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Appendix 2: Copy of the GBC Regulatory Board (21st July 2021) 
regarding the Fareham Local Plan 2037: Revised Publication Plan 
2037 
 
PURPOSE 

 To consider and approve a response to the Fareham Local Plan 2037: 
Revised Publication Plan (Regulation 19) (FLP2037) consultation which 
has been produced by Fareham Borough Council (FBC). 

  
 RECOMMENDATION 
 That this Council makes the following representations (as expanded upon 

within sections 3-8 of this Report)  to Fareham Borough Council (FBC): 
 

 That this Council supports that land east of Newgate Lane East is 
designated within the  Strategic Gap as shown on the latest Policies 
Map; 

 That this Council supports that the land east of Newgate Lane East 
(formerly known as HA2) is no longer identified as a housing 
allocation in the FLP2037; 

 That this Council submits a holding objection relating to the East of 
Crofton Cemetery and South of Longfield Avenue allocations until 
such time that a transport assessment which includes the 
cumulative impact of development in the FLP2037 and the 
emerging Gosport Borough Local Plan 2038 (GBLP2038) concludes 
that there is no detrimental impact on the effectiveness of the road 
infrastructure serving the Gosport Peninsula including the 
Stubbington Bypass and Newgate Lane East.  This work would form 
part of the Statement of Common Ground between the two local 
planning authorities; 

 That this Council, whilst supporting the overall intention of Policy 
DS1: Development in the Countryside, considers that amendments 
are required for reasons set out in the Report (paragraphs 5.7-5.26). 

 That this Council objects to the detailed wording  of the following 
policies  or parts of policies as detailed in paragraphs 5.7-5.26  of 
this report: 

- Policy HP4  

- Policy HP6 

 That this Council supports the employment allocations at Daedalus 
(Policies E1, E2 and E3). 

 That this Council supports the following policies: 

- Policy E5 which protects employment sites including a number 
on the Gosport Peninsula; 
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- Policy E6 on boatyards which aims to protect important marine 
sites for employment purposes;  

- Policy E7 which aims to safeguard the Solent Airport at 
Daedalus; 

- Policy TIN2 which aims to ensure development does not have 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety and the residual 
cumulative impact on the road network is not severe; 

- Policy TIN3 which safeguards land to support the delivery of the 
South East Hampshire Rapid Transit scheme. 

 That Policy NE9 includes specific reference to the potential for 
green infrastructure improvements in the Fareham, Gosport, Lee-
on-the-Solent and Stubbington Strategic Gap.  

1 Background 
1.1 Fareham Borough Council is consulting on a revised Fareham Local Plan 

2037 Publication version (FLP2037)1.  This version of the Local Plan is 
often referred to as the Regulation 19 Plan.  This is the second Regulation 
19 Fareham Local Plan that has been produced as Members will recall that 
an earlier version was presented to this Board in December 2020. 

  
1.2 The Plan has needed to be updated primarily to take into account a higher 

housing requirement, as assessed using the Government’s Standard 
Method, which has resulted in the identification of additional housing sites 
which is detailed in Section 4 of this report. 

  
1.3 This is likely to be the final main consultation stage before it is submitted to 

the Secretary of State for independent examination. Consequently 
representations made at this stage will be considered by the Planning 
Inspector based on the ‘tests of soundness’. Unlike the previous 
Regulation 18 consultation, the Council will need to complete a formal 
representation proforma and indicate whether it considers that the 
FLP2037  meets a numbers of tests which are set out below:  
 

 Legally Compliant: Does the Plan meet the legal requirements for 
plan making as set out by planning laws? 

 Sound: Has the Plan been positively prepared? Is it justified, 
effective, and consistent with national policy?  

 Complies with the Duty to Co-operate: Has the Council engaged 
and worked effectively with neighbouring authorities and statutory 
bodies? 

  
1.4 The comments outlined in this report will be converted into a proforma and 

it is these comments that the Council will rely on at the Examination in 

                                            
1
 A copy of the document can be viewed at the following link: 

http://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/local_plan/RevisedPublicationLocalPlan.pdf 
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Public (EiP) unless invited to make further representations by the Planning 
Inspector. It is considered appropriate to resubmit earlier representations 
even if they are the same for the avoidance of doubt. 

  
1.5 The latest FLP2037 is a consolidated Local Plan showing tracked changes 

from the 2020 version.  It contains all the relevant proposals and policies 
as well as the inclusion of a Policies Map covering the Fareham Borough 
area outside Welborne. The planned new settlement will remain covered 
by the current Local Plan Part 3: the Welborne Plan. The FLP2037 will set 
out the development strategy and policy framework for Fareham and once 
adopted will be used to guide decisions on planning applications up to 
2037. Comments are required to reach FBC by the 30th July 2021. 

  
1.6 Members will recall that in addition to the Regulation 19 Local Plan in 

December 2020 this Council has made representations to three previous 
informal consultations (often referred to as Regulation 18 consultations).  
These representations related to: 

 The Consultation Draft Fareham Local Plan (DFLP) which was 
reported to the Regulatory Board on 6th December 2017  

 The Fareham Borough Local Plan 2036: Issues and Options which 
was reported to the Regulatory Board on 25th July 2019 

 The Fareham Borough Local Plan 2036: Supplement which was 
reported to the Regulatory Board on 28th February 2020 

1.7 Members will also recall that this Council made very strong objections to a 
number of proposals within these three documents which remained 
consistent throughout the process.  The objections related primarily to 
residential development in the Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent, and 
Stubbington Strategic Gap with regard to land east of Newgate Lane East 
(known as HA2) and the potential for a larger scale Strategic Growth Area 
(SGA). Key reasons for objections included: 
 

- The proposal would physically and visually diminish the long-
established Strategic Gap between Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-
the-Solent and Stubbington; 

- The proposals would negate the benefits being provided by the 
new improvements to Newgate Lane and the Stubbington 
Bypass with a negative impact on traffic flow and increased 
congestion to the detriment of Gosport residents and the local 
economy including accessibility to the Solent Enterprise Zone at 
Daedalus; 

- The proposal would significantly harm the amenities of local 
Gosport residents with the introduction of new access points to 
existing residential areas, which due to the scale of the proposal 
would potentially lead to a significant increase of traffic on 
residential roads; 

- The proposal, as described, would be very car dependent with 
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no provision for public transport.  This would increase the 
amount of trips using Newgate Lane and exacerbate existing 
congestion and air quality issues; 

- There is insufficient information on supporting infrastructure 
required including education, medical and community facilities.  

  
Report 

  
2 Introduction  
2.1 This report provides an overview of the FLP2037 with particular emphasis 

on those elements most relevant to Gosport Borough and the significant 
changes from the previous Regulation 19 version.  

  
2.2 This report is broken down into several sections to reflect the content of the 

FLP2037 with comments specifically relating to the implications for Gosport 
Borough.  These sections are: 

 Development Strategy (Section 3) 

 Housing (Section 4) 

 Strategic Gap and Countryside Policies (Section 5) 

 Employment (Section 6) 

 Transport (Section 7) 

 Other Policies (Section 8) 
  
3  Development Strategy 
3.1 The Development Strategy includes a key diagram which highlights the 

main areas of housing and employment development as well as the 
protection of the Strategic Gap and important nature conservation areas. 
Further details are shown on the Policies Map. 

  
3.2 The Development Strategy makes provision for: 

  9,556 new residential dwellings which is an increase from 8,389 
dwellings in the previous version. This increase of approximately 
1,200 dwellings is detailed in Section 4 of this report and reflects the 
Government’s Standard Method for calculating housing requirements 
for each local authority;  

 121,964m2 of new employment floorspace which is an increase from 
104,000m2 in the previous version and reflects the latest 
consideration of available sites; 

 the Strategic employment site at Daedalus (Solent Enterprise Zone) 
to deliver an additional 77,200m2 of employment floorspace over 
and above that already planned for.  This maintains the position 
included in the previous 2020 version; 

 strategic opportunities in Fareham Town Centre that contribute to at 
least 961 dwellings as part of a wider regeneration strategy.  This is 
an increase from 428 dwellings in the previous version; 

 development allocations on previously developed land where 
available and on greenfield land around edges of existing urban 
areas in order to meet remaining housing and employment needs; 
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 policies to manage appropriate levels of development outside of 
urban areas. 

4 Housing  
  
 Housing need and supply 
4.1 Table 1 below sets outs the housing requirement for the latest FLP2037 

and compares it with the previous version. 
 

Table 1:Fareham Local Plan 2037 Housing requirement 

 2020 version 2021 version 

Fareham annual housing 
need (based on current data) 

403 541 

Plan period 2021-2037 16 years 16 years 

Total Fareham need 6,448 8,656 

Plus unmet need 847 900 

Total Local Plan Housing 
requirement  

7,295 9,556 

 

  
4.2 The annual housing need requirement has increased from 403 dwellings 

per annum (dpa) to 541 dpa. This significant change has occurred 
because in the previous version FBC had used the Government’s 
proposed Standard Method which the Government had consulted on 
between August and October 20202.  However the Government has since 
abandoned this methodology and instead have advised local authorities to 
use the previous Standard Method which relies on basing the household 
projections on the 2014 ONS population forecasts rather than the latest 
2018 projections.  The affordability ratio component of the Standard 
Method has increased the dwelling requirement still further from the earlier 
Regulation 18 version which included a figure of 520dpa.  

  
4.3 The FLP2037 recognises that unmet need from neighbouring authorities 

can increase a local authority’s housing figure. It identifies that the 
Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) currently identifies a substantial 
unmet need of approximately 10,750 dwellings (PfSH Joint Committee 
September 2020) across the sub-region.  It also recognised that local 
authorities are at a different stage of plan-making and consequently the 
PfSH figure in most cases only takes into account existing policy compliant 
housing sites and therefore has not included all the potential allocations 
that will come forward as part of the evidence base and forthcoming 
consultations. Portsmouth City Council is the only authority to formally 
request FBC to take a proportion of their unmet need, hence the proposed 
900 dwelling figure in Table 1.  GBC’s approach is to: take into account 
forthcoming PfSH work as part of an updated planning strategy for the sub-
region; consider any new Standard Method when it is officially published; 

                                            
2
  ‘Changes to the Planning System’ document- This Council considered the Changes to The Planning 

System including the Standard Method at the Economic Development Board of 23
rd

 September 2020 
in which it was referred to as an interim ‘Standard Method’ acknowledging that the White Paper, 
‘Planning for Change’ also published in August 2020 was considering more fundamental changes to 
the Standard Method 
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and continue to gather evidence on new allocations which is likely reduce 
the unmet need figure of 2,500 dwellings in Gosport Borough identified in 
the PfSH Joint Committee Report and included in the FLP2037. 

  
4.4 In order to meet the Standard Method housing requirement, the latest 

FLP2037 identifies a current supply of 10,594 dwellings which is an 
additional 2,205 dwellings than the 2020 version, and includes an 11% 
contingency which is slightly higher than the recommended 10%. This 
contingency is aimed to address any potential issue of under-delivery on 
certain sites. The supply includes 4,184 dwellings at Welborne to be 
delivered by 2037 (which is almost 700 less than the previous version), 
existing outstanding permissions and various allocations across Fareham 
Borough.  With regard to the increased supply, 653 is from additional 
housing sites in Fareham Town Centre, 139 from additional sites in other 
settlements and 1,986 is from additional edge of settlement sites. 

  
4.5 These allocations3 are detailed in the FLP2037 and includes a number of 

urban sites including areas on the east and west side of Fareham Railway 
Station, the Crofton Conservatory site on West Street, the Magistrates 
Court  and a new allocation on land north of Henry Cort Drive in Fareham. 
There are also sizeable allocations in Warsash, Titchfield Common, 
Portchester West (Downend Road East), Locks Heath, Funtley and the 
Hammond Industrial Estate in Hill Head. In addition there is an allocation 
termed, ‘Broad Location for Housing Growth’ for 620 dwellings (Policy BL2) 
which are unidentified sources of potential supply in Fareham Town Centre 
such as car parks, under-utilised shopping areas and opportunities for 
intensification. 

  
4.6 Importantly the land east of Newgate Lane East (known previously as HA2 

in the Regulation 18 consultation) is not included in the latest FLP2037, 
and therefore maintains the position included in the previous Regulation 19 
version. Members will recall that this represents a significant change in 
position from the three Regulation 18 versions which had previously 
included the site as an allocation for between 350 and   475 dwellings. The 
removal of the HA2 allocation on the land east of Newgate Lane East is 
supported. 

  
4.7 The main additional edge of settlement sites identified in the latest 

FLP2037 are: 

 Land east of Crofton Cemetery and west of Peak Lane, Stubbington 
(180 dwellings) (HA54) 

 Land south of Longfield Avenue (1,250 dwellings)(HA55) 

 Land west of Downend Road (550 dwellings) (HA56) 
  
4.8 Of particular interest to Gosport Borough are the first two sites listed above 

which are located in the Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and 
Stubbington Strategic Gap as detailed below.  

                                            
3
 These allocations are summarised on p39-p40 of the FLP and detailed on pages 41-153 

http://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/local_plan/RevisedPublicationLocalPlan.pdf. 
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 Housing allocations in the current Strategic Gap 
4.9 The proposed allocation east of Crofton Cemetery and west of Peak lane at 

Stubbington (HA54) includes two parcels of land north and south of 
Oakcroft Lane (Appendix A1). The primary access will be onto Peak Lane. 
Importantly it is only the land south of Oakcroft Lane which is to be 
developed for residential use (180 dwellings) with the land north of Oakcroft 
Lane being kept available for Brent Goose and wader use. This land will 
therefore remain undeveloped, remain in the Strategic Gap and provide a 
buffer between Stubbington and the new Bypass.  

  
4.10 The land south of Longfield Avenue (HA55) is an allocation of potentially 

1,250 dwellings and includes a primary school and local centre with 
commercial and community facilities (Appendix A2). As part of this proposal 
it is proposed to retain a significant area of green infrastructure between the 
development and the Stubbington Bypass as well as land on the western 
side of Peak Lane which will retain openness along the Bypass between 
Fareham and Stubbington.  The policy states that the development will 
need to maximise the open nature of the existing landscape between the 
settlements of Fareham and Stubbington,  

  
4.11 The policy states that the publicly accessible and managed green 

infrastructure shall be provided throughout the site incorporating existing 
and new ecological features. It will retain and link existing Public Rights of 
Way to create high quality parkland and natural greenspace as well as 
sports facilities. The access will be from Longfield Avenue and Peak Lane 
with no direct access onto the Stubbington Bypass. 

  
4.12 This is the first time that either of these sites have been identified as 

precise allocations. Previously, in the third Regulation 18 consultation  (Feb 
2020) the areas covered by these sites were part  of a conceptual and very 
extensive area of possible development known as the Strategic Growth 
Area (SGA), which covered the whole area between Fareham and 
Stubbington and was also being promoted at the same time as the former 
HA2 allocation.    

  
4.13 Due to the lack of detail and evidence available at that time the Council 

objected to the SGA on the following grounds: 

 That there had not been sufficient  transport modelling assessment 
undertaken at the time to ascertain whether a SGA was appropriate; 

 it was considered that the extent of the SGA failed to recognise the 
importance of the long-established Strategic Gap between Fareham, 
Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and Stubbington and that any significant 
development would affect the long established integrity and function 
of the Strategic Gap. 

 it was considered that the existing boundaries of the Strategic Gap 
should be retained in order to maintain an effective transport corridor 
through the gap.  Additional development immediately adjacent and 
accessing the route will negate all the benefits of the recently 
improved and commenced road infrastructure.  This investment has 
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been implemented to address existing deficiencies not facilitate new 
development.   

  
4.14 Therefore there are two main strategic issues that need to be considered in 

relation to these two allocations are: 

 Can these allocations be developed in such a way which will not 
undermine the function of the Strategic Gap?  

 Can these allocations be developed without having a detrimental 
impact on the road infrastructure serving the Gosport Peninsula? 

  

4.15 These two points are considered in detail below. 
  

 Can these allocations be developed in such a way which will not undermine 
the function of the Strategic Gap?  

4.16 In relation to the Strategic Gap functions the Council previously raised an 
objection regarding the impact of the SGA on the continuing function of the 
Strategic Gap. It was considered that the extent of the area would have the 
potential to completely destroy any sense of Gap between the settlements. 
This previous objection related to the sheer extent of the SGA and any lack 
of detail on how a functional gap could still be maintained to protect the 
setting of each settlement, provide a sense of openness and prevent 
coalescence. 

  

4.17 In this consultation however the development areas are largely defined with 
more details on how the Strategic Gap will be protected with an emphasis 
given to green infrastructure. 

  

4.18 In all of its previous objections to the Fareham Local Plan the Council has 
used Fareham Borough Council’s evidence study ‘Fareham Landscape 
Assessment (FLA) (LDA 2017)’. The Council has also used this evidence 
document when objecting to the planning application at Brookers Lane as 
well as the appeal between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East which 
has recently been dismissed.  This study is well-prepared and made a 
strong case to protect the land east of Newgate Lane East as Strategic 
Gap.   

  
 

4.19 In relation to the gap between Fareham and Stubbington the FLA states.  
 

‘This area is a cohesive agricultural landscape which performs multiple roles 
in respect of the primary and secondary purposes and functions of the 
Strategic Gap. Even minor encroachment beyond the existing, strong 
settlement boundary along the southern edge of Fareham could potentially 
disrupt local settlement pattern and character and have an adverse effect on 
the Gap functions and the overall integrity of the agricultural landscape. There 
may be some scope for very modest ‘rounding off’ of Stubbington on its 
northern edges, within existing parcels of land where development could be 
integrated without unacceptable impacts.’ 

  
4.20 A more recent study prepared by Hampshire County Council (September 
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2020)  known as the ‘Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape 
Quality and Strategic Gap’ has been prepared to take into account the 
completion of the Newgate Lane East and the proposed route of the 
Stubbington Bypass.  The two allocations are within two study areas 
outlined in the document with key points set out below: 
 

Study Area 7a- Land east of Titchfield Road and west of Peak Road: The 
Technical review strongly recommends that the vast majority of this section of 
the Strategic Gap remains.  It provides a useful recreational resource within a 
distinctive landscape that is good quality, where residents can walk in relative 
tranquillity away from roads and enjoy long and varied views. 

 
However there exists the potential to make modifications to the settlement 
boundary of north Stubbington, to extend the boundary to run along Oakcroft 
Lane as the isolated field does not protrude beyond the northern and western 
edges of Stubbington. Subject to detailed design it is possible for development 
to take place without risking the integrity of the Gap. 

 
Study Area 7b- East of Peak Lane and west of HMS Collingwood: Due to 
the characteristic of land in this area (flatter, less varied vegetation blocks, 
less opportunities to view across the land, and more ‘visual distractors’ such 
as HMS Collingwood) it possible for the main field to absorb some 
development without a significant impact on the visual quality of the Strategic 
Gap subject to detailed design, scale and function.  If managed appropriately 
development could have a beneficial effect on the GI network (recreational 
and environmental).  Therefore a change to the Strategic Gap could be 
potentially accommodated without undermining the principle purpose of the 
gap to prevent coalescence of settlements.  However more detailed testing of 
development forms is required 

 
The Technical Review concludes that the Strategic Gap is sub-regionally 
important but opportunities exist for some development to be absorbed within 
the Strategic Gap subject to scale and detailed design, without compromising 
its Gap function combined with mitigation measures the can support green 
infrastructure enhancement.  These adjustments include land south of 
Oakcroft Lane in Stubbington and areas south of Fareham, west of HMS 
Collingwood on the understanding that a green infrastructure strategy is 
implemented which enhances the green buffer. 

  
4.21 With regard to the HA54 site in Stubbington it would appear that a 

development south of Oakcroft Lane could represent the rounding off 
potential as outlined in the FLA and specifically mentioned in the HCC 
study.  Securing the land north of Oakcroft Lane for Brent Goose and wader 
mitigation would safeguard a buffer between the new Bypass and the 
settlement; and with a significant land buffer on the north side of the road 
would likely secure a functional gap at this location. This would help 
maintain a sense of openness when travelling along the Bypass and retain 
a sense that one is travelling between settlements in a rural rather than 
suburban setting. 

  
4.22 The allocation south of Longfield Avenue is harder to justify in terms of the 

FLA landscape evidence as it states that there is a strong settlement 
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boundary on the southern edge of Fareham and consequently development 
beyond this could potentially disrupt local settlement pattern and character 
and have an adverse effect on the Gap functions and the overall integrity of 
the agricultural landscape.  However the 2020 HCC Study outlines the 
potential for development on part of the land east of Peak Lane and west of 
Collingwood which if designed appropriately would not have a detrimental 
impact on the function of the Strategic Gap. 

  
4.23 It is the role of each local authority to review the boundaries of their 

settlements and strategic gaps as part of the Local Plan process. The 
important issue to consider is whether there is the possibility for some 
development to be located within the Gap between Fareham and 
Stubbington without the prime functions of the Strategic Gap being 
compromised. 

  
4.24 The criteria to define strategic gap boundaries were included in the South 

Hampshire Strategy (Oct 2012) The criteria are as follows:- 

 the designation is needed to retain the open nature and/or sense of 
separation between settlements; 

 the land to be included within the Gap performs an important role in 
defining the settlement character of the area and separating 
settlements at risk of coalescence; 

 the Gap boundaries should not preclude the provision being made 
for the development proposed in this Strategy; 

 the Gap should include no more land than is necessary to prevent 
the coalescence of settlements having regarding to maintaining their 
physical and visual separation. 

  
4.25 It would appear from the evidence studies when taken together and from 

the information in the latest FLA2037 that it could be possible to locate 
development in the two suggested locations provided the design is of a high 
quality and that the buffers are considered as an integral part of the design 
and not an after-thought.  There appears to be a sufficient gap between the 
allocation and the bypass to ensure that there is a sense of openness when 
travelling along the bypass and a rural rather than suburban character is 
maintained.  It would appear from the indicative diagram and the policy 
intentions that the overall strategic gap criteria are being met.  It will be 
essential for the remaining undeveloped land between the bypass and 
Fareham to be secured in perpetuity for green infrastructure purposes.   

  
 Can these allocations be developed without having a detrimental impact on 

the road infrastructure serving the Gosport Peninsula? 
4.26 The Council’s main concerns when objecting to the SGA related to 

fundamentally two inter-related issues: 

 would the design of the development have a detrimental impact on 
the operational effectiveness of the new road infrastructure through 
for example the incorporating of new accesses onto the Stubbington 
Bypass which would affect the overall flow of traffic?; 

 would the volume of traffic in combination with other developments 
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negate the benefits derived from the new road infrastructure in terms 
of alleviating acute accessibility issues to and from the Gosport 
Peninsula?   

  
4.27 At the time of the third Regulation 18 consultation (February 2020) 

insufficient transport modelling and assessment work had taken place and 
there was a lack of detail of how the SGA would work.   The two proposed 
allocations identified in the latest FLP2037 clearly highlight that there would 
be no new direct access onto the Stubbington Bypass with HA54 being 
accessed off Peak Lane and HA55 being accessed of Longfield Avenue 
and Peak Lane with specific reference that there would be no direct access 
onto the Stubbington Bypass.  This therefore overcomes the Council’s first 
concern in that there will be no new additional access points onto the 
Stubbington Bypass.  

  
4.28 As part of the evidence study for the first Regulation 19 (which didn’t 

include these two allocations) the evidence included a transport 
assessment which took into account the SGA South of Fareham which 
made an assumption at the time of the modelling for some 1,975 dwellings 
modelled for the whole gap area.  This is higher than the actual proposed 
allocations which is 1,430 dwellings. 

  
4.29 It concluded that junctions in the area would not be unduly impacted by new 

development and that defined criteria relating to capacity hotspots are not 
reached and therefore mitigation is not required. It recognises that whilst 
traffic flow would be very high at junctions such as Longfield Avenue/ 
Newgate Lane there would be no increase in delay and consequently no 
mitigation would be required for this or other junctions in the vicinity. Five 
other junctions elsewhere on Fareham are identified requiring mitigation. 

  
4.30 Whilst these findings are noted it is considered further work is required. 

The Council considers that as part of any future Statement of Common 
Ground, which is a requirement under the Duty to Cooperate, this Council 
would like to discuss these finding in more detail with Fareham Borough 
Council and Hampshire County Council.  The Council considers that 
further work is required in order to take into account the growth proposed 
in the forthcoming GBLP2038 to ensure that the full implications of access 
to and from the Peninsula are taken into account.  It is considered that 
because of the limited transport choices and limited road network on the 
Peninsula that an in-combination approach is needed in this particular 
instance.   

  
4.31 It is necessary to demonstrate that green field development in the Strategic 

Gap does not prejudice brownfield development and regeneration 
opportunities further south in Gosport Borough.  There is a risk that 
highway capacity is reduced such that brownfield sites would be expected 
to fund and mitigate transport interventions to become acceptable.  Given 
that brownfield sites are in many cases likely to have other factors affecting 
viability the addition of further transport mitigation requirements may reduce 
overall viability and deliverability. 
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4.32 It is therefore considered without this in-combination work the overall traffic 

on the highway network will be underestimated, and therefore it is not 
possible to be definitive that these proposed allocations will not have an 
adverse impact on the operation of individual junctions in combination. 

  
4.33 The transport assessment would be based on existing modelling by both 

local authorities and would consider these allocations together with 
proposed growth on the Gosport Peninsula as set out in both the FLP2037 
and the emerging GBLP2038. 

  
4.34 It is therefore proposed to submit a holding objection until this work has 

been undertaken and demonstrates that there is no detrimental impact on 
the road network and if there are particular issues identified that suitable 
mitigation measures can be incorporated which is not to the detriment of 
Gosport residents and businesses. 

  
 Conclusion regarding the two new allocations 
4.35 In conclusion due to FBC’s significant housing requirement it is understood 

why it has been necessary to review the settlement boundaries in relation 
to HA54 and HA55.  These sites are preferable for sensitive development 
from a strategic gap perspective than the former HA2 allocation at Newgate 
Lane East.  It is clear the Gap adjacent to Newgate Lane East is particularly 
vulnerable at that location but this accentuates its importance as a 
functional gap in which it is still possible to experience the separation 
between settlements and there is an appreciable feeling of travelling 
between urban conurbations, through an area of Countryside, as part of this 
Gap’s function.   

  
4.36 These characteristics are also important in relation to the Stubbington 

Bypass between Stubbington and Fareham and it would be appear that the 
width of the gap at this location and particular characteristics outlined in the 
HCC study (2020) does enable some development potential north of 
Stubbington and south of Fareham.  The function of the Strategic Gap at 
this location can only be protected however if the significant  buffers are 
retained in perpetuity on both sides of the road and that the edge of both 
allocations are very carefully designed  with a positive relationship with the 
surrounding countryside.  Whilst not ideal it would seem that the Council 
should not make a formal objection with regard to these two allocations in 
terms of the settlement function of the Strategic Gap.  However it will need 
to comment further on any detailed proposals in future in order to ensure 
that they reflect the principles outlined in the relevant policies in terms of 
the extent of the development and the use of green infrastructure to protect 
the remaining Strategic Gap. 

  
4.37 It is considered important that FBC can meet its housing requirements and 

that a site such as the land south of Longfield Avenue can represent a 
planned strategy of land release rather than the constant piecemeal and 
speculative applications which the area has been subjected to in recent 
years.  A high quality development that retains the functions of the Strategic 
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Gap and delivers improved green infrastructure is therefore preferred than 
inappropriate development in inappropriate locations.  Importantly the 
detailed allocations in the latest FLP2037 overcome the Council’s previous 
Strategic Gap objections in relation to the SGA where development could 
have been developed adjacent to the Stubbington Bypass with no 
functioning Strategic Gap 

  
4.38 It is also clear that the proposed allocations will not have any new access 

points off the Stubbington Bypass which overcomes another of the 
Council’s previous objections.  

  
4.39 However, notwithstanding the above, it is considered that the Council 

should make a holding objection until such time that a combined transport 
assessment is completed which can demonstrate that the allocations will 
not have a detrimental impact on the strategic road network serving the 
Gosport Peninsula and that any noted impacts can be satisfactorily 
mitigated.  This would form part of the Statement of Common Ground which 
each Council is obliged to produce as part of their statutory Duty to 
Cooperate. The Council needs to be reassured that the FLP2037 proposals 
together with the proposals in the forthcoming GBLP2038 do not have a 
detrimental effect on the effectiveness of the significant new road 
infrastructure at Newgate Lane East and the Stubbington Bypass. 

  
 Housing policies 
4.40 The FLP2037 includes a number of housing policies which aim to deliver a 

diverse range of housing to meet local needs. The Council’s objections to 
Policies HP4 and HP6 are outlined in paragraphs 5.7-5.26 below in 
connection with Policy DS1 relating to development in the countryside.    

  
5 Strategic and Countryside Policies 
  
 Protection of the Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and Stubbington 

Strategic Gap 
5.1 As mentioned above in relation to the housing allocations the Strategic Gap 

has been retained along both sides of Newgate Lane East. The 
maintenance of the Strategic Gap in this location is supported.   

  
5.2 This major change in FBC’s Local Plan from the earlier Regulation 18 

consultations is likely to result in significant objections from a number of 
landowners and developers who have an interest in these previously 
identified allocations and proposals.  Consequently these matters are likely 
to be heard at the EiP conducted by a Planning Inspector.   

  
5.3 A Planning Inspector will consider all representations as part of the EiP 

received at the Publication Plan (Regulation 19) consultation including 
those supporting the Local Plan.  However the Inspector will normally invite 
those that have objected to the Local Plan to the EiP sessions along with 
FBC. It is therefore important that in the Council’s supporting comments for 
the revised proposals it is made clear why the Strategic Gap is so 
fundamentally important to Gosport Borough and in addition it is considered 



14 
 
 

important that previous objections are appended to the representation in 
order that the Inspector can fully consider the reasons why this Council 
objected to the previous proposals, which the developers and landowners 
will be attempting to reintroduce. 

  
5.4 As highlighted above in paragraphs 4.9-4.39 the main difference with the 

previous version of the Local Plan is how the Strategic Gap is shown in 
relation to the proposed HA54 and HA55 allocations.  The text in relation to 
the housing allocations will form part of the Council’s representation on 
soundness.  In addition the proposed boundary of the Strategic Gap in 
relation to the proposed developable part of the HA55 site south of 
Longfield Avenue is not understood as it shows the entire area remaining 
within the Strategic Gap.  It is not clear whether this is a cartographic 
oversight or there is a particular reason which is not explicit in the text. 
Clarity will be sought on this matter. 

  
5.5 It is proposed that this Council formally reiterates its support regarding the 

wording of Policy DS2 shown below which seeks to protect the Strategic 
Gap.   
 

Policy DS2: Development in Strategic Gap 
 
‘In order to prevent coalescence of urban areas and to maintain 
separate identity of settlements, Strategic Gaps are identified as 
shown on the Policies Map between the following areas: 
 
1) Fareham/Stubbington and the Western Wards (Meon Gap) 
2) Fareham/Bridgemary and Stubbington/Lee-on-the-Solent 

(Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap) 
 

Development proposals will not be permitted where they significantly 
affect the integrity of the gap and the physical and visual separation of 
settlements of the distinctive nature of settlement characters.’ 

 

  
5.6 In addition to supporting Policy DS2 and the extent of the Strategic Gap 

shown on the Policies Map the Council would also like to support the 
following: 
 

 Fareham Local Plan 2037 Vision which states that Fareham Borough 
will retain its identity, and the identity of individual settlements within 
the Borough, through measures that seek to retain the valued 
landscapes and settlement definition; and 

 Strategic Priority 2 which seeks to maximise development within the 
urban area and away from the wider countryside, valued landscaped 
and spaces that contribute to settlement definition. 

  
 Development in the countryside 
5.7 The relevant sections of the FLP2037 of particular interest to the Council 

remain unchanged in the latest version and therefore the text included in 
the previous report to the Regulatory Board is largely unchanged below 
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(with any particular differences set out). It is recommended that the 
representations on these matters are resubmitted. 

  
5.8 Policy DS1 relates to development in the countryside and the overall 

approach is to limit development in the countryside outside of the urban 
area boundaries as defined on the Policies Map.  The policy sets out those 
circumstances where development will be supported outside the urban area 
boundary. In most instances these circumstances are limited in scope and 
scale. In addition the policy includes five criteria (i-v) which any of the 
identified exceptions need to adhere to. This includes requiring developers 
of any such exception to demonstrate that their proposal: 

 requires a location outside of the urban area;  

 would conserve and enhance landscapes, sites of biological or 
geological value and soils;  

 recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and 
if relevant the development does not significantly affect the integrity 
of a Strategic Gap; 

 maintain the character of the undeveloped coast; and  

 are not on Best and Most Versatile agricultural land. 
  
5.9 Whilst many of the exceptions appear reasonable, particularly when 

assessed against the five criteria outlined above, there is concern relating 
to development cited in point e) in the policy which reads:  
 

Proposals for development in the countryside, which is defined as 
land outside the Urban Area boundary, as shown on the Policies 
Map, will be supported where the proposal (inter alia) 
 

 e) is for housing development compliant with one of the following 
policies HP1, HP2, HP4, HP5 HP6 and HP11.  

  
5.10 The Council does not have particular concerns with the link to Policies HP1, 

HP2 and HP11 nor the way these policies are worded. Policy HP1  is a 
standard ‘housing in the countryside’ policy relating to the conversion of 
existing buildings and replacement dwellings; Policy HP2 enables very 
small scale development of no more than 4 dwellings in scale with its 
surroundings; and  HP11 is a standard criteria-based policy relating to sites 
for gypsies, travellers and travelling show.  

  
5.11 However the Council has concerns over the following aspects: 

 

 The link in Policy DS1 to Policy HP4 and the wording of Policy HP4; 

 The link in Policy DS1 to Policy HP5, although the wording of HP5 is 
not a particular issue; 

 The link in Policy DS1 to Policy HP6 and the wording of Policy HP6 
  
5.12 Taking each in turn, Policy HP4 relates to the Five Year Housing Supply 

and where the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of land for 
residential development, additional housing sites outside the urban area 
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boundary will [rather than ‘may’ as used in the previous version] be 
permitted where they meet all the following criteria: 

 The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated five year 
housing land supply shortfall; 

 The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, 
the existing urban area boundaries and can be well integrated with 
the neighbouring settlement; 

 The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the landscape 
character and setting of the settlement, is of a scale proportionate to 
its setting and recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and, if relevant does not affect the integrity of a Strategic 
Gap; 

 It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short 
term; and 

 The proposal would not have unacceptable environmental, amenity 
and traffic implications. 

  
5.13 The Council objects to both the wording of Policy HP4 and the link to DS1 

policy as it implies that if Fareham’s five year housing supply is not met, the 
first area of search is outside of the urban area boundary.  Instead the 
policy should refer to sites within urban areas, brownfield land, underutilised 
employment sites, sites close to train stations, under-utilised town centre 
sites such as car parks and shopping precincts, consideration of using 
Council land assets and other public sector land, intensification of existing 
neighbourhoods, as well as opportunities to increase densities on existing 
allocations such as Welborne.  These types of sites should be clearly 
identified as being preferential before greenfield land outside the urban 
area, particularly within the Strategic Gap, are considered.    

  
5.14 It is understandable why the FLP2037 has a policy relating to this matter as 

the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires 
local planning authorities to have a five year housing supply and if this 
cannot be demonstrated the relevant allocation policies in an adopted Local 
Plan (even a recently adopted one) become out of date and consequently 
housing can take place on sites previously not identified for housing.  Both 
Councils have made representations to the Government in the past 
regarding this matter and how it is detrimental to a plan-led system by 
creating uncertainty for local communities and undermining the effective 
provision of infrastructure to serve these new residents.  This is particularly 
the case when such sites can proceed on a cumulative and speculative 
basis without a comprehensive assessment of impacts that would normally 
be undertaken at the local plan-making stage.  

  
5.15 This policy is therefore aiming to set out criteria to assess any proposal that 

comes forward that is not allocated in an adopted Local Plan.  However it is 
this Council’s view that the presence of the policy seems to direct 
development towards greenfield sites quite readily before other urban and 
more sustainable sites are fully considered. 
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5.16 Policy HP5 relates to the provision of affordable housing on sites of 10 or 
more and the Council has no particular issue with the wording of HP5.  
However when it is linked with Policy DS1 it could be interpreted that FBC 
will accept in principle the development of any affordable housing site 
outside the urban area boundary.  Whilst the criteria i-v exists  there is 
concern that unsuitable developments in the Strategic Gap could be 
developed in a piecemeal fashion with a number of different speculative 
sites coming forward adjacent to others of varying sizes. It is considered 
that the inclusion of a link to HP5 does not provide sufficient certainty of 
what development will take place over the plan period; nor does it ensure 
that the environmental, transport and infrastructure implications of each 
affordable housing development has been fully assessed in combination 
with adopted allocations or other speculative proposals coming forward 
over the plan period.  

  
5.17 Whilst it is not considered the intention of the policy it could potentially 

enable large scale housing development outside of the urban area 
boundary if it can be demonstrated that 40% affordable housing is being 
achieved. 

  
5.18 It is therefore not proposed to object to the wording of Policy HP5; only that 

the link included in DS1 is removed.  It is considered that if development 
does come forward in the countryside through other policy mechanisms this 
policy could still be used as each policy in the plan needs to be read in 
conjunction with all other relevant plans, and consequently the affordable 
housing policy would still apply for developments over 10 dwellings.  The 
removal of the reference in DS1 would remove this being cited as a primary 
reason for development in the Strategic Gap ahead of more suitable sites 
within the urban area in both Fareham and Gosport Boroughs. 

  
5.19 Policy HP6 relates to affordable housing exception sites and is a 

commonly used policy across England to allow small affordable housing 
sites adjacent to villages to be developed on land which would not normally 
be permitted to come forward. This would enable viable schemes to be 
implemented to meet very local needs. In principle the Council does not 
have an objection to such a policy nor its link to DS1 enabling such 
schemes to come forward outside the urban area. However the way in 
which the policy is worded could enable the development of significant 
schemes in the Strategic Gap.  The policy  includes the following text: 
 
Policy HP6: Exception Sites  

The development of Rural Exception Sites will be permitted where: 

a) All dwellings are affordable (as defined in the NPPF); and  
 

b) The affordable delivery is not meeting the affordable housing need 
and the development is relative in scale to the shortfall; and 

 
c) The development is located adjacent to, and well related to, the  

existing urban area boundaries; and 
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d) The affordable rent products will be brought forward by, and will be 

managed by, a not for profit social housing provider who is regulated by 
Homes England; and 

 
e) The affordable housing meets the local needs of the adjacent 

settlement. 

The development of Entry-Level Exception Sites suitable for first time buyers 
(or those looking to rent their first home)will be permitted where: 

a) The site is adjacent to existing settlements; and  
b) All dwellings are affordable (as defined in the NPPF), and a range of 

affordable tenure types, including those that are suitable for first-time 
renters or buyers are provided; and 

c) The site is less than1 hectare or relative in scale (does not exceed 5% 
of the size of the adjacent settlement); and  

d) It can be demonstrated, based on an up to date local housing needs 
assessment, that the need for the housing proposed will not be met 
through the allocations in the Plan or development with extant planning 
permission. 

 
 

  
5.20 Whilst it appears from the accompanying justification text that the intention 

of the policy is to enable the development of small sites there is concern 
that the wording of the policy as shown above could be used to enable 
much larger scale development.  For example, the first part of the policy 
could potentially facilitate a single or a series of large scale affordable 
housing developments in the Strategic Gap. If such schemes are promoted 
speculatively in a number of locations in the Strategic Gap there would be 
no opportunity to assess the in-combination environmental, landscape or 
infrastructure implications for the Gosport Peninsula.  

  
5.21 The second part of the policy would allow entry-level exception sites with a 

limit of 1 hectare and a proviso that the scheme does not exceed 5% of the 
size of the adjacent settlement.  Potentially this could lead to a series of 1 
hectare entry home exception sites to be developed adjacent to the 
Gosport Borough boundary and as the town is large the 5% restriction 
would be meaningless. 

  
5.22 It is clear from the recent number of speculative applications in the 

Strategic Gap how both parts of the policy (together with HP4 and HP5) 
could be used by developers to argue a case for development in these 
locations with the detrimental implications as set out previously in the 
Council’s objections to the Regulation 18 consultations (see Paragraph 1.6-
1.7). 

  
5.23 Whilst this does not appear to be the policy’s intention the wording would 

certainly enable developers to argue this position.  Consequently the 
wording of the policy needs to be amended to refer to existing settlements 
that are within Fareham Borough only’.  This would then provide clarity that 
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development adjacent to Gosport Borough would not be considered under 
this policy.  The policy also needs to set an upper limit of what is meant by 
‘small sites’ which is a term used in the justification text (paragraph 5.46 of 
FLP) but not in the policy itself. The policy also needs to define what is 
meant by small sites.  This will avoid unintended significant development in 
the Strategic Gap. Finally there needs to be some explicit wording which 
resists successive one hectare parcels of land coming forward in the same 
vicinity. 

  
5.24 Taking all these concerns together it is clear that the wording of the policies 

linked to DS1 could result in a series of small, medium and large scale 
developments which collectively affect the integrity of the Strategic Gap and 
undermine the major transport improvements which have been provided to 
alleviate current access issues.  

  
5.25 When policies HP4, HP5 and HP6 are linked to DS1 it is possible to identify 

the risk that a proposal equivalent to HA2 could come forward during the 
Plan period.  The risk is exacerbated as a series of sites could come 
forward whereby the cumulative impact would not be sufficiently assessed 
as they would be speculative sites becoming available on a piecemeal 
manner.  Whilst a strong case could be made that each single development 
would not necessarily meet criteria i-v in DS1 or similar criteria in HP4 and 
HP6, it is clear that without a five year housing supply either FBC or an 
Inspector on appeal  could grant a series of permissions outside the urban 
area boundary.  This would be detrimental to the function of the Strategic 
Gap in terms of its settlement function and would have a cumulative 
detrimental impact on the new strategic road infrastructure in terms of 
undermining the effectiveness of providing the much anticipated improved 
access to Gosport Borough and the southern part of Fareham Borough 
(Stubbington and Hillhead). 

  
5.26 As a result of these links there is the potential for developers to bring 

forward significant development in the Strategic Gap outside of the Local 
Plan allocations if it can be demonstrated that FBC does not have a five 
year housing supply.  Given the difficulties for FBC to demonstrate this 
currently and the fact that its housing supply depends significantly on the 
delivery of Welborne there is a real possibility that multiple speculative sites 
could come forward in the Strategic Gap which could cumulatively have a 
detrimental impact on the function of the Strategic Gap as set out in 
previous consultation responses. 

  
6 Employment 
6.1 According to the latest PfSH Economic, Employment and Commercial 

Needs (including logistics) Study (2021) the FLP2037 has a requirement of 
121,964m2 floorspace between 2021 and 2037 (Policy E1). This is an 
increase from 104,000m2.  The latest plan identifies a current supply of 
243,554 m2 including the 76,140 m2 identified in the Welborne Plan and 
consequently is 121,590m2 in excess of the requirement. The FLP 
considers this overprovision an acceptable approach to cater for flexibility 
and choice of supply in terms of time and type of employment space, as set 
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out in the NPPF and accompanying Planning Practice Guidance. 
  
6.2 The three previously identified employment allocations included in the 

FLP2037 are the Faraday Business Park (Daedalus East) the Swordfish 
Business Park (Daedalus West) and Solent 2 Whiteley. The additional land 
is identified at Wallington, Segensworth and land north of St Margaret’s 
roundabout at Titchfield. The provision at Daedalus is set out in Table 2. 
 

 Table 2: Proposed employment provision at Daedalus (within Fareham 
Borough) 

 
 Site General Industrial 

Storage or Distribution m2 

Faraday Business Park 
(Daedalus East) 

65,1004 

Swordfish Business Park 
(Daedalus West 

12,8005 

Total 77,900 
 

6.3 The Fareham part of the Daedalus site will ultimately deliver around 
128,400m2 employment floorspace within. 

  
6.4 This significant amount of floorspace at Daedalus will create new 

employment opportunities for Gosport residents reducing the need to leave 
the Peninsula, offering genuine transport choices other than the private car 
which will reduce congestion and air pollution. 

  
6.5 The Faraday Business Park (Policy E2) and the Swordfish Business Park 

(Policy E3) represent an extension and intensification of the original 
strategic employment allocations included in the current adopted Fareham 
Local Plan (part 1) (2011).  The policy includes a number of development 
safeguards relating to access requirements, not prejudicing the operation of 
the Solent Airport as well as provisions relating to design, nature 
conservation interests, flood risk, contamination and infrastructure. 

  
6.6 Both sites have been taken out of the Strategic Gap, when compared with 

the current Adopted Local Plan, however the development of employment 
uses will be a high-quality design to reflect the style and appearance of 
existing development adjacent to the airfield to create much needed 
employment opportunities on the Peninsula. The employment proposals will 
maintain the significant Strategic Gap of the airfield itself. The proposals are 
particularly important as Gosport Borough has the lowest job density in the 
South East and one of the lowest in England. 

  
6.7 Due to the importance of the Daedalus site for both local authorities the 

Council supports the following: 
  the FLP2037 vision for ‘New employment space will be located in the 

most appropriate locations that are attractive to the market and 
acceptable in terms of environment impact.  Existing employment 

                                            
4
 In addition to the 28,500m2 already consented in Dec 2013 

5
 In addition to the 22,000m2 already consented in Dec 2013 
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areas and zones will be supported and all decisions made will seek a 
sustainable future for the employment provision in the Borough and 
associated jobs.’ 

 Strategic Priority 6, which seeks to protect important employment 
areas and zones and providing for future employment floorspace 

 Policies E1, E2 and E3, which allocates land at Daedalus for new 
employment floorspace. 

  
6.8 This Council also supports Policy E5 of the FLP2037, which seeks to 

protect existing employment areas with the relevant policy considerations 
should it be demonstrated with the appropriate evidence (as defined in the 
policy)  that the sites are no longer fit for purposes. It is important that 
existing employment sites in Fareham including a number on the Gosport 
Peninsula are protected including those along Newgate Lane and close to 
Fareham Town Centre as they provide employment to Gosport residents 
and  are potentially accessible by bus, cycling or walking. 

  
6.9 Policy E6 aims to protect marine-related employment uses.  This policy is 

supported as the availability of waterfront sites around the Solent is limited 
and the marine businesses they support contribute to one of the key 
sectors of the sub-regional economy of which Gosport marine sites form 
part of a cluster. 

  
6.10 Policy E7 relates to the Solent Airport at Daedalus, which protects the site 

for airport related uses to support aviation activities unless it can be 
demonstrated that such uses are no longer financially viable. 

  
6.11 It is important that the airfield is retained to support a large number of 

employers at the Daedalus site which provides one of the key reasons for 
many businesses to locate and expand on the site. The justification text 
highlights that the Solent Airport has consent for up to 40,000 flight 
movements per year.  There are no indications in the FLP2037 that any 
changes will be sought on this matter. 

  
7 Transport  
7.1 Policy TIN2 is supported as it aims to ensure development does not have 

an unacceptable impact on highway safety and the residual cumulative 
impact on the road network is not severe.  The impacts on the local and 
strategic highway arising from development itself or the cumulative effects 
of development on the network are required to be mitigated through a 
sequential approach consisting of measures that would avoid/reduce the 
need to travel, active travel, public transport and the provision of 
improvements to the local network or contributions towards off-site 
transport schemes.  

  
7.2 Policy TIN3 safeguards land between Delme Roundabout and the 

Portsmouth Boundary and the Quay Street Roundabout to support the 
delivery of the South East Hampshire Rapid Transit scheme. The extension 
will help improve public transport access to Gosport Borough and improve 
the wider network. Consequently the scheme and Policy TIN3 is supported. 
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8 Other Policies 
  
8.1 There have been no significant changes in relation to the following policy 

areas but for completeness and the avoidance of doubt the text from the 
previous report has largely been re-iterated unless specifically identified.  
 

 Retail and Community Facilities 
8.2 The Plan includes policies that aim to protect the centres within Fareham 

Borough.  Convenience retail need during the Local Plan period is deemed 
to be in the order of 2,200 m2 with no additional comparison required and 
2,400m2 of food and beverage use.  Very little of this is planned over the 
period to 2027, indeed it is considered that current vacant floorspace will 
meet this requirement to 2027 and any additional floorspace allocations 
would not be appropriate at this time.  Consequently such evidence will be 
reviewed for the next Local Plan which now have to be prepared every five 
years.  

  
8.3 Proposals relating to out-of-town shopping areas such as Speedfields Park 

(Newgate Lane) will be subject to Policy R2 which requires an impact 
assessment for proposals of 500sq.m or over (both new units or 
extensions) in order to demonstrate that there are no significant adverse 
effect on the vitality and viability of existing or proposed centres.  This 
approach is supported. Other policies protect community facilities in a 
similar way as the Gosport Borough Local Plan (GBLP). 

  
 Climate change and the natural environment 
8.4 The FLP2037 includes a series of plans which aim to mitigate and adapt to 

climate change as well as protect the natural environment.  The policies 
contained in this Plan take into account the latest guidance set out in the 
NPPF and accompanying Government advice. The only change to this 
policy is that the policy supports development that exceeds Building 
Regulation requirements. This Council will be aiming to produce similar 
policies for its emerging Local Plan.   

  
8.5 Biodiversity policies of particular interest to Gosport Borough include: Policy 

NE1 which protects the local ecological network which ultimately links with 
sites in Gosport such as the Alver Valley; Policy NE2 on biodiversity net 
gain; Policy NE3 which relates to recreation disturbance affecting 
internationally important sites and NE4 relating to the eutrophication of 
these sites; and Policy NE5 which protect important Brent goose and wader 
sites. The overall approach to these matters is supported and reflects this 
Council’s own approach. 

  
8.6 Policy NE8 relates to air quality and given that Fareham has two Air Quality 

Management Areas (AQMA) at the north end of the Peninsula, the Plan’s 
approach to improving air quality is supported requiring developments to 
mitigate any identified effects of development on air quality with AQMAs. 

  
8.7 Policy NE9 relates to the protecting and enhancing the Borough’s green 
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infrastructure.  This Council supports this policy and looks forward to 
working with FBC in securing green infrastructure improvements in the 
Fareham, Gosport, Lee-on-the-Solent and Stubbington Strategic Gap. This 
includes mitigating and adapting to climate change (renewable energy, 
flood storage), improved informal recreational access and enhancing 
biodiversity. Given the importance of the Strategic Gap it is recommended 
that Policy NE9 includes specific reference to the potential for green 
infrastructure improvements in this area.  

  
 Design and heritage 
8.8 The Plan includes a number of design and heritage policies which generally 

reflects the approach taken by Gosport Borough. 
  
9 Next steps 
9.1 After the Regulation 19 Consultation ends on the 31st July, FBC will 

consider the responses in the light of the tests of soundness and then 
envisages submitting the Local Plan in the Autumn 2021 with an expected 
independent Examination in Public to be held in Winter/Spring 2022 with 
eventual adoption Autumn/Winter 2022.  

  
10 Risk Assessment 
10.1 
 

Failure to respond to the consultation documents from Fareham Borough 
Council could result in the development of policies and proposals which 
are likely to be unfavourable to our community and its environment and be 
prejudicial to the development of Gosport’s economy. Where Fareham 
Borough Council have significantly changed their position from previous 
rounds of consultation particularly regarding development east of Newgate 
Lane East, it is important that our previous objections are forwarded to the 
Planning Inspector for consideration in order to counter expected 
objections from landowners and developers.  

  

Financial Services 
comments: 

None 

Legal Services 
comments: 

Contained within the report  

Climate Change FBC produce their own assessment as part of its 
Sustainability Appraisal for the whole document. 

Equality and Diversity  FBC produce their own Equality and Diversity statement 
to accompany the Local Plan 

Service Improvement 
Plan implications: 

None 

Council Plan: Proposals may have economic and accessibility  
implications for developing our economy  

Risk Assessment: See section 9 

Background papers: Fareham Local Plan 2037- Revised Publication plan 
(Regulation 19)  
 
Economic Development Board Report 2nd December 
2020 
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