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Agenda Item 2
Deputation to Full Council, 9 Sept 2020, James Graham, Campdown bird recorder.
Local Plan with changes new policy EX2 Warblington on page 227 and changed policy
H40 Campdown on page 334.

Thank you for reading this deputation.
We are blessed here in SE Hampshire with two harbours that draw thousands of
waders and geese every winter so why are HBC so keen to trash this jewel in our
crown; and this is what Policy H40 – Campdown will undoubtedly do.
You will be aware a planning application has been submitted to build up to 780
dwellings on the Campdown fields which has resulted in an unprecedented number of
objections from all quarters including Natural England, Historic England, Sport England,
County Ecologist, RSPB, Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Wildfowl & Wetlands
Trust, Hampshire & Isle Of Wight Wildlife Trust, International Wader Study Group, The
Curlew Forum, Woodland Trust, Havant Civic Society, the list goes on. Most are
concerned by what would be the loss of a vital overwintering feeding area for the now
‘Red listed’ Curlew.
Campdown emerged as a suitable housing site in the December 2016 Housing
Statement which was for 350 dwellings; in last year’s version of the Local Plan this had
increased by 40% to 560. This revised document increases the number even further to
650.
In their response to the Campdown planning application Natural England had this to
say:
“It is our advice that with a very significant reduction in housing numbers at the site,
there may be potential for impacts to be minimised through an on-site nature reserve.”
To date the developer has made no attempt to follow NE’s advice to reduce housing
numbers or create an on-site nature reserve.
In an attempt to mitigate for the loss of Campdown the revised Local Plan proposes a
brand new policy, EX2 - Warblington Farm on page 227. Natural England had the
following to say:
“We would also be happy to discuss alternative offsetting sites through our charged
advice service. However, it is Natural England’s initial view that this may be extremely
difficult given the special function of the existing site.”
Council officers claim this revised Local Plan is “Evidence Based” but nowhere do
they offer any proof that the Warblington mitigation scheme will work. The creation of a
new nature reserve is welcome but there is no evidence it would replace what would be
lost at Campdown.
If our curlews struggle through the winter due to loss of high tide feeding areas they
may not be in good enough condition at the end of the winter to go on to have a
successful breeding season.
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I therefore urge you to take Natural England’s advice and refuse to accept the inflated
housing number of 560 new dwellings and reduce it to the more ecologically
manageable 350 you agreed to in the 2016 Housing Statement.
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PRESENTATION TO HAVANT COUNCIL
9 September 2020
re
Policy H8 – Land North of Long Copse Lane
My name is Anna Tonkin, a local resident, mother of 2 young children, supporter
of the Save Long Copse Lane Action group and am deeply concerned about
creating a sustainable future for young people.
It is unreasonable to only consider the recent amendments to the plan when
deciding whether it should be approved. Much has changed since January 2019
most notably the acceptance of the need for a new A27 function. This new junction
provides opportunities for changes that were not available in 2019.
Firstly, the reasons the site should not be developed are actually listed under Policy
H8 in your plan.
The Long Copse Lane site is the most heavily constrained of all the allocations in
the plan and is the least sustainable. It is not within easy walking distance or even
easy cycling distance to schools, shops or medical and community facilities. The
development would rely heavily on car transport and commercial delivery traffic
using the lane which is unarguably unsuited to take more traffic safely and any
attempts to alleviate the situation can only result in serious environmental damage.
I firmly believe that housing on this site is a mis-direction of resources and in no
way will it contribute to the needs of providing housing and the environment that
young people want for their future.
I accept that the Council has to maintain an adequate supply of housing land for
future development but this can easily be achieved without sacrificing the most
sensitive site in the Borough. No one has adequately explained why a small
increase in the rate of building on sites such as at Southleigh could not compensate
for the removal of Long Copse Lane from the Plan. The added opportunities and
benefits of a direct link road to the A27 must surely be recognised.
The Borough needs more homes for local people, first time buyers and young
families. The type of housing proposed at Long Copse Lane will be out of the reach
of these people and will only be attractive to those wishing to move into the area
from elsewhere or who have substantial personal resources. The Council should
concentrate on the local needs, with priority towards supporting young people.
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The evidence showing the unsuitability of site H8 is clear to all but is being over
looked for no clear reasons. For example, in 2015 the Council commissioned a
Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study from an independent firm of
Landscape Consultants. It concluded that the site had a high sensitivity to change
and recommended that ‘no part of land parcel LCA 21.3 is taken forward for
potential growth’. Nothing has changed in this regard. Given that your housing
numbers can be met elsewhere there is no justification for the Long Copse Lane
allocation.
We know your aim is to fulfil the housing needs of young people and their
environmental aspirations, but there is no way in which using site H8 can
contribute. Please consider carefully the arguments made by the Save LCL group
in their letter to you last week. With a build rate closer to the national average, the
Southleigh can provide homes for young people and the future sensitive sites like
LCL can be secured.
For these reasons we would ask you to use this meeting to remove Site H8 from
the Plan before it is submitted to the Secretary of State. This will also stop a
precedent being set for the development of unsuitable sites. Something I feel sure
you would all support.
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Deputation by Mike Owens
to Havant Borough Council’s Extraordinary Meeting 9th Sept 2020
The Local Plan is required to demonstrate a cogent response to the NPPF’s
demands for adequate infrastructure to support any development ambitions in a
sustainable way. The Local plan is also required to fully consider the best interests of
residents in a way that does not adversely affect their community. The government
expects exacting community consultation.
For Hayling Island, the Local Plan has abjectly failed to fulfil any of the above
requirements and therefore is unsatisfactory and not fit for purpose. There are
several demonstrable fundamental flaws; I will concentrate on just a few as these
really do demonstrate high concentrations of myopic ineptitude as applied to Hayling
Island.
The council has also failed to recognise and address the uniqueness of Hayling in its
Local Plan.
TA:
The Transport Assessment (TA) is supposed to demonstrate that the road network
could be reasonably/economically modified to meet the future transport infrastructure
demands of proposed development. It fundamentally cannot do this...
The council’s TA has abjectly failed to recognise or account for...
1. The A3023 arterial road is already beyond its design limit.
2. The longevity or current condition of the bridge which is not considered at all.
3. The clear fact that the bridge is the bottleneck of our arterial road
4. The effects of all windfall development on road infrastructure loading - council
has failed to consider around 1000 windfall homes!
5. The fact that the island population increases by 25% in the summer
6. The micro-simulation modelling was fundamentally flawed and cannot
demonstrate a data-driven benefit to residents. A3023 Flow/capacity limits are
still not determined.
7. The Hayling Island Infrastructure Advisory Group (HIIAG) has, for three years,
presented credible and highly detailed arguments as to why the TA is flawed.
The Satchwell amendment clearly demonstrated that the TA was
flawed/unacceptable to full council; and the TA, even at this late stage, has
“still” not been modified to appease the amendment. The TA was
subsequently put before the scrutiny board by councillors; Councillor Pike
dismissed the Scrutiny Board and HIIAG’s objections & bulldozed through the
TA unchallenged/unscrutinised. The constitutional instrument of the scrutiny
board was effectively bypassed/dismissed by Councillor Pike. This IMHO is
not constitutionally sound and frankly shocking behaviour!
The Council’s response to clear and unequivocal evidence that the island’s road
cannot support such high levels of development was the “prettification” (window
dressing) of several junctions. The council’s assessments do not demonstrate any
net improved journey times to/from Havant! The council deliberately obfuscated the
fundamental issue of the bridge bottleneck with pointless, expensive and
conveniently “distracting” junction modifications.
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Perhaps worse, the council machine has been delinquent in ensuring the TA has
been subjected to appropriate public and constitutional scrutiny.

Coastal Strategy:
Living on an island presents us with obvious challenges from the sea. The NPPF
requires any planned development to be protected from flooding for its lifetime
(defined as 100 years); the Local Plan does not consider this!
The Local Plan is not informed whatsoever by any current flood and erosion risk
strategy. Moreover, the “guiding-light” of a coastal strategy is not due for another 2
years having been commissioned just months ago!

And yet the Local Plan does not consider…
1. Effects of global warming and the 1.4m increase in sea level
2. Viability to defend the bridge and several places on the island where roads
are just 1-2m above today's high tides.
3. 50% of Hayling will be submerged or subject to serious and frequent coastal
flooding including the bridge
4. Seafront Regeneration sites will be clearly seriously threatened by coastal
flooding and erosion
How can the council effectively plan without this information?
Nitrate:
Most of the borough’s 126,000 toilet users’ processed, or often unprocessed, human
waste gets dumped into Langstone Harbour. As a consequence, the Warblington
Farm nitrate credit scheme benefits only the waters of Chichester Harbour and will
inevitably make Langstone Harbour far more polluted than it is now! This is clearly
misguided; Nitrate credit schemes must offset the pollution locally and not benefit
some other place!
I am satisfied that this deputation will be put in front of the Secretary of State’s
appointed inspector.
The local plan must not proceed blindfolded with zero input from coastal strategy and
an incompetent TA.
I urge Councillors to DELAY the Local Plan’s publication until such times as it is
properly informed by a
 Competent TA,
 Published coastal flooding and erosion strategy,
 Credible nitrate credit scheme that benefits the currently polluted spaces.
Thank you!
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cc LGOS
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Deputation to Full Council, 9 Sept 2020, from Save Our Island
How does our Local Authority justify transforming the Borough’s major leisure and
holiday destination into an engine for open-ended housing growth?
The HBC Local Plan intends to load this small, vulnerable holiday island with a
massive housing programme beginning with the 1300 units (a 15% increment) in this
document. This is an act of cultural violence against a defenceless community.
This is just the beginning, and this initial 1300 is in no way a ceiling or limit.
The Local Plan does not follow Government advice or conform to the NPPF
requirements in many key areas including:









The NPPF requirement that suitable developments are backed up with a
sustainable infrastructure for the normal lifecycle of the programme (60 years
minimum.) The Local Plan infrastructure programme covers only the next 15
years.
The Hayling Island Transport Assessment Addendum (a document still in
dispute with the Hayling Island Councillors, the Scrutiny Board and members
of the Hayling Island Infrastructure Advisory Group) does not recognise the
A3023 single road/bridge access as a major constraint. The A3023 is the sole
access to Hayling Island and has a finite flow capacity which is already
running at 85%. It is misleading to intimate in the Transport Assessment
Addendum that increasing housing by 15% will have little effect on the traffic
volumes. There is no economic action possible to increase the road’s
capacity. The only way to determine the future of the road network is to
undertake a flow/capacity analysis of the A3023 through the lifecycle of the
Local Plan – 60-100 years – not 15. This analysis can be accomplished with
the data already available. What’s missing is the will to do it !
Failure to undertake a flow/capacity analysis means that the future loading of
this fixed capacity lifeline will remain unknown!
Spending £10.5 million on road junction changes makes no economic sense
as they further reduce the performance and capacity of the only route to the
Island.
Hayling Island is extremely vulnerable to sea flooding and coastal erosion,
and the Local Plan does not attempt to address this major threat. The
Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership Hayling Island Coastal Strategy Project
will not report until 2022. Only then will we understand the risks and options
regarding the future of the Island.
80% of the Island’s coast does not conform to the Government’s 8:1 cost
benefit funding ratio, and 50% of the Island is Cat 3 flood risk. It is very
unlikely that an overarching sea defence building programme will result.
As an example, see the West Beach Erosion Proposals which will allow the
destruction of leisure facilities in the area.
Nutrient Neutrality is not adequately resolved in the Local Plan. The paper
exercise on modelling has no credence unless accompanied by the essential
components and guarantees:
o Mitigation areas should only relate to the relevant Fluvial Catchment
area. It is not clear that this is being adhered to.
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o Any plan must be accompanied by detailed and regular monitoring at
source. The majority of surface water runoff is through the rivers and
streams, and hundreds of one-way valves in the seawalls draining the
low-lying land, as well as the regular and numerous legal discharges of
untreated waste water from the Southern Water network.
HBC must not claim to prove and maintain compliance in Nutrient
Neutrality without this monitoring in place.
o The proposed control of fresh water to 110ltrs pppd is understated by
29%. Water UK have recently stated that the average usage is 142ltrs
pppd. This is a significant difference and must be resolved.
The majority of existing and in-progress housing proposals for Hayling are
sub-standard and do not follow Government and NPPF recommendations.
The deficiencies are too numerous to list here.

What authority is claimed to dismiss the needs and fears of the residents in the
short-sighted obsession to “leave no stone unturned” and just build, build, build?
The plan for Hayling should be delayed until the outstanding issues are resolved and
the Coastal Strategy is concluded in 2022. Only then can the correct type and
volume of development be determined.
The White Paper PLANNING for the FUTURE is intended as a response to the
inadequate standards and processes used by Local Authorities and Builders today,
and identifies the significant changes required to establish a sustainable, elegant and
worthy future for our community. It also guides you – the only Planning Authority
we’ve got – to the changes required. This should be reflected in your thinking now.
Please don’t wait until it is too late.
Dave Parham
Save Our Island
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Hayling Island Residents’ Association Deputation on Havant Borough Council Local Plan
2037 Appendix A with Changes
Sept. 9th 2020 Submitted by Anne Skennerton, Hayling Island
START:
Section 2.43 references NPPF’s “sustainable development” as a key requirement for Havant
Borough Council’s Local Plan so that it “fully contributes to all three pillars of sustainable
development: economic, environmental and social.” With regard to Hayling’s 1000 new homes
proposed together with hundreds of windfall developments to 2037, where is the employment on
Hayling for the majority of those new home owners without the need for at least half of them to
travel off Island? Hayling’s Regeneration plans don’t provide this solution on the Island.
Regarding Hayling’s transport system, principally the A3023 and associated road network, that is
essential for commuters and the much touted tourism revenue, the Council’s Hayling Island
Transport Assessment 2020 has failed to resolve 2 fundamental issues for that road’s physical
security and emergency access: the integrity of the supposed flood mitigation sites; proper routine
access for emergency vehicles without using the Billy Trail which is a long-standing major
attraction as pedestrian, cycling and horse-riding route. Equally important for truly sustainable
transport for the 80-100 year planned lifetime of ‘sustainable’ new homes is, at this time of real
climate change, the provision of a robust transport system that recognizes the Government’s
requirement for safe cycling travel. The Council’s Transport Assessment’s roundabouts and traffic
lights do not solve these shortfalls.
Under Water Quality EX1, the so-called nutrient neutrality proposal raises more questions than it
solves. Whilst farming practices reducing nitrates have long been stringently monitored & radically
reduced, it is disturbingly difficult to find any scientific, independent study of the nitrates we know
result from every domestic dwelling, motorised transport and our roads.
Section 5.226 –7 propose developers’ payments to the Council paying, as compensation for the
nitrates their building creates, for another location, currently Warblington Farm and Isle of Wight
land supposedly providing nutrient neutrality for our surrounding waters. Can a distant nature
reserve across the Solent compensate for the south coast’s loss of its own natural habitat, not
intensively farmed, which will then be intensively built up with 1000s of individual homes and their
cars? Will Warblington Farm’s loss as a traditional farm, providing local milk and farming
employment be worth the short-term cash benefits to the Council?
What about the true environmental sustainability of Hayling’s new homes? Barratts’ proposed
Sinah Lane Development promises homes’ restricted water use but these can & likely will be
altered by homeowners. How do the individual homes’ emissions ratings stack up against the
Government’s Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP 2012) for assessing buildings’ energy
performance: where is the evidence of calculated emissions and running costs? Why are solar
panels not fitted as standard, utilising Hayling’s solar energy and supporting the Island’s
infrastructure? Only a fraction of the properties have a car charging point yet Government’s target
for electric cars is 50% by 2030. Barratt’s own new home design is zero carbon from 2030 – this
is well past the 2012 SAP. Are Hayling and Havant being short-changed?
Despite residents’ pressure for radical improvements by Southern Water to Budds Farm’s
Wastewater Management, Hayling’s coastal seawater frequently contains high, unsafe faecal
proportions. The Council’s expert Ricardo Review’s Executive Summary (June 15th 2020), states: “
New housing development... generating ...significant volumes of wastewater discharge .. is leading
to continued and increased inputs of nitrogen and phosphorous into the wastewater treatment
system and contributing via direct runoff....there is insufficient evidence to conclude with certainty
that new housing development in the Budds Farm WwTW (Waste Water Treatment Works)
catchment will not cause a deterioration in condition or hinder the improvement in condition of the
designated sites.” It adds, the impact of new homes plus other existing factors on Budds Farm

Page 11

efficiency and ability to successfully manage nitrogen, could be exceeded somewhere between
2030 and 2036.
Therefore the HBLP to 2037 has not ensured this fundamental infrastructure provides for Havant’s
housing developments.
In contrast, Sinah Lane Development land is not nutrient intensive. Its historic crop rotation and
spontaneous function as a bird refuge reduced fertiliser and pesticides. Creating a bird refuge to
compensate for development requires the same or similar crops annually, necessitating fertiliser
and pesticides - increasing nutrient runoff into the harbour. Soil structure deteriorates with monocropping, worsening runoff. This water will drain (unmanaged) into Langstone Harbour, ancient
drainage ditches and even the underground fresh water aquifers; unleashing decades of fertiliser
and pesticide build-up into these important waterways, in conflict with HBLP policy.
HBLP does not meet NPPF and Government’s stated requirements for fundamental social and
environmental sustainability – please send it back for further work.
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DEPUTATION FOR EXTRAORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 9
SEPTEMBER
I WISH TO REGISTER MY CONCERNS REGARDING THE PROPOSED
HAVANT Borough Council Local Plan
I have been a resident of Hayling Island for some 30 years and also ran a
business in Havant. I am also a member of the Councils Hayling Island
infrastructure advisory group HIIAG
My concerns that I wish to register, are specifically related to Hayling Island
as both a residential area and Holiday resort.
The proposals under the Local Plan do not address the unique issues relating
to the Island, of which the main ones are.
1. A3023 main road
2. Flood protection
A3023.
The single access route on and off the Island has been discussed at HIIAG for
some 3 years and the residents’ representatives rejected the findings of the
modelling of the traffic flow on the A3023, and produced a critique of the TA
Addendum, which was ignored. The Council voted on the TA Addendum and
rejected it, demanding it be reviewed in a “Satchwell Amendment”.
Councillor Pike ignored the evaluations of the TA Addendum made by a) the
Scrutiny Board, b) HI Councillors and c) members of HIIAG, and approved the
TA Addendum, which remains strongly disputed by these 3 groups.
The Council’s proposed plans for redevelopment of the Seafront to provide a
second class Las Vegas effect would appear to be money wasted as there is
clearly inadequate infrastructure to cope with this type of development. Global
warming issues could well render the scheme impractical as 50% of the Island
is destined to be Cat 3 flood risk.
The rather derogatory remarks that Hayling is a “Bucket and spade beach”
style beach should be reflected on by the payment collected from visitors
parking this year which has seen record numbers of people thirsting for this
type of family facility.
Large scale housing building projects should have no place on the Island, just
to meet the government’s housing targets stealing the few green field sites left
on Hayling.
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FLOOD PROTECTION
Currently there are no considerations for Global warming and coastal erosion
in the Local plan which may seriously affect Hayling Island particularly with
the Managed retreat and non-intervention policies in place; this has to be
addressed before a blanket plan is in place for the Island.
Hayling Island is a jewel in the crown of the Borough and serious
consideration should be given to the possibility of spoiling it for future
generations to come by agreeing to the Local Plan in its current form.
I URGE YOU TO CAREFULLY CONSIDER THE UNIQUENESS OF
HAYLING ISLAND AND ITS VALUE TO THE BOROUGH AND REMOVE
HAYLING ISLAND FROM THE LOCAL PLAN UNTIL ALL ISSUES OF
INFRASTRUCTURE AND COASTAL EROSION HAVE BEEN FULLY
ADRESSED
THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATIONS

Robin Davison
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Deputation to Council 9th September 2020
We elect councillors in the belief that they will safeguard our environs and us
and when they leave office they will have made things better than when they
arrived.
At their induction, members will be advised of their powers and duties.
Amongst these is the duty to have special regard to the desirability of
preserving listed buildings or their setting. Old Bedhampton is the location of a
cluster of listed buildings. One of them, “The Elms”, is uniquely the only
domestic Grade II* building within the Borough.
Together with the adjacent Care Home, “The Lodge”, its setting is on the blind
corners of Lower Road where, over time, increased numbers of vehicles,
ramblers, joggers, dog walkers and cyclists have created a black spot for all
users. Fortunately, the two recent personal injury accidents arose from
cyclists being on top rather than under the cars. There are no possible
highway measures to remedy these safety concerns.
Councillors also have a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of Conservation Areas.
A Conservation Area Review took place after the Lower Road site (H20) was
included in the draft Plan. This identified non-designated heritage assets and
buildings of local interest south of Lower Road. Findings suggest Bedhampton
may predate Havant. It is founded on good water at the meeting point of
ancient pre settlement strategic east west and north south routes. The
remnants of the latter can be seen crossing H20 and leading out into
Langstone Harbour at Broadmarsh.
Council drew a new conservation area boundary. It places H20 within its
immediate setting. Officers then used their delegated powers to refuse
consent for commercial use immediately west of this boundary and they
included the detrimental impact upon the setting in the reasons for refusal.
In March, Development Management Committee (DMC) considered an
application by Bargate for 50 dwellings on H20. H20 sits immediately east of
the new boundary and a few metres from the retained boundary on the Lower
Road bends. DMC unanimously refused consent. They paid ‘special attention’
and their reasons included the detrimental impact on the setting. They also
judged, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
that the harm would not be outweighed by the public benefits. The last EiP
Inspector reached this same conclusion in relation to just 15 dwellings.
Bargate said they spent two years preparing their proposal. It seems most
unlikely that any proposal here would ever overcome the safety and
sustainability obstacles and not inflict irreparable harm to the ancient heritage
assets here. It would be morally wrong to raise false hope and to distort
forecasts of housing delivery.
1
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Over 1,700 people petitioned the Council in 2018 to remove site UE30 (now
H20). Although receipt of the petition was reported it has yet to be debated in
accordance with Council regulations. It said…
“We, the undersigned, petition Havant Borough Council to remove site UE30
(Land south of Lower Road) from any future consideration as a housing site in
their Local Plan for one, some or all of the following overriding reasons:










The damage it will cause to the historic and landscape setting of the Old
Bedhampton Conservation Area
The irreparable harm it will cause to the ancient heritage of this part of the
Borough
The detrimental change that development will bring to the amenity and
character of the area
The added dangers that will arise on the blind corners and shared
roadway of Lower Road and at the mini roundabout junction on
Bedhampton Road as a result of significant additional traffic using the
bends and making right turns into Brookside Road
The failure to comply with government guidance and the core principle of
protecting heritage assets contained in Paragraph 132 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
The ability to provide 50 houses on other less sensitive sites
The precedent that would be set for future further development in this area
Any public good that might be generated would not outweigh the harm and
danger that would arise from the development “

As custodians, your heritage duties are not optional, pay special attention
and regard to these assets and remove H20 from the Plan.
Safeguarding this heritage will provide more long-term public benefits for the
future physical and mental well being of all citizens than 50 non-descript
houses.

R Jones

2
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Deputation by Havant Climate Alliance and Havant Friends of the Earth.
on Changes to the Pre-Submission Havant Borough Local Plan
Our concern is with the Cabinet decision on 3rd June to re-gear Warblington Farm
(EX2) by bringing it out of agriculture to become a Brent Geese and Wader Refuge
(E17) thus allowing the site to be used for Water Quality Mitigation (EX1).
In our opinion, the re-gearing of Warblington Farm:
1. Will not be effective as water quality mitigation,
2. Will not mitigate for bird foraging sites lost elsewhere,
3. Will cause the inappropriate loss of good quality agricultural land.
1. Water Quality Mitigation
For decades excess nutrients (nitrates and phosphates) have been entering the
Solent and Harbours from human wastewater and intensive agriculture. The
resulting overgrowth of green algae impacts designated habitats reducing food for
marine life and birds. The algae particularly damages seagrass which provides a
nursery for young fish and plays a vital role in the solution to climate change. Per
unit area, seagrass is more efficient than tropical rainforest, at absorbing carbon.
From a study by Ricardo of the Budds Farm catchment, the majority of nitrates in
Langstone Harbour come from inland agriculture via rivers and from other
background sources, with less than 10% coming from human wastewater. Despite
some reduction since Budds Farm installed the Eastney Long Sea Outfall, notified
discharges of stormwater into Langstone Harbour continue. A 2016 OESEA report
found weak tidal flow in the Eastern Solent, likely to cause wastewater from
Eastney to re-enter the Harbours. Langstone Harbour remains “at risk”. Ricardo
concluded that new housing development may increase nitrate levels in Langstone
Harbour.
In 2019 Havant stopped all housing developments that could not be shown to be
nutrient neutral, pending the need to provide mitigation. Natural England advised
that one form of indirect mitigation is to re-wild, in perpetuity, low quality agricultural
land with high nitrate levels. The plan for Warblington Farm (part owned by HBC) is
a response to that.
We do not think this will be an effective or appropriate mitigation. The farm is on
good quality land and not thought to be under intensive agriculture, therefore nitrate
levels are likely to be lower than assessed by the Farmscoper Model. Nitrate levels
should be physically tested using soil samples of fallow land prior to planting.
More effective mitigation would be to follow the Partnership-for-Urban-SouthHampshire and the Hampshire-and-Isle-of-Wight-Wildlife-Trust in buying poor
quality agricultural land previously high in nitrates. This could be inland. Cost is
seen as a barrier, but lower cost options may become available.
On-site wastewater treatment needs more consideration. Work is also needed with
Southern Water to increase capacity and nitrate stripping of wastewater.
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Nutrient reduction, not just nutrient neutrality, is needed to allow seagrass beds to
recover.
2. Bird Foraging Site Mitigation
As a nature reserve, Warblington Farm is also seen as mitigation for the loss of
foraging sites for Brent Geese and Waders at Campdown and Sinah Lane, if these
are developed.
However the farm is already designated a Primary Support site and is heavily used
for winter foraging. Over 350 birds have been seen there at one time. Its capacity is
unlikely to increase by it becoming an official reserve. Neither will it be sustainable
“in perpetuity” in view of predicted sea level rises, even if the damaged sea wall is
replaced.
The birds that currently use the site come from Chichester Harbour, whereas birds
that forage on Campdown and Sinah Lane come from Langstone Harbour. They
are creatures of habit and return to customary sites each year. It is unlikely that
they will divert to unfamiliar sites. Curlew are among bird species in decline. Their
specific foraging requirements are best met on Campdown.
The Harbours and their adjacent inland foraging sites form an existing ecological
network. Fragmentation should be avoided (E14). Disrupting and replacing this with
a new network risks further species decline.
3. Maintaining good agricultural land (E6).
Natural England maps classify the land at Warblington as the Best and Most
Versatile in England, which they advise should remain in food production. For UK
food security such farmland should be protected, especially as similar land will be
lost elsewhere in the Borough under The Local Plan.
Across England, many Council owned farms have been sold reducing opportunities
for young farmers. This farm should remain in production. The Council can work
with the farmer to minimise nutrient run off, maintain the fields as attractive winter
foraging and increase habitat for biodiversity.
Local residents value milk delivered from a local dairy.
Patricia Brooks
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