form entry primary school (D1); a local centre to comprise flexible commercial 
floorspace (up to 800sq.m) and Community Centre and Health Care Facility (D1 use 
up to 700sq.m). The site would also include new open space, the laying out of a new 
country park and sport facilities, and associated infrastructure work.  A new access 
would be off Longfield Avenue and Peak Lane.

As neighbouring authority GBC has been consulted on the proposals by FBC.

Recommendation

Raise objection on the following grounds for the reasons set out in paragraphs 
2.3 to 2.23 of this report:

1. The proposed development is contrary to Fareham Borough Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Parts 1 and 2) for a number of reasons including that 
the development is outside the settlement boundary and is located within 
the Strategic Gap.

2. The proposal will have a detrimental impact on the road network serving 
Gosport Borough, both alone and in-combination with other potential 
speculative developments in the Strategic Gap.

3. That the development is contrary to the proposals and policies set out in 
the latest Regulation 19 version of the Fareham Local Plan 2036.



1.0 Background

1.1 Applications for significant numbers of dwellings (1,027-1,550 dwellings) 
have been submitted previously on this site in 2014 and 2015 which were 
later withdrawn in 2016 and 2020 respectively. This Council submitted 
representations to FBC regarding these proposals. The primary focus for 
these objections related to the principle of the development which is contrary 
to the adopted Fareham Local Plan policies on maintaining the Strategic 
Gap between Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and Stubbington, and 
the impact that such a large scale development would have on the road 
network which would be detrimental to accessibility to Gosport.

1.2 It is proposed that the Council maintains these objections for the reasons set 
out in the report below. 

2.0 Report

2.1 The outline application reserves all matters except the proposed access 
arrangements.  The site is located south of Longfield Avenue (see Appendix 
1) covering an area of 77.8 hectares and is currently used as agricultural 
land.

2.2 The site is located outside defined settlements within Fareham Borough and 
is incorporated within the ‘Strategic Gap’ as identified in the Fareham Local 
Plan.

2.3 Policy CS14 of the adopted Fareham Local Plan (Part 1 Core Strategy) 
clearly states that built development on land outside the defined settlement 
will be strictly controlled to protect the countryside from development which 
would affect its landscape character, appearance and function. It is clear 
that this proposal will affect the landscape character, appearance and 
function of this area outside the existing defined settlement and is 
therefore contrary to Policy CS14.

2.4 FBC’s latest landscape evidence regarding the gap between Fareham and 
Stubbington, which includes the land covered by the application site 
states,

‘The very open, expansive nature of the landscape means that it is difficult 
to integrate development without it being highly visible and potentially 
affecting the rural undeveloped character across a wide area, as well as 
eroding the physical, visual and perceived gap between settlements. The 
situation is further complicated by the proposed bypass which will 
inevitably have some effect on the integrity and character of the landscape 
resource and undeveloped gap. Even a small amount of encroachment of 
development within the area will exacerbate these effects to the point at 
which the character of the whole area may be fundamentally altered.



There is therefore very limited potential for development within the area if 
it is to maintain its integrity as a valuable part of the Borough’s landscape 
and GI resource, and as a gap between settlements.’  Fareham Landscape 
Assessment (2017)

2.5 Policy DSP6: New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 
Settlement Boundary of Part 2 of the Local Plan also presumes against 
new residential development outside of the defined urban boundary.  The 
only exceptions relate to very small scale levels of development of one or 
two dwellings as infill. This planning application is of a significant scale 
(1,200 dwellings) and therefore is contrary to Policy DSP6.

2.6 This site is not an allocation in the Fareham Local Plan however Policy 
DSP40 recognises that in certain circumstances where it can be 
demonstrated that the Council does not have a five year supply of housing, 
additional sites outside of the urban area boundary may be permitted 
where they meet all of the criteria set out. Consequently whilst 
acknowledging that Fareham Borough may not currently have a five year 
land supply it is clear that this particular proposal does not meet all the 
criteria set out in Policy DSP40.

2.7 Criterion iii) requires that proposals are sensitively designed to reflect the 
character of neighbouring settlement and to minimise the impact on 
Strategic Gaps.  It is clear that this proposed development would impact 
on the long standing objectives of the strategic gap between Fareham, 
Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and Stubbington and significantly diminish its 
function as previously mentioned with regard to Policy CS14 and further 
highlighted below with regard to the Strategic Gap policy (CS22).

2.8 Criterion v) requires that the site would not have any unacceptable 
environmental, amenity and traffic implications. 

2.9 In order to understand these impacts this planning proposal must be seen 
in the context of a number of other speculative applications within the 
Strategic Gap including those adjacent Newgate Lane.

2.10 As none of these sites have been included in an Adopted Local Plan they 
have not been subject to an in-combination assessment and consequently 
it is impossible to fully understand the environmental, amenity and traffic 
implications regarding this proposal.  It is also important to stress that 
evidence that does exist has not been examined in public by a Local Plan 
Inspector in order to ascertain the environmental, amenity and traffic 
implications regarding this proposal and other related proposals in the 
existing Strategic Gap. This is imperative given the particular issues 
associated with the Gosport Peninsula including limited transport choices, 
significant out commuting and congestion, and air pollution issues.

2.11 This proposal should not be brought forward in advance of an in-
combination assessment of the other sites in the strategic gap and the 



wider peninsula to ascertain impacts on traffic, air quality and other 
environmental considerations. Consequently if the developer and/or 
landowner wishes to promote this site for development this should be 
considered through the Local Plan process where it will be subject to public 
consultation and scrutiny as part of a Local Plan Examination in Public.

2.12 In the light of the points raised above the proposal is therefore contrary to 
criteria iii) and v) of Policy DSP40: Housing Allocation.

2.13 This proposal is within the existing Strategic Gap as defined by the 
Fareham Local Plan. The Strategic Gap separates the settlements of 
Fareham, Gosport, Stubbington and Lee-on-the-Solent and the planning 
application is therefore contrary to the Fareham Core Strategy. 

Policy CS22, “Development in Strategic Gaps” states that, ‘development 
proposals will not be permitted either individually or cumulatively where it 
significantly affects the integrity of the gap and the physical and visual 
separation of the settlements’. 

2.14 The Policy recognises that maintaining separation will prevent coalescence 
of the settlements in this densely settled part of South Hampshire. The 
justification text states that gaps between settlements help define and 
maintain the separate identity of individual settlements and have strong local 
support. It adds that Strategic Gaps do not necessarily have intrinsic 
landscape value but are important in maintaining the settlement pattern, 
keeping individual settlements separate and providing opportunities for 
green infrastructure/green corridors. It acknowledges that continuing 
pressure for high levels of development mean that maintaining gaps 
continues to be justified.

2.15 The current boundary has been supported by a Planning Inspector as 
recently as May 2015.  In his report into the Examination in Public for the 
Fareham Local Plan Part 2, the Inspector refers to FBC’s evidence regarding 
the review of Strategic Gaps and states,  

‘although the review did not specifically take into account the route of the 
Stubbington by-pass and the Newgate Lane improvements, there is no 
reason to conclude that these proposals would justify altering the boundary 
of the gap in those locations. Having visited the area I agree with the Council 
that the gap between Fareham and Stubbington is justified in order to retain 
visual separation and that the proposed road improvements would not justify 
a revision to the boundary. The Council’s approach is sound.’ 

2.16 This proposal by its sheer scale and location will undoubtedly harm the 
integrity of the gap and will diminish the physical and visual separation of 
the settlements.  It is clearly contrary to Policy CS22.

2.17 In addition, this Strategic Gap is an important component of green 
infrastructure which serves existing communities and those developments 
that are already planned in development plans. It is acknowledged that the 



proposal includes a proposal for a Country Park and significant open space 
which is welcomed however taken as a whole the proposed development 
would diminish the opportunities to make the optimum use of this green 
infrastructure particularly in providing green linkages from Fareham to the 
coast via the Alver Valley Country Park.

2.18 The proposal also has the significant potential to negate the benefits being 
provided by the highway improvements at Newgate Lane East and the 
Stubbington Bypass by adding additional traffic onto these routes. This 
would have an associated negative impact on traffic flows, increasing 
congestion to the detriment of Gosport residents and the local economy 
including accessibility to the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus.

2.19 The proposal would be very car dependent with little provision for public 
transport. This would exacerbate the amount of trips using Newgate Lane 
and surrounding roads. Any additional traffic on Newgate Lane is likely to 
also have an impact on the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) at the 
north end of Newgate Lane and Gosport Road and this may be difficult to 
mitigate given the scale of the allocation and limited public transport choice.

2.20 It is important to emphasise that this proposal alone, and in combination with 
other housing proposals in the Strategic Gap, will significantly undermine the 
ability of the transport routes to function effectively including the recently 
improved Newgate Lane and the Stubbington Bypass, which is currently 
under construction. Specific consideration needs to be given to the acute 
transport and wider economic regeneration issues facing Gosport Borough 
and the need to understand the impact this development would have on the 
economic performance of the Borough.

2.21 The Gosport Peninsula has no mainland rail services and limited choices of 
road routes to, and from, the Peninsula. It has the lowest job density in the 
South East which results in high levels of out-commuting placing 
tremendous pressure on the road system. This in turn affects the 
attractiveness of Gosport as a place to invest and the ability to retain existing 
growing businesses.

2.22 Linked to the employment issue there has been a significant rationalisation 
of MoD and other Government sites in the Borough resulting in the release 
of very complex Brownfield sites, with further releases proposed. Many of 
the sites include nationally important heritage assets. These sites offer the 
potential of a mix of uses including housing development. Any remaining 
limited capacity on the routes to, and from, Gosport needs to be available to 
regenerate the Borough’s Brownfield sites and stimulate its economy. New 
housing developments that are immediately adjacent to these improved 
routes will impede Gosport’s ability to do this and to gain access to the wider 
South Hampshire economy. The development of Greenfield sites in the 
Strategic Gap significantly undermines the PUSH Principle A which aims to 
maximise development potential within urban areas and minimise Greenfield 
land take. This proposal is therefore considered of strategic significance and 



indeed has the potential to undermine the overall South Hampshire strategy 
outlined in the PUSH Spatial Position Statement.

2.23 It is important to note that Fareham Borough Council will shortly be formally 
consulting on its latest version of the Fareham Local Plan 2036 (known as 
the Regulation 19 stage) and this site has not been allocated for housing in 
that Plan and it is being identified outside the settlement boundary within the 
Strategic Gap.  Consequently FBC recognise the importance of the Strategic 
Gap and have no proposals to facilitate development on this site.   

3.0 Conclusion

3.1 The proposal for 1,200 dwellings and associated built-development should 
be refused in principle as it is contrary to the adopted Fareham Borough 
Local Plan including policies which seek to protect the Strategic Gap; and 
that the proposal alone and in-combination with other speculative 
development will have a detrimental impact on the recent and forthcoming 
highway improvements which have been designed to improve accessibility 
to the Gosport Peninsula.  The effectiveness of this strategic transport 
corridor is of paramount importance to Gosport Borough residents and 
businesses. 
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