Notes of Public Meeting held on 5 December 2024

The Strategy Working Group presented a comprehensive overview of their draft concept to
address the village housing need. An audience of over 150 residents were then given the
opportunity to ask questions. Further questions were submitted post-meeting to the Chair
of the PC via email. All questions are listed below; where there was more than one question
about the same topic, they are combined into a single item covering all the aspects
described.

The CPC website has recorded the relevant activities undertaken by SWG over several years,
and these have been regularly detailed in the monthly (or so) Strategy Working Group
(SWG) reports to the PC, the annual Parish Assembly and the Community Magazine. A list of
those submissions is on the website as part of the public record of this meeting.

Infrastructure

1. Question: Water supply, disposal and pressure are real issues for the village, but any
required improvements are unlikely to be a priority even with the prospect of an additional
20+ new homes. Would enhancements be accelerated if we declared now that site would
comprise 150 houses? What measures can be taken to improve the situation in the
short/medium term? Won’t new homes simply exacerbate the current problem?

Answer: Chilbolton is joining forces with other Villages to negotiate with and apply
pressure on Southern Water and SSEN to look at innovative ways of improving their services,
for instance via the new GB Energy Local Power Plan.

2. Question: We feel this village has done more than its fair share of new development
over the years, such that its infrastructure is now stretched to the limit. This includes an
overstretched sewage system, an unreliable water system, and limited power available to
accommodate heat pumps/car charging.

Answer: The key issue is that the new Government has raised TVBC’s housing target by 75%
from 524 to 921 homes per year for at least the next 5 years. In Spring 2024, the draft 2040
Local Plan did not impose any targets on the rural villages; given the new Government
targets, the SWG now expects TVBC to state that the villages must take their full share since
both Andover and Romsey have no more space to offer. On the issues of utilities, the SWG
plans negotiations in conjunction with other villages with the utility providers to improve
their services, recognising that this will not be straightforward.

Amenities

3. Question: The Neighbourhood Development Plan, including the settlement
boundary, and lack of appropriate infrastructure were major objections raised by the Parish
Council regarding the proposed Test Valley Farm development. What has changed? Parish
Council minutes show these discussions pre-date the change of government.

Answer: Three of the PC’s objections to Test Valley Farm were based on its contravention of
Chilbolton Neighbourhood Plan (CNP) policy HD1 to build a mix of 1, 2 and 3-bed homes,
poor access along Little Drove Road, and the inadequate road layout within the site. All these
objections were supported by the independent Planning Inspector, and none apply to this
proposal.



4. Question: it is impossible to “move" a village centre; the plan would merely add
more houses to Upper Chilbolton, thus further exacerbating the overstretched
infrastructure problems. The existing facilities in Lower Chilbolton (church/pub/cafe) will
still exist, so this plan will add to the overall traffic issues and reinforce the drift towards two
separate villages, Upper and Lower Chilbolton, which we see as undesirable.

Answer: It is obviously true that the church and pub will remain where they are with the
attendant parking problems, but the shop and café could move, subject to resident’s
approval. The SWG does not perceive a two villages issue, as you describe it.

5. Question: It is common knowledge that, currently, commercial viability of the
existing shop is precarious. What are the prospects for its future?

Answer: Dialogue continues with the current owner and some level of funding is being
provided by the PC. However, this does not guarantee future survival.

6. Question: There are no educational facilities in the village - playgroup/nursery/
primary school and very limited public transport is available.

Answer: Wherwell School has more than adequate provision for more Chilbolton children for
the next few years as it nominal roll is falling. There are currently 133 on the roll, of which 48
are from Wherwell and Chilbolton and 85 are mainly from Andover. Falling birth rates are
likely to see the school having more vacancies; it needs more in-catchment children to secure
its future. The next draft of our Vision 2100 statement will emphasise that the continuation
of the school bus service is essential; it will also mention the need or opportunity to start
playgroups and/or a nursey for the younger children.

Road access

7. Question: Have all vehicle access options been assessed, for example direct from
Martin’s Lane?

Answer: For now, the builder will be required to use upper Drove Road for access and not

route traffic through the village. The longer-term options are being assessed in some detail.
The significant area of land between the development site and Martin’s Lane is owned by a
different landowner; there might be risks in starting to develop that site by building a road.

8. Question: We already have heavier traffic than is safe when much of the village is
without pavements. Many people walk their dogs along upper Drove Road, which is very
narrow in places, so vehicles could not pass them safely. What arrangements would be
made for them?

Answer: The project would include improved footpaths to and from the proposed site. The
SWG will continue to look at further reducing the significant hazards to those walking down
Drove Road and along Village Street today.

9. Question: How realistic is it that the only route for construction traffic will be via
Martins Lane/ Thirt Way and along upper Drove Road before entering Eastman’s Field to
ensure the centre of the Village is avoided? Moreover, isn’t upper Drove Road a bridle
way?

Answer: The road has been used as a road, not a bridleway, for over 80 years by residents
and tradesmen’s vehicles; however, its official classification has not been changed. CPC will
apply immediately to HCC Highways to have the status amended. Initially, the builder would



be asked to grade the road for his own use. At some stage, the road would need to be
upgraded to a permanent way and adopted by HCC Highways as per normal practice for new
housing.

10. Question: Upgrading Drove Road from the observatory to Thirt Way would be
counterproductive because it is likely to be used as a through route for traffic from outside
the village, increasing rather than easing traffic problems. Further, the cost of such an
upgrade would far outweigh the benefits; it would need a very large housing estate
development to support the cost of a mile long road to highways standard.

Answer: Chilbolton is not an obvious through road to anywhere in the local area. The cost of
a highway standard road is being investigated now, and alternatives being considered.

Site selection

11. Questions: The proposed site was rejected as a SHELAA by TVBC. What has changed?
Who owns the blue shaded area (around the Observatory) — if it is Government land, could
they build on it anyway?

Answer: Recent discussions with TVBC have been both positive and encouraging about the
site which was not the case when discussed with them in 2014. Building on Observatory land
is not allowed since the site hosts a European scientific network which forbids encroachment
for the foreseeable future.

12, Question: What evidence can be provided that all options for the site were
thoroughly researched and tested? Were any alternatives overlooked?

Answer: Land is offered for development by landowners using the SHELAA process; other
land might exist but is not being made available so cannot be considered. The SWG applied
TVBC’s assessment criteria to all the SHELAA’s in the village and found that this site was the
only one that satisfied all the criteria. The SWG assessment will be published on the PC
website shortly.

13. Question: A figure of 300 houses has been quoted from SHELAA 389 on the TVBC
website and has been circulated on ‘fly posters’ to the consternation of many who do not
want to ‘live in a town’. Does the number have any substance?

Answer: No substance at all; there would be insufficient land for that many homes to the
spatial standards which the PC policy requires. The current estimate is between 90-120
homes, depending on the precise layout. Mayfly Homes, quoted by some at the meeting, is
owned by the Painters but is in the process of being closed down as a company.

14. Question: Given the outlined proposals for possible enhancement to facilities will
this not encourage the provision of increased housing in the future?

Answer: That is certainly a risk, but not to Phase 1. The SWG, and subsequently the CLT, will
assess that risk before making applications as the project evolves.

15. Question: the CNP expressed the desire for only up to 20 smaller type

houses expressly within the existing settlement boundary. No approval for this next phase
has been made by the village and proceeding to pre-planning stage now would not be in
compliance.

Answer: The NDP policy HOO1 supported small scale residential development providing a
mix of 1-3 bedroom homes within the Settlement Boundary. However, there is nowhere
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within the settlement boundary that can cope with the endorsed 10+10 build. Section 7.12
stated that larger developments were subject strict planning controls (see next question).
The pre-app simply explores the considerations the PC would need to address when it
proceeded to an outline application; it implies no commitment to do so.

16. Question: The site for the proposed 10 + 10 + 5 self build plots is outside the existing
Village Settlement Boundary. Can this be achieved without a Village referendum?

Answer: Yes. TVBC Local Plan COM8, CNP Policy HD1 and TVBC Local Plan draft 2040 HOU4
provide guidance on how this can be achieved. Any developer could use this mechanism.

Project initiation and management

17. Question: For this project to proceed it relies on co-operation and collaboration with
several partners including TVBC, who from experience have at times proved to be unreliable
and frequently imposed their own requirements at the expense of identified needs of
community-led plans. What level of trust can we afford TVBC?

Answer: Currently, the CNP trumps TVBC Local Plan for developments in Chilbolton unless
any new Government mandates come into force that take precedence. The new Government
announcements suggest that neighbourhoods having agreed plans would not be forced to
accept more houses. If the PC do not put forward a proposal, there is a high risk that TVBC
would impose one of their own without consultation.

18. Question: any Pre-App is premature at present until a CLT is formed and funding and
grants for affordable housing have been identified and a full business case has been
prepared.

Answer: The PC cannot generate a meaningful business case until it understands all the
issues it needs to address (and therefore fund). The purpose of the pre-app is to identify
those issues. No grants can be obtained until the CLT is formed, but its Trust Deed must
contain adequate detail of the development the CLT will oversee; again, the pre-app will
inform that detail. The PC therefore intends to submit the pre-app and initiate the CLT in
parallel, minimising expenditure until grants can be obtained from Government to cover
these planning costs for affordable housing and hopefully also for the professional team.

19. Question: Initiating the project requires a detailed submission including setting up a
Community Land Trust/ Housing Association and preparing Outline Planning documents.
Where is the money coming from and who carries the risk?

Answer: Once a CLT/Housing Association is established there will opportunity to bid for local
and central Government grants to cover the cost of planning applications and beyond. In the
longer term, affordable rents and sales of self -build plots and downsize properties would
finance the scheme. Once complete, the infrastructure would be adopted by the Highways
Authority and utility providers (Southern Water, SSEN, etc).

20. Question: The Potential Developer, not the Parish Council, should be submitting Pre-
App and once submitted, the Parish Council should with absolute full transparency inform
villagers how big the development could be (up to 300 houses over 10 years in the SHELLA
Site 389 Submission). The Parish Council’s role is to represent residents, not a private sector
developer. Council partnering the developer, as the Parish Council has no access to funding
to offer to finance development, and is also in direct conflict with the referendum approved,



Chilbolton Neighbourhood Plan to 2030, requirement not to expand the Settlement
Boundary with enough land to build up to 300 houses?

Answer: See previous answers.
Finance and funding

21. Question: Please can you confirm whether a business case has been developed? |
would like to understand how the proposed improvements to services will be delivered in a
timely manner. Services are already over-stretched and some of the issues need to be
resolved before, not after, any further homes are built.

Answer: No business case has yet been developed for the reasons stated above.
Negotiations with the utility providers will proceed in parallel with the pre-app.

22. Question: Will the potential occupants of the affordable and downsize homes be
‘means tested’?

Answer: For the affordable houses, the CLT would apply a similar formula to that operated
by TVBC. The eligibility criteria for downsize houses is still under discussion.

23. Question: If the Village proceeds towards a Community Trust how will the
professional costs associated with it be funded?

Answer: CPC has set aside some funding to commence this work while government grants
are sought from the relevant fund. A solicitor will be required to check the Trust Deed; that
work will also qualify for government grant.

24. Question: What level of assurance can the Village have that it will retain full
control of the project and it not be taken over by other interested parties, not least by an
‘opportunistic’ developer?

Answer: When the CLT is established, it will replace the SWG for this housing project. A
legally binding contract will be drawn up between the CLT and the landowner for the whole
site. Applications for Charity and Housing Association status will be made. The latter will
allow the CLT to apply for Local and National grants. The CLT will be responsible for
appointing the contractor, and the development would accord with the guidance in the CNP
which was reinforced in the recent referendum. There would be no developer profit in the
cost of houses.

25. Question: What is the proposed application procedure for downsize properties?
Answer: Contact Chairman or Parish Clerk of CPC who hold a list of applicants.
26. Question: How soon might the first downsize houses be available for occupation?
Answer: Possibly by January 2028.

Records of Strategy Group Meetings

27. Question: No Strategy Working Group minutes have been posted on the PC website
and could be construed as lacking openness and transparency. Further, there would be a
‘democratic process deficit’ if no referendum were planned.

Answer: As stated above, the CPC website has recorded all the relevant activities undertaken
by SWG over a number of years, and these have been regularly detailed in the monthly (or



s0) SWG reports to the PC, the annual Parish Assembly and the Community Magazine. A list
of those submissions is on the website as part of the public record of this meeting.



