
Southern 
Water 
 

Policy ENV1: Local Green Space 
Page 16 
Southern Water understands the desire to protect Local Green Spaces. However, we 
cannot support the current wording of policy ENV1. This is because it could create 
barriers to statutory utility providers, such as Southern Water, delivering essential 
infrastructure required to serve existing and planned development allocated in Milton 
or the wider City area. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (NPPF) paragraph 103 establishes that 
‘Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent 
with those for Green Belts’. Paragraphs 147 and 148 allow for development in such 
locations only in ‘very special circumstances’, which exist if the potential harm of a 
development proposal is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 
Southern Water considers that should the need arise, special circumstances exist in 
relation to the provision of essential wastewater infrastructure required to serve new 
and existing customers. This is because there are limited options available with regard 
to location, as the infrastructure would need to connect into existing networks. It 
should be noted that some of the designated Local Green Spaces in the Milton 
Neighbourhood Plan contain existing underground surface/combined/foul sewers 
providing essential drainage services to the City, and access to these for maintenance, 
repair and/or upgrade may be required. 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 34-005-20140306) 
recognises this requirement and states that ‘it is important to recognise that water and 
wastewater infrastructure can have specific locational needs (and often consists of 
engineering works rather than new buildings). This means exceptionally otherwise 
protected areas may have to be considered’. 
 
Proposed amendment 
 
Having regard to national policy and guidance as set out above, in order to meet the 
Basic Conditions necessary for a Neighbourhood Development Plan, we propose the 
following is added to Policy ENV1 (new text underlined): 
 
2. Except for small-scale development meeting the requirements set out below, or in 
special circumstances, such as essential utility infrastructure, where the benefit 
outweighs any harm or loss and it can be demonstrated there are no reasonable 
alternative sites available, development must not encroach onto Local Green Space. 

Viola Langley Dear Planners, 
 
I am writing to you today to express my surprise about the Planning proposals for 
Milton , Milton Common and University grounds. As in my previous emails I reiterate 
that Portsmouth cannot afford to build huge number of Houses as demanded by the 
government. This was expressed in Hugh Mason’s petition to demand that we reduce 
the government’s requirement to build 17000 homes in the next 15 years here in 
Portsmouth. Is this related to Milton? Of course, it is. 
 
We all know that the infrastructure in this part of Portsmouth is not suitable for more 
houses. We are already at breaking point. To build over 350 more dwellings in St James’ 
seems to be totally irresponsible. There are not enough schools in the area, not enough 



facilities e g local doctors, dentists etc. We are already struggling in this area to 
accommodate the basic needs for people. What about the sewage provisions? 
Southern Waters is already struggling to provide an adequate standard of service. What 
would happen if we did go ahead with the scheme? 
 
Traffic congestion is already excessive in and around Milton, and cycling is too 
dangerous. School-children in the Ferry Road area cannot access a school in 20 minutes 
by foot or by bike and generally our schools are too crammed and poorly located on 
busy roads.  
 
Green spaces are under threat and we all know that the University Campus is a well -
used by migratory birds in the winter. How can we even contemplate to build on this 
area? Mitigation not applicable. We will damage the local habitats for ever -
unrecognisable, and even more loss of species will occur.  
 
The National Policy of "Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment" is referred 
to in The Basic Conditions Statement on page 12 as dealt with in Policy ENV 2 on page 
17 of the Policies but Policy LAN 1 page 31 of the Policies might allow new development 
of a different use on the Sports-Fields which seems inconsistent with enhancing the 
natural environment if the use for student accommodation is abandoned. It would be 
better in those circumstances to continue the Sports-Field use as it is, and clear the 
redundant buildings on the Campus to extend Milton Common and restore the 
coastline to open green-space as it was before the Teacher Training College was 
constructed in the 1950's/60's.  
 
Is this not a time that our local authorities and residents are opposing this ridiculous 
development? How many times have I cited” Portsmouth is the most densely populated 
city outside London. Portsmouth has already got highly dangerous air pollution levels.” 
Is our health not under enormous stress by this project? 
 
We cannot go back to this “normal “development of building, building, building at the 
most effective profit-making way. It is time for us to recognise the importance of saying 
NO to the government and standing up for our health, the health of our city and planet. 
 

Natural 
England  

Milton Neighbourhood Plan REG 16 CONSULTATION REQUEST 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 06 September 2021 
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure 
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of 
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
 
We are a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on 
draft neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or 
Neighbourhood Forums where they consider our interests would be affected by the 
proposals made. 
 
Natural England support the inclusion in the plan of policies to protect and enhance the 
natural features and sites within the area and the landscape setting of the 
neighbourhood. We have no specific comments to make. 
 



Further to our earlier response to the Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation (May 
2019), we note that the comments made by Natural England have been considered and 
incorporated into the plan. 
 
As previously seen, we refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues and 
opportunities that should be considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. 

Solent NHS 
Trust  

1. Introduction  
Vail Williams LLP has been instructed to submit Representations to the Draft Milton 
Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 16 Version ) on behalf of Solent NHS Trust. Solent NHS 
Trust are the owner of land at St. James’ Hospital, Locksway Road, Southsea PO4 8LD. 
These Representations seek to provide comments on the relevant policies within the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan for Milton seeks to outline a way forward for development in 
the area for the next 15 years. The plan seeks to encourage development that meets 
the needs of residents and to contribute to a sense of place that adopts high-quality 
designs in-keeping with existing development.  
 
The plan highlights the main development sites in Milton – St. James’ Hospital and 
Portsmouth University’s, Langstone Campus.  
 
The Trust welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft plan and are supportive 
of the process although it would appear that they have not been notified of previous 
iterations and therefore have been unable to comment until this time.  
 
2. Representations 
Overall Growth Strategy for Milton 
The Trust supports the plan’s aim to achieve sustainable development – planning for 
growth but taking account of the interest of future generations – it is fundamental to 
the planning system. This applies not just to housing and economic development, but 
the corresponding investment in the healthcare estate to accommodate the needs 
(including future changes in those needs) of existing and additional residents that will 
locate in Portsmouth given the projected housing growth. 
 
Community Facilities Policies – COM1 and COM2 
Policy COM1 seeks to prevent the loss of local community facilities unless there is an 
improved facility nearby or it can be demonstrated that the community use is no longer 
viable. The Trust supports this policy and its inherent protection of community facilities 
for future generations. 
 
Policy COM2 – ‘new community facilities’ – appears to be restricted to the retention of 
public houses. It is considered that this policy should be re-worded completely to 
include all new community facilities as detailed in the paragraph entitled 
“Interpretation”. 
 
This states that this is an enabling policy for new community facilities. Such facilities 
should include a school or other educational uses, medical, healthcare support and 
other community uses. It is considered this text should form part of the policy to avoid 
any misinterpretation when proposals for community uses other than public houses are 
submitted to the Council. 
 



It is important that all community facilities, particularly healthcare facilities, can evolve 
and expand as necessary. This has added significance given that the draft Portsmouth 
Local Plan (also currently under consultation) proposes an indicative housing need of 
872 dwellings per annum which is a total of 17,701 new dwellings over the plan period. 
Clearly this increase in new dwellings will need to be accommodated throughout 
Portsmouth (including Milton) and the community facilities will also need to evolve and 
grow to accommodate such growth. 
 
Policy ENV1: Local Green Space 

 
Extract from the Milton Neighbourhood Plan Proposals Map 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan Proposals Map (as above) highlights the St. James’ Hospital 
site. This site is under two ownerships. The western half of the site is owned by NHS 
Property Services whilst the eastern half is owned by Solent NHS Trust. Within the 
eastern half of the site is designation LGS3 – St. James’ Hospital Grounds East. This land 
is under the ownership of Solent NHS Trust. 
 
Policy ENV1 seeks to designate the land annotated LGS3 as ‘local green space’ thus 
restricting development on the site to small scale development relating directly to the 
retention of the land as open space. 
 
Whilst the land is currently grassed, it is within the St. James’ Hospital site and should 
be reserved for the expansion of healthcare services should this be necessary in the 
future. This reflects the extant Local Plan 2006 Policy MT3 entitled ‘Land at St. James’ 
Hospital’ which allocated the site for a mix of new mental healthcare development and 
housing. It is understood that the housing has largely been developed, leaving the 
retained site as the only remaining space for any future required healthcare 
development. 
 
As detailed on the draft Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Map, the site is in close 
proximity to a number of alternative areas of local green space to the south west, east 
and north, with further green space (LGS4 and 5) to the south and south west. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the annotation of proposed allocation LGS3 states that the 
open space should publicly accessible which, depending on the type of healthcare 
facility proposed, could conflict with the operation of any new facilities on the site. 
 



The Trust objects to Policy LGS3 and wishes to see an inclusive policy facilitating future 
healthcare development on the site, including that labelled LGS3, similar to the 
previous Local Plan Policy MT3 so that any future aspirations for the development of 
healthcare and community facilities on the site can be met, particularly given the 
potential growth in population as a result of increased housing numbers. 
 
Special Policy Area – St. James’ Hospital 
The whole St. James’ Hospital site is allocated under Policy STJ1 which seeks to support 
the development of the site for specialist residential accommodation, including 
schemes for the elderly or Dementia care; residential training centre; healthcare and 
other community facilities, including education; residential conversion. The policy 
stipulates that development must retain the Grade II Listed hospital and chapel with 
ancillary buildings in the curtilage of the site. 
 
It also states that the management of local green space (LGS3) forming the setting of 
the hospital as publicly accessible parkland should be secured through the agreement 
of a Landscape Plan, the future management of which will be secured through a Legal 
Agreement prior to the commencement of any new development. 
 
There has been a significant amount of change to the site since the 2006 Local Plan. 
Policy LGS3 does not take account of the new development around the listed hospital 
building, nor the significant tree screening on the western part of the proposed LGS3 
allocation. 
 
It is stated that this is meant to protect the setting of the Listed building, however there 
is no evidence to show that the development of the site could not be achieved whilst 
respecting the setting of the Listed and/or whether such development would comprise 
less than substantial harm which could be outweighed by the public benefits of such 
future development on the site. 
 
As detailed above, the Solent NHS Trust strongly objects to the allocation of part of the 
St. James’ Hospital site for local green space and the assertion that its future 
management will be secured through a Landscaping Plan and a new Legal Agreement. 
An holistic policy taking account of the potential for the redevelopment of the site 
which may include the retention of some of it for greenspace should be considered, but 
at the very least, LGS3 should be removed. 
 
The interpretation section of the policy explains that this draft policy compliments the 
existing Portsmouth Local Plan (2006) Policies MT3 and MT4 and highlights that the 
constraints of the site include preserving the integrity of the Grade II Listed hospital 
building and chapel. However, it is noted that neither policy MT3 and MT4 seek to 
allocate the open space within the site presumably relying on officers to secure the 
appropriate level of development around the Listed building once the opportunities 
and constraints have been thoroughly considered. Since those policies were adopted in 
2006, there has been significant development around the listed building which has 
changed the character of its setting to a more urban feel. The retention of surrounding 
greenspace would therefore be at odds with its developed setting and policy should 
facilitate further, well-planned development of the site. 
 
Under the heading ‘Master Planning’, the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to recognise the 
importance of the site and that a comprehensive Master Plan for the site should be 



prepared in advance of and to accompany Planning Applications. This approach is 
supported and it may be that buildings and greenspace could be accommodated on the 
site, however, at this juncture the Trust objects to precluding development of the site. 
 
The remainder of the policy relates to urban form and it is welcomed that new buildings 
located away from the historic buildings may be of a more contemporary style. 
 
Given the varied nature of the site - split centrally by Chapel Way - with the Listed 
elements of the site to the west and the more recent development to the east (aside 
from St. James’ Hospital chapel in the southern part of the site along Woodlands Walk), 
it is considered that the Neighbourhood Plan could divide the site in two and thus 
address the constraints in a more targeted way whilst still providing enough setting for 
the Listed building. There is a wide buffer of trees running in a north/south direction 
which would screen any development of the land LGS3 from the Listed building to the 
west. 
 
3. Conclusions 
As detailed above, there are elements of the draft Neighbourhood Plan that the Solent 
NHS Trust strongly objects to. The Trust would welcome the chance to discuss the draft 
plan with relevant representatives of the Neighbourhood Plan group and/or 
Portsmouth City Council policy officers. 
 
It is important that all parties are aware of the significance of this site for the Trust to 
maintain flexibility for any required future development on the site as common with 
the sale of some of the surrounding sites for residential development, any further 
expansion/additional facilities are limited. 
 
We look forward to further engagement with the Neighbourhood Plan group and the 
Local Plan policy officers before the adoption of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Denise Vine I wish to object to Policy LAN1 in the Milton Neighbourhood Plan and believe it should 
be withdrawn from the plan. My reasons are listed below.  
  
1. Protection of open space 
The policy proposal is to develop on designated and protected open space (MNP Site B) 
as set out in the adopted Portsmouth Plan.  
  
The Reg 14 consultation feedback from Sport England said that it is essential the plan 
reflects and complies with the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (NPPF) which 
states that open space should be protected.  
  
In the NPPF Open Space and Recreation chapter para.99, it particularly addresses 
existing open space -   

• Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields, should not be built on unless:  

• an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 

• the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or  

• the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 
benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use. 



  
Policy LAN1 does not achieve this. Although it suggests a land swap between the 
playing fields and the brownfield site, there is no supporting evidence if this is feasible 
or viable. The proposal is unclear if it would be common land or sports fields that is 
replaced. If it is the former then the requirement of para 99 could not be achieved. 
Sport England would therefore oppose the granting of planning permission for any 
development which would lead to the loss of or would prejudice the use of any part of 
the playing field, as the proposal would not meet any of the specific exceptions they 
require.  
  
I also do not believe a decision to develop an extremely well-used sports and playing 
field, and move it to another location should be a decision of a neighbourhood plan. 
This facility is used by residents from across the city and therefore it should be a 
citywide consultation if a decision to move the playing fields is ever proven warranted 
or feasible.  
  
Feasibility of this proposal is not addressed in the policy. Considering the exposed 
coastal location of the proposed replacement sports fields and the impact such 
intensive use and facilities, such as spotlighting, would have on the European 
Designated Sites, as well as the unknown costs, it seems it would not pass close scrutiny 
for feasibility or viability.  
  
  
2. Brownfield first 
The NPPF is clear about making effective use of land. Para. 119 ‘Planning policies and 
decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and 
other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and 
healthy living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for 
accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as 
possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land.’ 
  
Policy LAN1 is a complete reversal of this NPPF policy. It is suggesting developing on a 
greenfield site – currently protected open space – in exchange for reinstating a 
brownfield site to grassland. This makes no logical and environmental sense. The 
carbon emissions alone from such an activity goes against all environmental thinking. 
The rationale for doing so is unclear, other than maintaining the coastal strip, which is 
maintained anyway due to the existing large playing field (protected also as a 
designated grazing and resting site for Brent Geese, which is on the shore side of Site A, 
and some suggestion that development on the brownfield site would be more 
challenging (although still achievable) due to recent environmental protections and 
enhancements.  
  
The playing fields (Site A & B) have (dated 2018) been added to the Council’s brownfield 
sites land register – Site 23. This is clearly an error. They cannot be identified in one 
document as protected open space (undeveloped land) and then be included as part of 
a brownfield site in another. I will raise this matter separately with the council’s 
planning policy team. This, however, further adds to the confusion and lack of 
clarityregarding the future use of this site and how this information has been 
communicated to the community. There are conflicting approaches to this site in a 
number of council documents which has contributed to the general lack of 
understanding by the community of the implications of Policy LAN1.  



  
3. Conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan.   
The playing field is designated open space in the current local plan and the MNP needs 
to be in conformity with the relevant policy. 
  
The council’s own legal opinion has said the MNP will have to meet the basic conditions 
set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
These include: 
 

a. having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by 
the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan…  
d. the making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of 
sustainable development.  
e. the making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the 
strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the 
authority (or any part of that area).  

  
Policy LAN1 does not meet the basic conditions.  
  
To conclude, it is disappointing that such a proposal, to develop on protected open 
space, has emerged in the Milton Neighbourhood Plan and which goes against the 
desires of the community. On questioning the Milton Neigbourhood Planning Forum it 
appears the idea of Policy LAN1 was put forward by their planning consultant and not 
the community. It is therefore likely that should the MNP come to a referendum, and 
still include Policy LAN1, it will not be supported as there is unlikely to be support to 
develop on protected open space when the community fully understands the 
implications.  
  
It is surprising that this proposal was not better explained at the Reg 14 consultation 
stage.  
NPPG states that a policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It 
should be drafted with sufficient clarity that the community understands the proposal. 
This is not the case with Policy LAN1, either at the Reg 14 or Reg 16 consultation stages, 
and I believe this has led to confusion in the community about the true intentions and 
implications of this policy. At worst they have been misled.  
  
In the Reg 14 consultation feedback the councils own legal opinion said ‘As things stand 
the risk is that the MNP would fail the basic conditions, particularly (d) compliance with 
strategic policies and (e) delivering sustainable development’. I do not believe this 
position has changed since it was redrafted.  
  
Furthermore, the council’s legal opinion Reg 14 response (21.16) said the “special 
policy” for Langstone needs significant further work.  It said it was very vague about its 
proposed uses, had unnecessary requirements (where legal protection already existed) 
and the interpretation section was difficult to follow. This clearly led to the community 
not understanding the implications of this policy at the Reg 14 stage. The redrafted 
policy is no better.  
  
In addition to Policy LAN1 not following NPPF or the Portsmouth Plan, it is unclear as to 
why this proposal is needed, is ambiguous about what would be developed on which 
site and how this would be achieved. It is far from suitable for inclusion in the MNP, is 



not fit for purpose, is unlikely to get support at a referendum and should therefore be 
withdrawn. 

Victor Vine Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I wish to object to Policy LAN1 in the Milton neighbourhood plan.  
 
The reasons I am objection are as follows:  
 
Protected open space and playing fields, as suggested in the policy, should not be built 
on. These playing fields are used by hundreds of people every week and are an 
important amenity to the community and the city as a whole. 
 
Brownfield sites should be developed first. There is no justification for developing the 
playing fields instead of the former student accommodation site. The explanation for 
doing so is unclear and lacks evidence for the need. 
 
Both sites are extensively used by the migrating Brent Geese. Very little thought has 
been given to the impact  this development will have on them.  
 
The Policy is written in a confusing style and therefore has not been fully understood by 
many in the neighbourhood. I feel the community has been misled about the true 
purpose of this policy i.e. to build on the playing fields. 
   
Further to this, the plan does not mention the Aquind proposals – if this goes ahead it 
will have a significant impact on the community and mitigation and compensation, in 
terms of improved infrastructure, should be considered and mentioned.  
 
The document hardly mentions Langstone Harbour and the continuous pollution by 
Southern Water – this important amenity must be better protected. 
 
Climate change needs to be more significantly mentioned in the document. This will be 
the most important issue in the life time of this plan and needs more prominence in the 
document.  
 
To sum up - Policy LAN1 should be removed from the document and the AQUIND 
proposal, protection of Langstone Harbour and Climate Change should be properly 
referenced and addressed. 

University of 
Portsmouth  

Introduction 
We act on behalf of the University of Portsmouth (“the University”) and have been 
instructed to prepare a representation to the Draft Milton Neighbourhood Plan 
(“MNP”). This representation has been made due to the University’s status and role as 
a major landowner in the MNP area. 
 
Background 
The University is the freehold owner and operator of the Langstone Campus site (“the 
Site”). 
 
The Site is extends to approximately 13.8ha and is in three broad land parcels east and 
west of Furze Lane which forms the only access and link to the wider highway and 
pedestrian network. This is accessed from the south via Locksway Road as there is no 
access from the north. 



Two of the land parcels comprise areas of open space including all-weather pitches and 
playing fields. In between these two areas is a large area of previously-developed land 
and buildings formerly in academic and student accommodation use. Options for the 
future use of the land and buildings remain under review but residential development 
is one of the likely options. 
 
The University understands the aims and objectives of the Milton Neighbourhood 
Planning Forum (“MNPF”). The University is pleased to be able to contribute towards 
this consultation given their role as a key landowner of a site that has particular 
importance to the future of the local area. The content of the MNP and its identification 
of the Site as a Special Policy Area (“SPA”) has significant implications for the 
University’s land and its future development potential, which is explained in the 
representation below. 
 
Representation 
Following a careful review of the MNP, the University objects to the MNP and the 
proposed SPA. The reasons for this are explained overleaf against the ‘basic conditions’ 
required for a Neighbourhood Plan to be sound. 
 
Draft Policy Interpretation 
It is noted that the Site is allocated as part of the Special Policy Area – Langstone 
Campus and specifically Policy LAN1. This is intended to offer an opportunity to extend 
Milton Common and enhance open space by bringing the developed edge of the site to 
the west of Furze Lane. The Policy splits the Site into two parts identified on Map 12. 
Site A includes the eastern playing fields parcel and the previously-developed land and 
Site B is the land west of Furze Lane used for sports pitches and all weather pitches. 
 
The Policy appears to propose the following options for Site A: 

(i) Recreation and sports facilities or green spaces ancillary to educational use 
or as independent facilities. 
(ii) Returning the entire site as part of the coastal environment, which is linked 
with an increase in ground coverage on Site B. 
(iii) Community uses that maintain the open character and wildlife value of the 
site. 
 

Development on Site B will inter alia be supported where any increase in ground 
coverage or floorspace is balanced by reclamation on Site A as open landscape. There is 
no proposed land use in the main body of the Policy. The ‘Mixed Use’ section of the Site 
Design and Development Brief explains how small-scale development of this part of the 
site may be considered providing it supports the wildlife and community value of the 
site and does not compromise the open quality of it. 
 
From our reading, this proposes a significant change in the land use and built character 
of the previously-developed part of the Site with only a net reduction in the amount 
and type of development supported. 
 
The Site Design and Development section is intended to provide guidance on future 
planning applications. The only reference it makes to land use is the potential to re-use 
student accommodation blocks for residential care. There is also reference to the 
redundant hardstanding areas being ideally suited for solar power generation. It is 
disappointing to note there is no reference to the site’s allocation and appropriateness 



for residential development which has been acknowledged by Portsmouth City Council 
(“PCC”) in the preparation of its Local Plan Review to date. 
 
Relationship with the Basic Conditions 
The University has carefully reviewed these proposals and has significant concerns 
about the content and implications of this proposed policy approach. The previously-
developed component of the site is an important opportunity for development with 
residential being the most appropriate land use. Due to its characteristics and location, 
it has strong redevelopment potential. The proposed policy approach ignores this and is 
promoting the site as an extension to Milton Common. Any development that can take 
place on Site B is only small-scale in nature. 
 
This aspect of the MNP does not meet the following basic conditions: 

• Must be appropriate having regard to national policy. 
• Must be in general conformity with the strategic policies in the Development 

Plan for the area. 
 
This is explained further overleaf under the two sub-headings. 
 
Appropriate having regard to National Policy 
National planning policy is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”). 
The objectives and requirements of the NPPF are wide-ranging. 
 
It is noted that the Basic Conditions statement seeks to explain that the MNP is 
consistent with the NPPF in terms of delivering growth, sustainability and achieving 
sustainable development. In our view this has been carefully selected and has 
overlooked key parts of the NPPF which in the context of achieving sustainable 
development includes an environmental objective to make an effective use of land. 
 
The application of the presumption in favour of development means that 
Neighbourhood Plans should support the strategic development needs set out in Local 
Plans. They should be aligned with strategic needs and priorities and cannot promote 
less development than that set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies 
(see NPPF paragraph 29). We consider that that the MNP is not aligned with the Local 
Plan’s needs and priorities for the reasons explained at paragraph 22 overleaf. 
 
One key objective is under Section 11: Making effective use of land. This recommends 
making as much use of previously-developed or brownfield land (see paragraph 119) in 
meeting the need for homes and other uses. Criterion c) gives substantial weight to the 
value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other 
identified needs. Criterion d) promotes the support of the development of under-
utilised land and buildings especially where land supply is constrained and available 
sites could be used more effectively.  
 
The use and development of the Site (specifically the previously-developed component) 
sits squarely within this objective given it is within a settlement boundary and under-
utilised. It is also widely recognised that land supply in Portsmouth is constrained due 
to the characteristics of the city. It is essential that every opportunity be taken to re-use 
previously-developed land in appropriate locations. This site will therefore make an 
important and sustainable contribution towards meeting housing and other land use 
needs consistent with the NPPF. 



 
The identified ‘modest growth’ in the MNP is inconsistent with the NPPF objectives and 
the potential of the previously-developed components to make an important 
contribution. 
 
The Site’s relationship with Langstone Harbour and its associated designations and the 
proximity to Milton Common is used as a reason to apply policy restraint and support 
only open space or limited development based on coastal conservation and conflicts. 
The draft Plan identifies that residential development in particular is considered to 
conflict with NPPF Chapter 17 requirements due to its position immediately adjacent to 
the SPA. We disagree with this interpretation of the NPPF. Planning policies are 
recommended to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment and 
particular regard needs to be had to the advice of the criterion at NPPF paragraph 180 
in formulating a scheme on the Site. There is however no reference in the NPPF to 
resisting development on the previously-developed component of the Site in the 
manner that is described in the MNP. 
 
General Conformity with Development Plan Strategic Policies 
The proposed policy approach is completely inconsistent with the adopted 
Development Plan context to the Site. This can be summarised as: 
 

• The Portsmouth Plan 2012 identifies a requirement to plan for an additional 
7,117-8,387 homes in the city between 2010-2027 (see Policy PCS10 – Housing 
Delivery). The Site forms part of the ‘Rest of the City’ distribution area where 
broadly 1,674 homes are to be supplied. The focus of new housing is inter alia 
the redevelopment of previously-developed land higher densities in defined 
areas under Policy PCS21. The Site does not form part of one of the defined 
areas for higher housing density but this does not preclude its development. 

 
• According to the Portsmouth Plan 2012 Proposals Map, the previously 

developed elements of the Site are not allocated/designated for any specific 
purpose. Importantly they are not protected from housing development. 

 
• In the absence of any wider planning policy constraints and requirements on 

the land, the Site is suitable for residential development in principle subject to 
detailed development management considerations and will make an important 
contribution to the housing needs identified in that Plan. There is no in-
principle policy barrier to development on the Site provided the development 
management requirements are addressed. 
 

The proposed allocation of the Site for open space and non-residential uses represents 
the promotion of less development than is set out in the Local Plan. It will also 
undermine its strategic housing policy. This is inappropriate having regard to the NPPF 
and represents a failure to achieve general conformity with the Strategic Policies of the 
Development Plan. 
 
The importance of the Site in making an important contribution towards housing needs 
and delivery in the City has been recognised at all stages of the Local Plan review to 
date: 
 



• The Site was first identified for residential development in an allocation on 
potential allocations in 2013/14. The Site was included in the Further Proposed 
Site Allocations document for residential development. This was supported by 
the University in the knowledge that the Site would become surplus to 
requirements and available for development. 

 
• In August 2017, PCC published an Issues & Options consultation. This identified 

the St James and Langstone Campus sites as a Proposed Strategic Site 
allocation. This was supported by the University and in tandem with the owners 
of the St James’ site, the parties worked together to formulate a Development 
Principles and Framework Document to identify the capacity of the two parcels 
for residential development and the issues to be addressed in delivering them 
as part of planning applications. This analysis identified that the Site has the 
capacity to accommodate between 310-410 homes on the previously 
developed section. This was based on a scheme to be accessed by Furze Lane 
(from the south) which is the only option available. 

 
• The Site has more recently been identified for residential allocation in the 

current Regulation 18 Stage of the Local Plan under Policy S5: St James’ and 
Langstone Campus. This identifies the Campus site for a mix of around 120 
residential properties, education, recreation and community uses in accordance 
with specific development management criterion. This is based on the site 
making a specific contribution to the wider housing needs of the City and the 
potential to incorporate a range of uses including education, recreation and 
sports (see paragraph 7.5.9). The University will separately be making 
representations to the detailed requirements of this Policy, but it does support 
the principle of residential as identified in the Plan. 
 

There is a clear direction of travel in the emerging Local Plan for the Site to be allocated 
for residential development. At no stage of the Plan or in its evidence base has it been 
identified that the Site should be used as open space and/or an extension to Milton 
Common. This highlights how the draft MNP poses a significant risk to the emerging 
Local Plan as it is proposed to constrain the delivery of an emerging strategic site 
allocated for development. This conflict must be resolved through discussion between 
PCC and the MNPF. The University wishes to be involved in such discussions to ensure 
the potential of the Site and its contribution to the needs of the City is safeguarded. 
 
We recognise that there is no requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to ‘wait’ until the 
higher tier Local Plan is adopted. The policies of the MNP should not therefore be 
strictly tested against those in the emerging Local Plan. It is however identified in the 
PPG that the reasoning and evidence forming the Local Plan process is a relevant 
consideration. The use of up-to-date housing needs evidence is an example of where a 
housing related policy contributes to the achievement of sustainable development (see 
PPG Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040- 20160211). 
 
The AECOM housing needs evidence prepared to support the MNP needs to be 
compared with the evidence supporting the emerging Portsmouth Local Plan. This is 
particularly important as there is no reference in the MNP to how a quantum of 
development has been identified. This does no more than support the development 
restraint taken in the MNP. In our view, the draft Local Plan evidence base provides a 
more robust and up-to-date picture of housing needs in the City including the MNP 



area. As then expressed in the Portsmouth Local Plan 2038 Regulation 18 consultation 
(September 2021) this identifies the importance of allocating appropriate levels of 
residential land including previously-developed sites. This includes the identification of 
the Site under draft Policy S5. 
 
The importance of an achieving an appropriate relationship between the MNP and the 
draft Local Plan is particularly evident when it is identified in draft Policy S5 that further 
detailed development guidance will be provided in the MNP. It is entirely inappropriate 
for one part of the Development Plan to allocate a site for open space whereas the 
other part identifies it for residential / mixed-use development and identifies how 
detailed guidance will be in the Plan which then undermines that policy approach. This 
emphasises the importance of PPC and the MNPF working together to ensure that the 
two Plans are consistent with each other and in particular the MNP is based on sound 
and up-to-date evidence which can ensure it achieves the necessary basic conditions. 
 
In the meantime, this represents a significant conflict between the provision of the 
adopted and emerging Development Plan. If the MNP remains as drafted, it will 
significantly undermine the ability of the Development Plan to deliver its strategic 
objectives and prejudice a key policy objective in the emerging Local Plan. It will impose 
an unacceptable and unjustified policy constraint on an important Site which has been 
long identified as being suitable for the future housing and land use needs of the City. 
 
Conclusions & Next Steps 
Based on this representation, it is clear that the MNP is unsound and does not meet the 
required basic conditions, primarily due to the following: 
 

• Being inconsistent with the NPPF as a whole and proposing a policy approach 
that is inappropriate and not aligned with national policy. It also conflicts with 
NPPF paragraph 29 which advises that plans should not promote less 
development or undermine the strategic policies in the area. 

 
• Failing to achieve general conformity with the Development Plan. 

 
This failing is particularly related to the proposed identification of the Langstone 
Campus site as a Special Policy Area (LAN1), which essentially allocates it as an 
extension to Milton Common. The University objects to such a proposed policy 
approach based on its own strategy for the site and as it does not meet, the basic 
conditions that a Neighbourhood Plan needs to achieve. 
 
The current reliance of the draft MNP on the Portsmouth Plan 2012 will also only 
render the MNP inconsistent with the Development Plan at a very early timescale 
following its adoption. As the emerging Portsmouth Local Plan relies on the MNP to 
provide detailed guidance on the future of the area, it is important that the preparation 
of the MNP be paused whilst the strategic policy framework of the draft Local Plan is 
finalised through the current consultation and then Examination towards eventual 
Adoption. This will ensure that the Development Plan for the area is consistent and has 
complementary land use objectives and requirements both nationally and locally. 
 
As a key stakeholder in the area, the University is keen to engage with PCC and the 
MNPF to achieve a Development Plan for the area that strikes the right balance. As 
matters stand, given the status of the emerging Portsmouth Local Plan and the content 



of the NMP, there is a significant conflict which needs to be resolved. We strongly 
recommend the following: 
 

• Further work on the MNP is paused until the Portsmouth Local Plan 2038 has 
been Examined and Adopted. 
 

• The draft MNP is reviewed and updated in light of the content and strategy of 
the adopted the Portsmouth Local Plan (once this has occurred), including 
particularly the Langstone Campus site. 
 

These steps will ensure that the MNP can be consistent with strategic policies in the 
Development Plan for the area and make a positive and meaningful contribution to the 
proper planning of the Milton area. 
 
Should these recommendations not be accepted, the University wishes to maintain its 
strong objection to the draft Plan and as a minimum recommends the complete 
deletion of Policy LAN1 and the supporting paragraphs in order to meet the basic 
conditions. The University would also welcome the opportunity to work with the MNPF 
and PCC to formulate a replacement policy that can meet the basic conditions. This will 
need to strike an appropriate balance between the objectives of all parties for the 
reasons outlined in this representation. 
 
In the meantime, we would be grateful if we could be notified of the Plan’s progress. 

PJ Livesey and 
NHS Property 
Services  

INTRODUCTION 
These representations have been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of PJ Livesey  
and NHS Property Services, who have interest in St James’ Hospital site (see Appendix 
1), proposed for allocation as part of Special Policy Area, Policy STJ1. 
 
Overall, we are supportive of the general approach taken by the Milton Neighbourhood 
Planning Forum in preparing their Neighbourhood Plan and the policies therein, which 
are aimed at delivering a sustainable and high quality neighbourhood for current and 
future residents. 
 
The comments made in Section 2 of these representations identify where we consider 
that certain policies do not meet the basic conditions in their current form, in particular 
having regard to the National Planning Policy Framework 2021, their general conformity 
with the strategic policies of the Portsmouth Plan and the overall aim to achieve 
sustainable development. Recommendations are therefore made for updates to these 
policies, to support the Milton Neighbourhood Plan through Examination to becoming 
‘made’. 
 
In addition, and specifically in respect of the St James’ Hospital site, these 
representations highlight where the Plan should have regard to the significant 
engagement which has been undertaken with the Design Review Panel, the council, the 
community and statutory consultees to evolve the application pending determination 
at St James’ Hospital under application reference 20/00204/FUL. 
 
The basic conditions 
As set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, 
as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004, a Neighbourhood Plan must meet a set of basic conditions prior to 



being put to referendum and, ultimately, being made. 
 
The 8 conditions are set out below, in summary: 
 

a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by 
the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood 
plan); Milton Neighbourhood Plan Introduction 29324/A5/JS Page 2 October 
2021 

 
b) having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its 

setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest that it 
possesses, it is appropriate to make the order. This applies only to Orders; 

 
c) having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 

character or appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the 
order. This applies only to Orders; 

 
d) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the 

achievement of sustainable development; 
 

e) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with 
the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the 
authority (or any part of that area); 

 
f) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is 

otherwise compatible with, EU obligations; 
 

g) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed 
matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order 
(or neighbourhood plan). 
 

These representations are considered against these conditions and identify where we 
consider the Plan should be modified in order to be legally compliant. 
 
REVIEW OF POLICIES 
 
Overall Growth Strategy for Milton 
The first paragraph under the above title (page 4 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan) 
states that: 
 

Presumption [paragraph 11 of the NPPF 2021] is disapplied by the presence of 
the Langstone Harbour Special Protect ion Area for Habitat Conservation as it 
forms the Milton Plan coastal boundary" . 
 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF applies the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development to all decision making. Paragraph 11c states that development proposals 
that accord with an up-to-date development plan should be approved without delay. 
This is inclusive of authorities with Special Protection Areas within or near to their 
boundaries. 
 



Paragraph 11d deals with the situation where there are no relevant plan policies or the 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out of date (i.e. 
where an authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing, or fails to meet 
the Housing Delivery Test requirement), commonly known as the tilted balance. 
 
In this circumstance, whilst paragraph 11di) disapplies this tilted balance if specific 
policies, such as those relating to Special Protection Areas, give clear reason for refusal, 
this does not mean the presumption in favour of sustainable development itself is 
disapplied. Neither does it mean the presence of the Special Protection Area 
automatically disapplies the tilted balance, as mitigation can often be secured to 
overcome any potential adverse impact and avoid a clear reason for refusal. 
 
On this basis, the above statement should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan, 
to ensure the Plan has had regard to national policy, as per basic condition a). 
 
Policy HSG1: Housing mix 
 
The proposed policy HSG1 which seeks a mix of housing to include 1, 2 and 3 bed 
homes and housing that is suitable for the elderly, vulnerable or disabled persons is 
supported. The proposals under 20/00204/FUL at St James’ Hospital include a varied 
mix of housing that would support the Neighbourhood Plan in achieving the aims of this 
policy. 
 
Whilst we recognise the aspirations of the third criteria, relating to form of housing 
with elderly or single person ground floor flats and 2 or 3 bedroom maisonettes above, 
the type and form of housing that would be suitable on any given site will be 
dependent on the character and scale of any site and its surroundings. 
 
For example, it is often desirable to give 3 bed family units direct access to garden 
space to support outdoor recreation and play for children, or 3-storey buildings may be 
inappropriate dependent on a site’s context and relationship with neighbouring 
properties. Such considerations all form part of planning for sustainable development 
and achieving high quality design as sought by the NPPF 2021 paragraph 130, and must 
be considered on a site by site basis. 
 
Therefore, in order for the policy to be flexible and support the achievement of 
sustainable development across the neighbourhood plan area (as required by basic 
condition d), the aspiration for certain forms of housing as set out in criterion 3) should 
be moved to the supporting text. 
 
Policy HSG2: Housing Standards 
 
The proposed policy HSG2 is supported and the current proposals at St James’ Hospital 
under 20/00204/FUL help the Neighbourhood Plan in achieving these policy aims, 
through well designed refuse and cycle storage, access to external amenity space for all 
residents, and provision of adequate parking and cycle storage. 
 
Policy EER4: Connectivity 
 
The proposed policy EER4 is supported and the proposals at St James’ Hospital under 
20/00204/FUL achieve these policy aims, and will incorporate infrastructure to deliver 



superfast broadband internet connectivity. 
 
Policy PLD1: Sustainable Design 
 
The policy ambition to deliver sustainable design within the Neighbourhood Plan area is 
supported. The proposals at St James’ Hospital have been evolved with engagement 
from the community, the Design Review Panel and statutory consultees such as Historic 
England and PCC Highways, latterly in relation to highway safety and design. 
 
The proposals at St James’ Hospital support the Neighbourhood Plan in achieving the 
aims of this policy in delivering well designed and sustainable development. In 
particular, through discussions with the Design Review Panel and Historic England the 
design and positioning of new build housing and the layout of the publicly accessible 
open spaces have been evolved to ensure that private and public space is clearly 
demarked, the views towards and from key elevations of the listed building are 
enhanced, and that connections from Locksway Road to Edenbridge Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists are direct, attractive, safe and well lit. 
 
Further, PJ Livesey are committed to the use of high quality materials, that will be 
agreed with the Council, the preservation of trees within the site wherever possible 
together with significant new tree planting, and creating opportunities for wildlife and 
biodiversity net gain. 
 
To support the Neighbourhood Plan in achieving the aims of this policy, the design of 
the new build properties at St James’ Hospital will maximise the opportunity for solar 
panels on the roof of each property, without being visible from the public spaces or in 
the context of the listed building. This therefore maximises the creation of low carbon 
energy for future residents, thereby minimising carbon impact. 
 
Policy ENV1: Local Green Space 
 
The NPPF 2021 states at paragraph 101 that “designating land for Local Green Space 
should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and 
complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services”. 
 
Furthermore, the NPPF states at paragraph 16d, that plans should “contain policies that 
are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react 
to development proposals”. 
 
The designation of the Cricket Club as a Local Green Space is supported, and as part of 
any proposals on the site the Cricket Club would be retained. Furthermore, through the 
proposals currently pending determination under 20/00204/FUL, due to a longer term 
lease arrangement the Cricket Club would have the ability to request greater funding 
from sporting bodies, to enable improvements to the facility. 
 
However, the exact extent on the Proposals Map of the Local Green Spaces within the 
St James’ Hospital allocation site (particularly LGS1 and 2) is ambiguous given there is 
no single shade or hatching which differentiates these spaces from wider open space. 
Therefore, the Local Green Space designation should be more clearly demarcated on 
the plan to ensure it is evident how applicants and the council should apply the policy. 



In its current form, the policy and proposals map is contrary to paragraph 16 of the 
NPPF for clear and unambiguous policy, and therefore does not meet basic condition a). 
 
With regard to LGS1, it is assumed that this relates to the area of open space in light 
green shading immediately to the north of Locksway Road as this has previously been 
secured for public amenity space in perpetuity, and does not include the land directly to 
the north of this which falls within the St James’ Hospital site at Appendix 1. In this 
event, we have no objection to LGS1. 
 
However, in the event LGS1 is intended to include the land hatched light and dark green 
to the north of the light green shading (as shown on Figure 1 below), this is objected 
to. Paragraph 101 of the NPPF 2021 requires Local Green Space designations to be 
consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and complement the 
investment in sufficient homes. 
 

 
Figure 1 
 
The proposals for St James’ Hospital site currently under determination have been 
subject to significant consultation with statutory consultees. A particular focus has been 
the sensitive positioning of new housing within the grounds of the listed building to 
retain the important historic landscape assets (i.e. the airing courts to the east and 
west), whilst balancing the need to deliver much needed housing and for a viable and 
deliverable scheme. 
 
Through discussions with Portsmouth City Council and Historic England under 
application 20/00204/FUL, the key areas of public open space within the St James’ 
Hospital site to be retained due to historic significance have been identified and agreed 
and this does not include the land hatched as dark and light green within Figure 1 
above. 
 
In light of the advanced nature of proposals under 20/00204/FUL, including more 
detailed engagement and feedback from statutory consultees than typical or indeed 
possible through a plan-making process (local or neighbourhood level), and in order for 
the policy to have regard to paragraph 101 and 102 of the NPPF and therefore meet 
basic condition a), the inclusion of the parcel of land hatched in dark and light green 
Figure 1 must not designated, at this time, for Local Green Space. 
 
Policy ENV2: Green Environment and Biodiversity 



Overall, this policy to enhance the green environment of Milton is supported. In order 
to have regard to national policy and meet basic condition a), the wording of this policy 
should reflect that of paragraph 174 of the NPPF 2021, to ‘protect and enhance’ valued 
landscapes and sites of biodiversity. 
 
The requirement to achieve biodiversity net gain is also supported, which conforms 
with NPPF paragraph 174 and will be achieved on the St James’ Hospital site. 
 
Policy MH1: Heritage Assets 
 
The principles within policy MH1 to reuse designated heritage assets, and preserve or 
enhance the assets and their setting is supported. The proposals at St James’ Hospital 
aim to provide a long term use of the main hospital, the chapel and other curtilage 
listed buildings and would enhance the setting of the listed building through the 
removal of modern, unsympathetic, extensions and preserving the historic core. 
 
Whilst the ambition behind the second part of the policy is understood and appears to 
be drafted using wording from the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990 (which provides for the protection of buildings of special architectural or 
historic interest), the policy must also have regard to the NPPF 2021 paragraphs 199 - 
208, where in the event a proposal results in harm to a heritage asset or its setting, 
such harms are assessed against the public benefits of a proposal. 
 
In order to have suitable regard to national policy, as per basic condition a), the policy 
should differentiate between the overarching principle of preserving or enhancing the 
special architectural or historic interest of heritage assets, and the more specific tests 
of the NPPF 2021 which require the balancing of any harm against the public benefits. 
 
Page 21: supporting text 
 
Within the first paragraph of page 21 which is the supporting text to the transport 
policies, reference is made to Local Plan Policy MT4. The text refers to potential uses 
such as healthcare, education and residential training uses. However, Policy MT4 also 
allows for the residential conversion of the listed building. 
 
To ensure consistency between the Development Plans, and to ensure those reading 
the Neighbourhood Plan are aware of the full policy context for the hospital building, 
this paragraph should be updated to also reference residential conversion. 
 
Policy TSP1: Highway Capacity and Impacts 
 
The overarching purpose of this policy is supported, to ensure there is suitable capacity 
within the road network for development and for developments to be accessible by 
service and emergency vehicles. In this respect, the proposals at St James’ Hospital 
would accord with this policy. 
 
In relation to criterion 2), in order not to impose requirements on development 
proposals which may not be required in all cases, it is recommended that “where 
identified to be necessary” is added to the end of this criterion. 
 
Policy TSP2: Balanced Transport Provision 



 
We are supportive of this policy to give priority to pedestrians and cyclist, provision of 
safe, weatherproof and convenient cycle store facilities, electric vehicle charging and 
the parking standards. 
 
The St James’ Hospital proposals achieve the above aims. A direct link from Locksway 
Road to Edenbridge Road through the public amenity space is proposed for pedestrian 
and cycle movement, creating a safe, well-lit and direct connection. Within the centre 
of the site the pedestrian and cycle route is separate from the more indirect vehicular 
route, with the aim of discouraging vehicular travel through the site and encouraging 
future residents to walk and cycle. 
 
In all other respects, the proposals at St James’ Hospital under 20/00204/FUL achieve 
and therefore support the policy expectations. 
 
Special Pol icy Area: Policy STJ1: St James’ Hospital site 
 
The policy supports the following uses at the St James’ Hospital site: 
 

- Specialist residential accommodation 
- Residential training centre 
- Healthcare and other community facilities 
- Residential conversion 
 

We are overall supportive of the proposed uses for the hospital site, which accord with 
Policy MT4 of the Local Plan 2006 and its supporting text. Therefore, the policy is in 
general conformity with strategic policies for the area, as per basic condition e). 
 
However, as a brownfield site in an authority which has a shortage of land to deliver 
much needed housing, it is paramount that the policy is clearly worded to support a 
range of uses both in and around the existing listed buildings in order to meet basic 
condition d) in supporting the achievement of sustainable development. In this regard, 
the policy should be amended to state: 
 

“residential conversion, new-build housing and any other uses as may be 
appropriate in this location”. 
 

The suitable location and the number of homes for any new-build housing would be 
subject to wider policies within the Development Plan, thereby ensuring any 
development in the grounds of St James’ Hospital are sympathetic to its context and 
historical significance. 
 
Criteria 2 and 3, to retain the Grade II hospital building and chapel, and to ensure the 
design and layout complement the local distinctiveness of the site, are supported. The 
proposals for the hospital site under application 20/00204/FUL would accord with these 
policy criteria, and have been assessed through the Design Review Panel and with 
Historic England to ensure they respect and enhance the character and heritage of the 
site, together with achieving high quality design. 
 
With regard to the second part of criterion 3 (relating to the Design Brief), any 
proposals for the site will, and have, evolved through discussions with statutory 



consultees, the council, the community and Design Review Panel. This process ensures 
that the proposals will deliver the most sustainable, efficient but also sensitive 
development in the context of the listed hospital building. 
 
Given the Neighbourhood Plan Group has not engaged with the landowners or 
developers for the St James’ Hospital site in preparing the Brief, and to ensure that the 
policy is not overly onerous and allows sufficient flexibility to achieve sustainable 
development (as per basic condition d), the policy criterion 3) must be updated to 
“have regard to the Design and Development Brief”. 
 
With regard to criterion 4, it is not appropriate for a policy to dictate which parts of the 
allocation site must be included in any application within the allocation area. The land 
identified as Local Green Space 3 is not within the control of PJ Livesey or the NHS 
Property Services, as per Appendix 1, and therefore would not, and does not, form part 
of an application for the main hospital site. Therefore, the requirement under criterion 
4 for management of the Local Green Space 3 to form part of a S106 for any application 
on the site is not deliverable or achievable, and does not meet the policy tests for plan 
making within NPPF paragraph 16. 
 
For this reason, and in order to have regard to paragraph 16 of the NPPF 2021 that 
policies should be deliverable, criterion 4 should be removed from the policy wording. 
 
PJ Livesey is committed to the delivery of publicly accessible open space on the site, 
and a landscape management and maintenance plan for the land within their control 
and the application boundary would be secured by condition on any permission 
granted. 
 
St James’ Hospital Site Design and Development Brief 
 
Overall, the approach taken to the Site Design and Development Brief is supported. As 
above, as this brief has not been subject to detailed engagement with Historic England 
and other consultees, flexibility in policy STJ1 to allow for alternative solutions, where 
appropriate, is necessary in order for the plan to support the achievement of 
sustainable development (basic condition d). 
 
However, it is noted that the Development Brief requires the submission of a 
comprehensive masterplan for the allocation site as a whole. The allocation site 
includes land controlled by predominantly two parties, PJ Livesey and Homes England, 
as well as others. At the time of this consultation, significant amount of engagement 
with the council, community, consultees and Design Review Panel has been progressed 
by PJ Livesey to evolve a scheme that is supported by consultees and is achievable and 
deliverable, and will support the council’s housing land supply in the short term. 
 
The proposals at St James’ Hospital under application 20/00204/FUL have taken full 
consideration of the wider allocation site under policies MT4 and MT3 of the Local Plan, 
providing connections where appropriate to ensure a cohesive place is achieved. 
 
Therefore, it is unnecessary and will delay the determination of applications on the site, 
and therefore the delivery of much needed homes locally. Given the level of 
engagement that has been undertaken thus far for the allocation site, this would not 
add any material benefit to the design and masterplanning of this site. 



 
For this reason, the requirement for a comprehensive masterplan prior to any 
applications being determined would be contrary to the aims of the NPPF 2021 as it 
would not serve a clear purpose (paragraph 16f), and would delay the delivery of 
sustainable development on a site that is already allocated under the Local Plan. 
Therefore, it does not meet basic conditions a) or d). 
 
Furthermore, it is noted that the Neighbourhood Plan Group have a desire for Lancaster 
House to be used for combined heat and power source. Whilst the ambition for low 
carbon technical is supported, there are multiple other opportunities and solutions for 
the generation of renewable energy on this site, and such matters must be considered 
alongside other policy requirements, such as delivering a deliverable scheme within this 
historic context. 
 
Proposals Map 
 
The following comment is made on the proposals map: 
 

- The ‘proposed cycle routes’ follow the existing road layout of the St James’ 
Hospital site. The proposals for St James’ Hospital include a separate, more 
direct, safe and cycle route through the site, which has been reviewed by the 
Design Review Panel and other consultees. Therefore, to allow flexibility in the 
final routing of cycle routes through the site, the key should be updated to 
“proposed cycle routes (indicative routing)” 
 
- The extent of Local Green Spaces to be allocated is unclear, and therefore an 
updated plan with a specific key for this policy is necessary, having regard to 
paragraph 16 of the NPPF 2021. 
 

SUMMARY 
 
Overall, PJ Livesey and NHS Property Services are supportive of the overarching 
ambitions of the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The proposals at St James’ Hospital site for which PJ Livesey and the NHS Property 
Services have an interest have been demonstrated to support and generally accord with 
the policy aspirations within the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
In order for the plan to meet the basic conditions, particularly a) to have regard to 
national policy and guidance, d) to achieve sustainable development and e) to be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Development Plan, a summary of 
the recommended amendments to policies are set out below: 
 
- Removal of the sentence under “Overall Growth Strategy for Milton” which would 
mislead the general public on the application of paragraph 11 of the NPPF 2021. 
 
- Policy HSG1 criterion 3 : form of housing to be included within supporting text, to 
provide flexibility for high quality design and sustainable places based on site 
context. 
 
- Policy ENV1 : greater clarity on the proposals map for the extent of Local Green 



Spaces, to avoid ambiguity as per paragraph 16 of the NPPF 2021, and to exclude 
the area of dark and light green hatching in Figure 1 above. 
 
- Policies ENV2, MH1, TSP1: minor amendments to policy wording to reflect national 
Policy 
 
- Page 21 supporting text: addition of ‘residential conversion’ to supporting text, to 
reflect the adopted MT4 policy in the Local Plan. 
 
- Policy STJ1 criterion 1: inclusion of “new build housing and any other uses as may 
be appropriate in this location” within the list of uses, to support the achievement 
of sustainable development (basic condition d) 
 
- Policy STJ1 criterion 3: Amendments to policy wording relating to the Design Brief, 
to “have regard to” the Brief, to ensure a deliverable policy as per paragraph 16 
of the NPPF 2021 and to provide flexibility for proposals to evolve with consultee 
input, and therefore support the achievement of sustainable development. 
 
- Policy STJ1 criterion 4: Removal from policy, as it is inappropriate and 
undeliverable by virtue of land ownerships for policy to dictate the land to be 
contained within any applications on the site. 
 
- St James’ Development Brief: amendments to remove the requirement for a 
comprehensive masterplan and reference to Lancaster House, given the extent of 
work that has been undertaken by applicants for these sites including rigorous 
Design Review Panel and engagement with statutory consultees and the 
community, and to avoid unnecessary delay to sustainable development and much 
needed housing. 
 
- Proposal map: Revised key, to reference the indicative routing of proposed cycle 
routes, and a specific key for Local Green Spaces. 

Keith Evans Planning Policy Team 
 
Since the late 1990's St James' Hospital has yielded 349 new dwellings and over 500 
car-spaces onto an already congested road network which out of necessity became an 
Air Quality Management Area with the loss of valuable green-spaces and sports pitches. 
 
The proposals in the Milton Plan for St James' Hospital under STJ1 on page 25 of the 
Policy section and MH1 on page 18, would help meet the Basic Conditions of National 
Planning Policy to "conserve and enhance the historic environment". The site offers 
opportunities to permanently secure Local Green Spaces through LGS 1;2; and 3 as 
referred to in ENV1 on page 16 which help retain the parkland landscape and preserve 
the setting of the Grade II Listed Hospital. 
 
I support the uses proposed for the Hospital because healthcare is particularly difficult 
to access in this part of the City and it is consistent with the 20 minute neighbourhood 
concept. Elderly and dementia care uses would not stress the local highway network.  
 
The Environmental Policy ENV1 includes a list of Local Green Spaces which are vital to 
the character of Milton. The paucity of green-spaces in Portsmouth generally, reflects 
the exceedingly dense urban environment and losing them to a housing use would 



undermine all the public health objectives to improve physical and mental health well-
being 
 
The Policy LAN1 to extend Milton Common and create a green coastal buffer in the 
event Portsmouth University vacates the Campus is very welcome because the 
Harbour's conservation objectives towards habitat protection would be enhanced. The 
Habitats Regulation Assessment on pages 27 and 28 is extremely persuasive in 
supporting this opportunity. 
 
The University effectively acquired the former 1960's built Teacher Training Facility 
when it took over from Portsmouth Polytechnic but as the Milton Plan suggests, the 
succeeding Portsmouth Plans of 2001 and 2012 include the Langstone Harbour Coastal 
Policy LH2 as well as the Habitat Designations and Conservation interests of the 
Harbour would preclude this kind of development in 2021 as being "inappropriate".  
 
LH2 also includes the Sports-fields but the proposal to relocate the "development 
rights" to the southern area of "Site B" on the Proposals Map is understandable 
because any new development (should it ever happen), would be close to the Locksway 
Road facilities thereby reducing car-dependency. This Policy attempts to learn from 
past mistakes because the housing sites to the north at Siskin Road, Edenbridge Road, 
Godwit Road and Moorings Way, are all on ex-NHS St James' Hospital land but they do 
not have easily accessible local facilities and have become demonstrably high on car-
dependency in the absence of alternatives. 
 
I support the concept of a new school at this site and locality because in this part of the 
City, school-places are difficult to access. All of the Secondary Schools in the City adjoin 
busy roads and many are in Air Quality Management Areas but a new school with 
access from a bus and cycle only Furze Lane would be really welcome. A school use 
would preserve the sports-pitches and maintain the grass thereby enhancing Brent 
Geese Habitat. Childhood obesity levels in the City are above the national average by 
almost 30%using 2019 PHE Data but a school in this location could be safely accessible 
by schoolchildren by bicycle or on foot. 
 
Milton's Secondary School is situated just outside of the Plan area but to access it, the 
A2030 junction with Milton Road in the middle of AQMA9 has to be negotiated. This is 
a desperately difficult crossing for children and it is also highly polluted, and any 
opportunities over the next 15 years to provide a "Through School" at Langstone 
Campus from Primary age to year 11 would afford a healthier environment too.  
 
The three Primary Schools in the Neighbourhood Plan area are difficult to secure places 
in, and the overspill is in Langstone School for those nearest Milton Common and the 
new developments on the former Hospital land. This school is really difficult to access 
from there at peak times because it requires crossing the main A2030 trunk road which 
only has two crossings, both of which are heavily prioritised in favour of motorists to 
reduce pollution levels to within "safe" limits. Because of the traffic bias the children 
are kept waiting by the roadside longer than they should becoming exposed to greater 
pollution harm.  
 
I support the Transport Policies at TSP1 and 2 on pages 21 and 22 because irrespective 
of the design of development to accommodate cars and cycles, the problem in 
Portsmouth is that there are already far too many cars in too small a place. The Parking 



Standards at para 6 in TSP2 is very welcome because Department for Transport Data 
shows Vehicle Registrations in 2019 were over 129,000, (Evidence Section page 21) but 
the City is only 15 sq miles. According to the emerging Portsmouth Plan there are about 
40,000 fewer homes than there are cars.  
 
The 2019 Road traffic data shows 827 million miles were travelled in Portsmouth. In 
that same year DEFRA imposed on the Council a requirement to reduce pollution levels 
to within legally safe limits. That has been a Council objective since 2006 when it 
produced Supplementary Planning Guidance to mimise development impacts on 
contributing to poor air quality but it never worked The health impacts here are quite 
stark because being the most densely populated City in the UK, more of us are exposed 
to it.  
 
The uses proposed for St James's under STJ1 and Langstone Campus LAN1 would help 
in reducing car-dependency. 

Mary Vallely I appreciate that volunteers have put I lot of time and energy into writing this plan. 
However I have some concerns 
 

• I agree to building on brown field sites, makes total sense. But why are they 
wanting to build on designated open space (Portsmouth Plan), the playing 
fields? This goes against national planning policy and makes no sense! 

• Why is there no mention of the Aquind proposals? 
• Why is there no mention of climate change - how will they meet the net zero 

carbon emissions? 
• I think there should be a lot more consultation and proof of it please. 
• Generally I found the plan to be confusing about what’s to be replaced. 

Homes 
England  

Milton Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 16): Consultation on draft policies St James 
Hospital, Locksway Road, Southsea, PO4 8HW 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Homes England, to submit representations in response 
to the draft Milton Neighbourhood Plan (“the draft Plan”), consultation 6 September 
until 18 October 2021. 
 
Homes England own land within the Neighbourhood Plan Area, located towards the 
centre of the St James and Langstone Campus site in the Milton area of Portsmouth 
shown within the blueline boundary on the enclosed plan (5018_002_RevA). 
 
Homes England, as the Government’s housing accelerator, are excited and ambitious on 
delivering this site in an area of major housing need, stepping in where the market 
faces challenges and facilitating early delivery. Homes England’s can facilitate 
opportunities for local people to access the housing market. 
 
The Site 
 
The site comprises 3.60ha of land and was formally owned and operated by the NHS 
Solent trust. For some time the NHS Solent Trust have been in the process of moving 
services from the St James Hospital site to other locations within Portsmouth and have, 
following consultation and due process, identified buildings within the wider St James 
estate that are surplus to requirements and the disposal of which would not affect the 
delivery of healthcare services. 
 



A planning application on the site for 107 units was submitted to the local authority in 
February 2018 (ref 18/00288/OUT). The extent of the application site can be shown by 
the red line boundary of the enclosed plan (Ref). The application is awaiting 
determination by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Homes England’s statutory objectives are to improve the supply of housing in line with 
government policy, secure the regeneration or development of land or infrastructure 
and contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and good design with a 
view to meeting the needs of people. 
 
These objectives have guided the proposals for development of the St James site as set 
out in application 18/00288/OUT. 
 

Comments on the Draft Milton Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Homes England supports the general principle of a Neighbourhood Plan for Milton, but 
have some comments which are provided in this letter. 
 
These representations focus on the policies section of the consultation draft Milton 
Neighbourhood Plan (as well as its evidence base) and in particular the following 
specific policies and chapters: 
 

• Overall Growth Strategy for Milton 
• STJ1: St James’ Hospital Site 

o Heritage 
o Community facilities 
o Highway network and sustainability 
o Masterplanning 
o Urban Form 

• HSG1: Housing Mix 
• PLD1: Sustainable Design 

o Permeable Hard Surfaces 
• ENV1: Local Green Space 
• ENV2: Green Environment and Biodiversity 
• Transport and infrastructure evidence base 

o Rail Network 
o Bus Network 
o Road Network and Congestion 
o Deficiencies in Public Transport 

• TSP1: Highway Capacity and Impacts 
• TSP2: Balanced Transport Provision 
• TSP3: Footpaths and Cycling Routes 

 
Subject to the amendments proposed, much of the plan is supported in principle, 
including the Draft Neighbourhood Plan’s direction of growth around redevelopment of 
the St James Hospital site and Langstone Campus and focus on sustainable growth. 
 
The policies listed, however, are not considered to be compliant with strategic policies 
contained within the adopted (and emerging) Development Plan, and/or are not 
consistent with national policy or guidance. 
 



As such, it is considered that the draft Milton Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the 
Basic Conditions as set out in Paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 (as 
amended). 
 

Overall Growth Strategy for Milton 
 
Page four of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan states that: 
 
This principle aims to ensure the presumption in favour of sustainable development is 
recognised as a long-term objective, not to be mitigated by short-term remedies, but in 
Portsmouth generally, and Milton especially, that Presumption is disapplied by the 
presence of the Langstone Harbour Special Protection Area for Habitat Conservation as 
it forms the Milton Plan coastal boundary". (underline added) 
 
This is inconsistent with the NPPF Paragraph 182, which states that the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to 
have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other 
plans or projects), unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or 
project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site. The presence of a 
Special Protection Area (SPA), in its own right, does not result in the presumption being 
disapplied. 
 
Accordingly, the presumption cannot be disapplied where such appropriate assessment 
has been carried out in accordance with the Habitat Regulations and concluded that the 
integrity of habitats sites will not be adversely affected, as set out in the conclusions of 
the Milton Neighbourhood Plan Habitat Regulation Assessment (April 2020) To accord 
with the Basic Conditions of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012, Page 4 of 
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan should be updated accordingly. 
 

Special Policy Area of the St James’s Hospital Site 
STJ1: St James’ Hospital Site 
 
Draft Policy STJ1 states that: 
“Development of St James’ Hospital site will be supported for the following uses: 

• Specialist residential accommodation, including schemes for the elderly or 
dementia care; 

• Residential Training Centre; 
• Healthcare and other community facilities, including education; 
• Residential conversion” 

 
Homes England object to the proposed policy wording of STJ1. Apart from the 
residential usage cited, the other uses identified in the draft policy are not justified or 
supported by evidence. 
 
Saved Policy MT3 of the Portsmouth City Local Plan (2006) allocates the land at St 
James for a mix of new mental health care development and housing. 
 
The provision of the healthcare element of this allocation has been fulfilled already by 
the provision of The Orchards and the Lime NHS Solent Trust buildings. The further 
residential proposals as set out in Homes England’s application 18/00288/OUT will not 



be prejudiced this existing use. This has been recognised in the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (July 2021), in relation to social infrastructure deficit and planned social 
infrastructure (July 2021). 
 
Further to this, Portsmouth City Council’s emerging local plan (which is currently at 
Regulation 18 consultation stage) states that (at draft policy H1 Housing Need and 
Supply) at least 17,701 net additional dwellings will need to be provided in the city 
between 2020 and 2038. 
 
Recognising the Local Plan is emerging, there is a requirement in accordance with 
Paragraph 009 (reference ID: 41-009-20190509) of the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) for Neighbourhood Plans to take account of its evidence base to ensure general 
conformity, including Paragraph 33 of Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA), which identifies the St James Campus as capable of delivering 436 
dwellings (316 at St James and 120 at Langstone Campus), including those subject to 
planning permission on the land controlled by Homes England. 
 
No evidence has been provided of proactive dialogue between the Neighbourhood 
Forum and the Local Authority, in respect of Draft Policy STJ1; in accordance with the 
NPPG and it is considered that the draft Neighbourhood Plan allocation is not in general 
conformity with the emerging Local Plan strategic policies and therefore fails to meet 
basic conditions under the legal framework. 
 
In the alternative, the variety of uses (other than residential usage) within Policy STJ1 is 
not supported by evidence. It undermines the delivery of strategic policies in the 
emerging Local Plan and could restrict the delivery of housing in this location. 
 
This would bring it into conflict with NPPF Paragraphs 13 and 29, which respectively 
state that Neighbourhood Plans should support the delivery of strategic policies in local 
plans or spatial development strategies, and that Neighbourhood Plans should not 
promote less development than set out in strategic policies, or undermine those 
strategic policies. 
 
The St James Hospital site should be identified primarily for residential development, 
which reflects evidenced need and Local Authority housing delivery test performance 
and addition of a 20% buffer; in relation to rolling five year supply, as a result a 20% 
shortfall in delivery against the housing target (HDT_2020). No quantifiable need 
argument has been presented in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for requiring future 
development to include the alternative uses cited at St James, and no consideration as 
to the viability of these uses has been put forward. 
 
Heritage 
 
Draft Policy STJ1 [2] states that: 
 
“Development must retain and incorporate the Grade II Listed Hospital, the Grade II 
Listed Chapel and the ancillary villa buildings within the curtilage of the site, preserving 
the integrity and appearance of the buildings and ensuring their future conservation.” 
 
In respect of the ancillary villa buildings, the buildings in question possess limited 
heritage value. Homes England, however, acknowledge their listed status by virtue of 



curtilage listing determined at a meeting of the planning committee on 2 April 2021 
against planning officers’ recommendations and QC advice. It is considered that the 
heritage significance of the villas is overstated in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
However, Homes England will endeavour to work proactively with the local community 
and relevant stakeholders to secure the optimal future for these assets. This process 
will take account of the constraints of listed building conservation, including viability 
pressures, and be proportionate to the significance of the assets based on appropriate 
heritage assessment to ensure development is deliverable and the future of the assets 
is secured in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 194. It must, however, be recognised 
that there are a number of challenges associated with retention and conversion of the 
Villas, and whilst the NPPF affords great weight to the conservation of heritage assets, 
loss is permissible where clear and convincing justification is provided. Accordingly, it is 
not considered to be in conformity with national policy and therefore meet basic 
conditions (TCPA, 1990, As Amended). 
 
Community facilities 
 
In the supporting text to policy STJ1 (at page 23) it is stated that: 
 
“House building on the former hospital farmland has proceeded with no regard to 
infrastructure. To redress this imbalance, community facilities should be included to 
service local needs, create employment opportunities and reduce car dependency.” 
(underline added) 
 
In relation to community facilities, in the evidence base to support this policy, it is 
stated (at page 32) that: 
 
“Despite an apparent provision of community buildings, heavy usage indicates a lack of 
suitable meeting space for groups with parking to assist disabled users. Community 
facilities are also clustered around the southern and western edges of the Plan area, 
meaning that people have to travel, usually by car, rather than walk or cycle.” 
 
This statement is not supported by quantitative evidence to support the assertions 
made. Due to this, the need for community facilities at the St James Hospital site has 
not been evidenced and therefore should not be listed as a requirement to be 
provided. 
 
Highway Network and Sustainability 
 
The supporting text to emerging policy STJ1 states that: 
 
“Future use of the site for healthcare, elderly or dementia care related uses will reduce 
the impact on the constrained highway network and are more consistent with achieving 
Sustainable Development.” 
 
Homes England object to this statement which is unsubstantiated. Speculation that 
‘healthcare’, elderly’, or ‘dementia care’ will have a reduced impact on the local 
highways network is not supported by any evidence. 
 



Transport assessment and trip generation is complex and is affected by quantum of use 
and also the mix. Origin and destination uses will typically add new people to a 
network. A statement such as this cannot be included without justification. 
 
Masterplanning 
 
In the supporting text to policy STJ1 (at page 23) it is stated that: 
 
“Given the importance of the site and the need to avoid fragmented development, a 
comprehensive masterplan for the site should be prepared in advance of and to 
accompany planning applications. This ensures that if the site is developed in phases or 
incrementally, each scheme forms part of a wider development framework.” 
 
Any requirement for a masterplan for the St James Hospital site, cannot prejudice the 
delivery of individual applications, given the Local Authority’s five year housing land 
requirements and housing trajectory. The planning applications within the SJ1 area 
provide a comprehensive design response and certainty around design outcomes and 
phasing. 
 
Homes England have been proactively progressing phase 1, with PJ Livesey working on 
phase 2. Both phases have been independently scrutinised through a design review 
panel process and have been developed in response to a site wide development 
principles document which has considered the site holistically. 
 
Preparation of masterplans is a lengthy, complex and uncertain process and any policy 
condition to prohibit the determination of applications in advance of its adoption fails 
to meet national policy requirements in respect of prematurity and NPPF Paragraph 49, 
which states that the circumstances in which refusal of planning permission on grounds 
of pre-maturity are limited. 
 
Urban Form 
 
In the supporting text to Policy STJ1 (at page 26), the emerging Neighbourhood Plan 
states the following in relation to urban form to be developed at the St James Hospital 
site: 
 
“Two specific models for townscape and urban form are suggested …. Buildings 
freestanding in the landscape (responding to the historic hospital complex). This would 
be appropriate adjacent to the hospital buildings. Terraced blocks, responding to the 
traditional Victorian and Edwardian context, though designed to address current needs 
and sustainability considerations.” 
 
Draft Policy SJ1 is too prescriptive and no supporting townscape, character and context 
assessment has been provided to evidence requirements. 
 
Supporting text to Policy STJ1 (at page 26) is considered to be inflexible and too 
prescriptive, preventing appropriate innovation or change. 
 
It is, therefore, in conflict with Paragraph 130 of the NPPF, which states that planning 
policies should not be “preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change 
(such as increased densities)”. 



 

Response to other general policies in the Emerging Neighbourhood Plan 
 
HSG1: Housing Mix 
 
Draft Policy HSG1 [1]: Housing Mix Criterion 4 requires mixed purpose elderly or single 
person ground floor flats with 2 or 3 bedroom maisonettes to be provided above in 
residential developments. 
 
Homes England can facilitate the opportunity to provide a range of housing products, 
however, this draft Policy as currently worded is considered too prescriptive. It should 
be amended to align with emerging Local Plan Policy H2 and supporting evidence base; 
Portsmouth: Local Housing Needs Assessment, 2019, to enable the most appropriate 
housing design solutions to come forward in response to housing need, market signals 
and site-specific circumstances. 
 
PLD1: Sustainable Design 
 
Permeable Hard Surfaces 
 
Draft Policy PLD1 (4) states that “hard surfaces must be permeable”. This policy is too 
prescriptive and inflexible, as there may be instances where the provision of permeable 
hard surfaces is not feasible or desirable and it is not consistent with national policy. 
 
To account for such circumstances Draft Policy PLD1 (4), should be amended to require 
a drainage hierarchy to be followed, in accordance with Policy G5 (Flood Risk and 
Drainage) of the emerging Portsmouth Local Plan to determine suitable SUDS solutions. 
 
ENV2: Green Environment and Biodiversity 
 
This emerging policy (1) states that: 
 

“Development must enhance or have no adverse impact on Milton’s green 
environment including wildlife habitats and corridors, green spaces, trees and 
woodland spaces”; and (2) “Development must achieve biodiversity net gain” 

 
This draft policy conflicts with NPPF Paragraph 180. Paragraph 180 directs refusal in 
circumstances where harm to biodiversity cannot be mitigated or compensated for. 
Draft Policy ENV 2 should be updated accordingly to take account of NPPF Paragraph 
180. 
 
Transport and Infrastructure Evidence Base 
 
Rail Network 
On page 20 of the evidence base, it is stated that: 
 

“there are no railway stations located in the Neighbourhood Plan Area. The 
nearest station, Fratton, is located approximately 1.7 miles to the west”. 

 
This statement is factually incorrect as Fratton Station is located approximately 620m 
west of the Neighbourhood Plan Area. 



 
Bus Network 
The Bus network quoted in the evidence base (on page 21) is from September 2017 and 
therefore may not reflect the latest position. 
 
 
Whilst it is evident that Covid-19 conditions will have changed the public transport 
provision, the evidence base should consider a more recent bus provision and shorter-
term proposals. 
 
Road Network and Congestion 
On Page 21 of the evidence base, it is explained that the A2030 is one of three routes 
onto and off Portsea Island linking Southsea with the mainland, and that: 
 

“It carries a heavy volume of traffic to and from the east side of the island which 
bottlenecks on reaching Milton. The Milton community is concerned with traffic 
capacity, congestion and fears on air pollution.” 
 

In evidencing these concerns, it is then stated that in 2015 the reported average daily: 
 

“motorised vehicular traffic at Velder Avenue on the A2030 was 21,118 
including 17,360 cars and taxis. In 2019 it was 21,447 including 17,457 cars and 
taxis”. 
 

To put this into context, this equates to approximately 420 vehicles a day, or a 2% 
increase, which is not considered to be significant and would be spread throughout the 
hours available and may, therefore, not be as prevalent as it is suggested. 
 
Deficiencies in Public Transport 
On page 26 of the evidence base the Route 13 bus service to the centre and east of the 
plan is cited as ‘poor’, and that this “prevents sustainable travel for a significant number 
of residents to Fratton Railway Station where there are good rail services”. 
 
This evidence is misleading as the Route 13 bus service was re-introduced in January 
2019 after a lengthy period of no provision. 
 
It is understood that it provides an hourly service Monday to Saturdays and a 2-hourly 
service on Sundays. As such it provides key services, especially within commuter time 
periods. 
 
A solution to improve the service could be for proportionate contributions from 
developments to assist with the increased frequency of the bus route in this area to aid 
sustainable trips. 
 
TSP1: Highway Capacity and Impacts 
 
In the supporting text to Policy TSP1, concerns are outlined regarding development 
proposals causing additional traffic and the potential for additional traffic to have a 
negative impact on highways capacity (page 19). 
 
In reference to this, Policy TSP1 outlines that: 



"Development that generates significant additional traffic movements will be 
supported only where it can be demonstrated that the highway capacity of 
roads linking the Milton Area to the wider Portsmouth area is adequate to 
accommodate any additional vehicle movements generated.” (underlines 
added) 
 

Despite this assertion, the Policy does not state what is considered to be a “significant 
additional” amount of traffic and how this can be quantified. 
 
It therefore leaves a question as to who determines what trip generation is significant, 
or not, and how a development can be assessed against the policy. 
 
Similarly, the term “adequate”, when referring to the highway capacity between the 
Milton Area and wider Portsmouth is therefore open to interpretation. 
 
Whilst National guidance documents such as the DfT Guidance on Transport 
Assessments (2007) provides starting points in determining the threshold for 
assessment of developments, professional judgement needs to be applied, especially in 
areas that already experience congestion. As such, the policy should be clear that both 
in terms of additional traffic and adequacy of nearby junctions that the methodology 
applied or threshold used in any analysis should be agreed with the Highway Authority, 
Portsmouth City Council, through appropriate scoping discussions. 
 
This is also applicable to assessment of transport related environmental impacts, which 
should reference established principles and guidance as set out documents such as the 
IEMA and DMRB. The policy should therefore include wording that developments 
should be reviewed on a case by case basis with early discussions with the Highway 
Authority to determine the appropriate quantitative and qualitative thresholds in 
deciding the level of assessment that may be required. The Milton Neighbourhood Plan 
(and associated evidence base) consider numerous junctions to be already operating at 
over capacity. 
 
Policy therefore expects new development mitigation to “fix” junctions if there is an 
historic issue. This is likely to be impractical, for viability reasons, and will prevent many 
sustainable developments from coming forward. This policy is therefore in conflict with 
the Paragraph 111 of the NPPF which states that: 
 

“Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if 
there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.” 
 

TSP2: Balanced Transport Provision 
 
In reference to parking standards, Policy TSP2(5) states that: 
 

“Parking Standards will be set at 0.75 spaces/1 bed unit; 1.25 spaces/2 & 3 bed 
units and 1.75 spaces/4 bed unit and above” 
 

The parking standards quoted vary from (a reduction of 0.25 spaces per unit type) 
Portsmouth’s adopted supplementary planning document (SPD) “Parking Standards and 
Transport Assessments” (July 2014). 



 
This ‘Parking Standards and Transport’ SPD is also referenced in Portsmouth Emerging 
Local Plan as to what parking standards should be met in the local authority area. 
 
No evidenced justification or clear reasoning is provided as to why the parking 
standards are set at lower levels in the Milton Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
There should also be consideration as to the location of developments within Milton 
area where these proposed parking standards could be applied, and whether the 
available sustainable transport options can provide necessary alternatives to private 
vehicle use. 
 
Implementation of this policy introduces risk in terms of potential parking overspill and 
on street parking availability. This draft policy should be amended to clarify how 
potential overspill parking onto wider streets would be controlled if lower standards; 
compared to other areas in Portsmouth, were to be adopted. 
 
TSP3: Footpaths and Cycling Routes 
 
Policy TSP3 (1) outlines that: 
 

“Development must not encroach onto footpaths or cycle routes or have any 
adverse impact on their setting, safety, amenity, or accessibility.” 
 

This policy does not allow for sufficient flexibility when considering development 
masterplanning and optioneering. 
 
There are circumstances where such encroachment is unavoidable and is acceptable if 
necessary improvements were delivered to ensure the usability of that route was not 
detrimentally affected. This policy should be amended to account for such 
circumstances 
 

Summary 
 
In summary it is considered that: 

• Some of the emerging policies and proposals contained within the Draft Milton 
Neighbourhood Plan are not compliant with strategic policies contained within 
the Development Plan, and/or are not consistent with national policy or 
guidance 

• There is a lack of evidence to support the mix of uses included in policy STJ1 
and the need for community facilities to be provided within the St James 
Hospital site is not evidenced 

• There is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that the polices relating to housing 
mix and typologies have had to viability and the impact that the retention of 
existing, curtilage listed, buildings would have on the deliverability of the 
development at St James 

• The interpretation of and response to the overall growth strategy for Milton, 
heritage, biodiversity, transport and masterplanning is inconsistent with 
national policy 



• Transport data included in the supporting evidence base is historic and draft 
transport policies require either clarification or greater flexibility to enable 
development to come forward. 

 
As such, it is considered that the current draft Milton Neighbourhood Plan does not 
meet the Basic Conditions in accordance with Paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and the Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations 2012 (as amended). 
 
Thank you for involving us in your consultation. Homes England are keen to continue 
working with the Neighbourhood Forum, as your plan evolves. Please do let us know if 
there is anything contained within our representations that you would like to discuss. 

Sharon Wringe As a resident of Milton for the last 30 years I have been seriously and increasingly 
concerned about government plans to over develop our small island city. Living in 
Milton we are lucky enough to live near an area of natural beauty Milton common.  
Surely protecting this environment is one of PCC priorities and responsibilities in this 
era of climate change. I therefore am totally behind and support Policy LAN1 and the 
proposed use of open space to extend Milton common. This plan conforms with 
National and Local Planning Policy; EU Environmental Law and human rights. This is by 
far the best plan to protect this area and I urge the planning committee to consider all 
the neighbourhood plan supporting comments.  
I also as most of the city support stop Aquind movement. 

Deborah Veals Dear PCC planning, 
 
The Milton Plan's strongest attribute is its recognition our green-spaces are too 
valuable to be surrendered to provide yet more housing development which would in 
any case, only stress these fragile green-spaces still further. 
 
The loss of community facilities and their replacement with housing on the St James' 
Hospital site over the last twenty odd years resulted in a loss to the community.  
 
St James' Hospital served as a community facility built with local funds for the local 
area. Over these last twenty-odd years green-spaces and sports pitches were sold off to 
yield 349 new dwellings and over 500 car-spaces onto an already congested road 
network which out of necessity became an Air Quality Management Area. 
 
That legacy is difficult to redress but the uses proposed in the Milton Plan for St James' 
Hospital in STJ1 on page 25 of the Policy section and MH1 on page 18, would help meet 
the Basic Conditions of National Planning Policy to "conserve and enhance the historic 
environment" and "making effective use of land". The site offers opportunities to 
permanently secure Local Green Spaces through LGS 1;2; and 3 as referred to in ENV1 
on page 16. 
 
It would be a pity to lose the Child Development Centre and Harbour School, and the 
green-space to the south, but I understand it is subject to a planning application for 107 
homes and 173 car-spaces by Homes England. That is symptomatic of the "progress" 
we're suffering with these days. This site would have been perfect for a new school and 
as such, wouldn't have stressed the Locksway Road/Milton Road junction because local 
children from the new and existing housing estates could have walked or cycled there 
in relative safety.  
 



The Transport Policies TSP1; 2; and 3; on page 21 are supported and, assuming they are 
successful at Examination, should mitigate against the loss of St James' for medical or 
educational use. I have concerns about the effectiveness of TSP2 because the 
incremental development we have suffered with in recent years on the site has ignored 
the cumulative effect on the local roads. The Evidence text on page 12 under "The 
development and Character of Milton's Housing" articulates the issue perfectly. 
However, TSP2 seems to be looking at the design of development to accommodate cars 
and cycles but the problem in Portsmouth is that there are already far too many cars in 
too small a place. Gov't data indicates Vehicle Registrations in 2019 were over 129,000, 
(Evidence Section page 21) but the City is only 15 sq miles, That equates to 8,600/sq 
mile. 2019 Road traffic data show 827 million miles were travelled in Portsmouth. In 
that same year DEFRA imposed on the Council a requirement to reduce pollution levels 
to within legally safe limits. That was a Council objective for about fifteen consecutive 
years and notwithstanding the political opposition to impose it, the impacts on health 
cannot be ignored because, being the most densely populated City in the UK, more of 
us are exposed to it.  
 
The schools in Milton have required expansion in recent years to accommodate the 
population increases, especially arising from St James'. However, they've been 
expanded with prefab classroom blocks at the expense of the loss of playground space. 
Childhood obesity levels in the City are above the national average by almost 30% at 
age 10, using 2019 PHE Data and much of that will be caused by the absence of 
playground space to freely run around in. The Evidence Section on page 17 explains the 
disconnect between reactivity to obvious consequences and the absence of long-term 
planning to prevent shortfalls in school-places. 
The three Primary Schools in the Neighbourhood Plan area are difficult to secure places 
in, and the overspill is in Langstone School for those nearest Milton Common. However, 
this requires negotiating the A2030 barrier which only has two crossings, both of which 
are heavily prioritised in favour of motorists to reduce pollution levels to within "safe" 
limits. In effect the children are not only kept waiting by the roadside longer than they 
should becoming exposed to greater harm, (sometimes in the wind and rain) , the 
delays mean they also fall outside of the "20 Minute Neighbourhood" accessibility 
objectives.  
 
The term "safe" is relative because the City Council has to reduce the pollution readings 
by 16% to avoid breaching National Air Quality Objectives according to their Annual 
Status Report of 2020. 
 
I accept the Milton Plan's initiative for a school on Langstone Campus (see page 30 and 
32 in the Policies Section) may have been challenged in the Habitats Reg'n Assessment, 
but that use could conserve the Brent Geese feeding areas more readily than any other 
use because the fields would be well managed for Summer Sports. The site's past use 
was for education anyway, albeit commencing when the Habitat conservation wasn't as 
widely appreciated, or designated in International Law. 
 
Milton's Secondary School is situated just north of the Plan area next to Milton 
Cometary and to access it, the A2030 junction with Milton Road in the middle of 
AQMA9 has to be negotiated. This is a desperately difficult crossing for children as well 
as highly toxic, so any opportunities to provide a "Through School" at Langstone 
Campus from Primary age to year 11 over the lifetime of the Plan would be very 
welcome.  



 
The Milton Plan's aspirations to extend Milton Common (page 31 in the Policies 
Section) could still be realised with a school-use which would meet the Basic Conditions 
objectives of "conserving and enhancing the natural environment". The Covid 
"Lockdowns" exposed the true value of open spaces to physical and mental well-being 
and the supporting text explaining the "Rationale" (see page 30 of the Policies) for a 
Milton Common extension. Portsmouth's prime asset must be its coastline, so to 
enhance its visual amenity with green-space would be of tremendous benefit to Milton 
residents and citizens of Portsmouth generally. 

Veronica 
Knight 

Hello 
As a Milton resident I would like to convey my support for the Plan currently under 
consultation. I think it is the most realistic option we can hope for and appreciate the 
work that links it into current legislation and environmental planning. Although I would 
oppose the loss of the smallest amount of green space or tree in the area, I realise 
some development is inevitable. I believe it is important to plan for the future needs of 
the community whilst maintaining the atmosphere of the area. In an already 
overcrowded area with pollution and infrastructure problems, the demands of the 
market should take a back seat and I feel it is up to our political representatives to fight 
this issue with Central Govt., NHS Property Services and the University. 
It is important to keep options for community care and health going forward. In terms 
of housing I would advocate covenants on any new build which favour local people. I 
see properties for sale in Devon for 75% market value for local people (working in the 
area), which are 75% market value when sold. If Devon has a case for doing this, I am 
sure Portsmouth has. I also think the vehicle free homes need to be considered, where 
people cannot register a vehicle nor get parking permits. If not possible under current 
legislation, again perhaps our political representatives could lead on this. 
I would have also liked to have seen an undertaking for a maximum height in any one 
development and that depending on the immediate surrounding area. Generally 2 
storey, 4 storey absolute max. 

Public Health 
(PCC) 

Milton Neighbourhood Plan Consultation: Public Health Response October 2021 
 
1. Overarching Response 
Public Health welcomes the Milton Neighbourhood Plan and supports its vision and 
policies, particularly the position taken on new development impact on air quality, 
green space and sustainable travel, and further welcome the clearly evidenced links 
between health, green space, pollution, sustainable design, climate change and 
biodiversity. This evidence could be strengthened with specific health data for Milton 
which is available from PCC's Joint Strategic Needs Assessment and ward level Health 
Profiles - Report - Ward (portsmouth.gov.uk) . Public Health can facilitate any further 
data needs. 
The wider determinants of health are just that however - broader than access to green 
space alone. Housing, transport, employment, accessibility etc etc all influence health 
outcomes. It is important to ensure that the MNP has made the link in its principles and 
policy provisions related to housing mix, affordability and sustainable development to 
this broad impact of development proposals on community health and wellbeing. Plan 
makers may wish to use any of the following text (cited as PCC Public Health 2021 - the 
text isn't in a published document as yet, but drawn from others if a clear reference is 
needed) to strengthen the Milton Neighbourhood Plan and to demonstrate how it is: 
 

• meeting national policy as set out in NPPF Chp 8 Promoting Healthy and Safe 
Communities;  



• conforms with the adopted local plan policy PCS14 A Healthy City. 
 
Reference to the city's Health and Wellbeing Strategy (currently being refreshed to 
include specific priorities in relation to physical activity, active travel, air quality, climate 
change/sustainability and housing) would provide a further policy base to support the 
Neighbourhood Plan in relation to all of its stated Aims, in particular Aim A. 
 

Our health is determined by our genetics, lifestyle, the health care we receive and our wider 
economic, physical and social environment. The Marmot Review showed that poor health does 
not arise by chance and is not simply attributable to genetic make-up, unhealthy lifestyles and a 
lack of access to medical care, important as these factors are. Differences in health reflect the 
differing social, environmental and economic conditions of local communities. The influence of 
these “wider determinants” on health requires preventative policy interventions focused on the 
root causes of ill health. Tackling these conditions determining people’s health outcomes requires 
action well beyond the influence of the NHS and health services. 
 
Although estimates vary, it is these wider determinants (by this we mean everything outside of 
health care and genetics) that have the largest influence. The principle of health inequalities 
states that those who are most economically, environmentally and socially disadvantaged are 
also those more likely to experience poorer health, live longer with chronic conditions and have 
lower life expectancy. This is a fundamental concept that must underpin urban development and 
regeneration. 
 
The Portsmouth Health and Wellbeing Strategy (2018-21) (currently being refreshed) 
39ecognizes that inequalities can be identified according to where people live, and that this is 
particularly true in some areas where there are high levels of deprivation and need. Action on 
health inequalities requires improving the lives of those with the worst health outcomes, fastest. 
 
Put simply, people who have good quality and secure jobs and housing in the communities where 
they have families and social networks stay healthier, feel happier and live longer. In order for 
them to secure work, homes and relationships, they need a good start in life, support when they 
have problems, and care when they need it. When these conditions exist, areas are attractive to 
investors and visitors, creating more opportunities for residents, and more resources that can be 
directed to support the most vulnerable. 
 
Building health into our urban environments is a vital step towards delivering longer term 
improvements in health across the whole of society by tackling some of the biggest drivers of 
health inequality – housing, how places work and how people use them.. This can be as important 
as investment in medical interventions as we seek to address some of the causes of poor health 
from the outset. These include: air and noise pollution, places that feel unsafe and the perception 
of crime, lack of social networks, lack of quality green/open spaces, areas which intensify social 
isolation, unsafe transport or poor accessibility, few opportunities for healthy activities such as 
walking and cycling, the aesthetic of neighbourhoods, lighting, antisocial parking and road 
crossing/traffic density. 

 

 
2. Health Impact Assessment 
 
Public Health seeks to ensure that positive opportunities from development are 
optimised and that any unintended consequences do not have a disproportionate 
impact upon the population especially those more at risk from health inequalities. 
 
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is an essential assessment for any development 
proposal to demonstrate that it will not have negative implications for the physical 
health and mental wellbeing of both existing communities in the vicinity, as well as the 
future residents of the new development. Health Impact Assessment is a tool through 
which development can: 
 

• understand the local community health needs and demonstrate how it can 
support these; 

http://healthsustainabilityplanning.co.uk/planners/why-address-health-through-planning/marmot-review-reducing-health-inequalities/
https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/hlth-health-and-wellbeing-strategy-2018-2021.pdf


• demonstrate how it has considered health inequalities; 
• meet the requirements of the 2017 EIA regulations for human health; 
• meet the various requirements of the NPPF, Chapter 8 - in particular paragraph 

91; 
• meets the policy requirements of the Portsmouth Local Plan that major 

development proposals undertake an HIA; 
• demonstrate the opportunities of a proposal and how a development has been 

positively planned.   
 
I recommend that an amendment is made to the Neighbourhood Plan to ensure 
compliance with the current adopted Local Plan policy PCS14 A Healthy City, which sets 
out a requirement for all major development to undertake a Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA). This would: 
 

• Support development in demonstrating how it satisfies Aim A of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and the broader aspirations of the plan for a healthy local 
community. 

• Enable a broader assessment of the impact of proposed development on local 
community health and wellbeing matters such as active travel, air pollution, 
mental wellbeing and physical health, and would require development to 
consider this in the context of inequalities, poor health outcomes and the 
opportunities for health improvement. 

• Offer a way in which for the local community to seek assurance on  such 
matters. 

• Discharge the EIA 2017 revised regulations (transposed into UK law) with 
regards the consideration of human health, through an assessment which 
focuses on communities rather than from a mainly environmental perspective. 

 
The HIA requirement is particularly relevant with regards to St James' Hospital Site, 
applications for which I believe are yet to be determined and have already had HIA's 
requested. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan may wish to incorporate an amended requirement around HIA 
within PLD1 - Sustainable Design. This would align with the HIA policy in the 
Portsmouth Draft Local Plan (as set out in the Reg 18 consultation document) which 
specifies the need for HIA in Draft Development Management Policy D3: Pollution, 
Health & Amenity, and also in the supporting text for Draft Development Management 
policy D2: Sustainable Design and Construction. 
 
3. Air Quality 
 
Whilst it is better to reduce air pollution at source than mitigate the consequences, 
every new development will have an impact on air quality, usually by increasing 
emissions from buildings or from traffic generation. The links between poor air quality, 
human health, and the environment are well documented and is classed by Public 
Health England as a major public health risk alongside cancer, heart disease and 
obesity.  
 
 It is very encouraging to see this issue being articulated in the Milton Neighbourhood 
Plan and fully support the text outlined in paragraph 4 on page 19 of the Policies 
document. There may be opportunities to strengthen this position: 



 
• Pages 19-20 of the Policies document could be supplemented with health 

evidence in relation to active travel, air quality and the links to physical health 
and mental wellbeing. Public Health can facilitate this. 

• Policy TSP1 - could this policy also address the issue of cumulative impact? 
Often, the transport modelling and air quality assessments for sole 
development proposals will be found acceptable in planning terms, but this 
may not be the case if all development proposals for an area were considered 
together. This may be particularly relevant for St James' Hospital sites. 

 
Air quality assessments for planning purposes most often focus on mitigation of 
increased emissions generated by new development - and often by 'soft' measures. 
What often isn’t considered is the mitigation of exposure of new communities to air 
pollution regardless of its source, nor the mitigation of exposure of existing 
communities to increased air pollution arising from the development itself.  
 
With that in mind, the Public Health view is that as the development proposals emerge, 
consideration is given to Public Health England’s 2019 “net health gain” principles  
which, if adopted, intend to deliver an overall benefit to people’s public health. In effect 
this means that any new development should be clean by design, incorporating 
interventions into design to reduce emissions, exposure to pollutants and contribute to 
better air quality management; applicable irrespective of air quality assessments.  
 
The Milton Neighbourhood Plan may wish to recommend that these principles are 
considered in addition to standard methodologies. 

 


