Test Valley=

Borough Council

Chilbolton Parish Council Planning and Building Service
c/o Southern Planning Practice Ltd Beech Hurst
Youngs Yard Weyhill Road

. Andover, Hants SP10 3AJ
Church Fields Telephone 01264 368000

Twyford Minicom 01264 368052
S0O21 INN Web site www.testvalley.gov.uk

Sent via email to: andy@southernplanning.co.uk

Contact: Miss Emma Jones
Telephone: 01264 368162

E-mail: planning@testvalley.gov.uk
Your ref:

Our ref: 25/00258/PREAPN

Date: 30t June 2025

Dear Chilbolton Parish Council,

PROPOSAL.: Pre-application advice request for the construction of 25 dwellings
LOCATION: Land Northeast Of Drove Road

Drove Road

Chilbolton

Hampshire

Thank you for your pre-application enquiry, initially registered on the 10" February 2025. Itis
noted that updated information was submitted on the 8™ April 2025, and it is these
documents that the Parish Council wish to receive comments on.

Applications are considered with regard to the Test Valley Borough Revised Local Plan 2016
(RLP). Any policies referred to within this response in respect of the proposals can be
viewed on the Council’s website (link below).

Revised Local Plan (DPD) | Test Valley Borough Council

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration to this proposal,
which was revised in December 2024.

The Chilbolton Neighbourhood Development Plan (CNDP) and Chilbolton Village Design
Statement (VDS) are also relevant (links below).

Chilbolton Neighbourhood Plan | Test Valley Borough Council

Chilbolton VDS SPD | Test Valley Borough Council



https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planningpolicy/local-development-framework/dpd
https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planningpolicy/neighbourhood-planning/made-neighbourhood-plans/chilbolton-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planningpolicy/village-design-statements/chilboltonvds
mailto:andy@southernplanning.co.uk
http://www.testvalley.gov.uk/

Principle of development

The site of the proposed development is located within the countryside as defined by RLP
inset map 18. RLP policy COM2 sets out that development in the countryside will only be
permitted if; a) it is appropriate in the countryside as set out in other RLP policies; or b) it is
essential for the proposal to be located in the countryside.

RLP policy COMS8 is one such policy referenced by criteria a) of RLP policy COM2, and
permits development for rural affordable housing. It is noted that the pre-application
submission makes reference to this policy, however as the proposals would make provision
for open market dwellings and not solely affordable housing, this policy is not considered to
be relevant in this instance.

RLP policy COM9 is also a policy referenced by criteria a) of RLP policy COM2, and allows
for community led development schemes in the countryside. This is considered to be
relevant to the proposals, based on the information submitted. Policy COM9 sets out that
community led development will be permitted if:

a) the proposal is supported by evidence that there is a need for the development to
maintain or enhance the sustainability of the settlement through the delivery of
community benefit; and

b) it is demonstrated that the community has been involved in the preparation of the
proposal; and

c) it is demonstrated that the community supports the proposal; and

d) the proposal, if for residential development, helps meet the affordable housing need
of the parish in accordance with the thresholds contained within policy COM7 and
local evidence and restrictions contained within policy COMS.

The principle of community led development that provides wider community benefits, with the
involvement of a Community Land Trust and full local engagement and support, is a delivery
model that is appropriate under RLP policy COM9.

To comply with RLP policy COM9 and its requirements, any future planning application would
need to demonstrate how it would meet each of the above criteria, and would need to be
supported by clear evidence and data to show community support and the future ongoing
community benefits associated with the proposal, for the longer term. Further guidance on
this is contained within the supporting text to RLP policy COM9, and within the Planning
Policy Officer’s consultation response, which | would endorse to you (attached).

RLP policy COM9 refers to the thresholds for affordable housing provision, as described in
RLP policy COM7, which for an application at this location would be for at least 40% of
dwellings to be affordable. This level of provision is proposed. The provision of affordable
housing is clearly a positive benefit of the scheme, particularly if it meets the specific local
need. However, this does not in itself provide sufficient justification for the proposal as a
whole, without clear evidence to demonstrate that the scheme is community driven, and
designed to deliver specified and measurable benefits that have been established through
local consultation and an assessment of local needs and community requirements.

The community benefits in particular should be clearly identified. The submission identifies a
site for a potential shop and/or medical centre as a possible community benefit. No evidence
has been submitted to demonstrate that that these proposed uses are deliverable or viable



(for example, would there realistically be demand by an operator of a medical centre in this
location, and what implications might there be on the existing village shop as an existing
community facility), or desired/supported by the community, and we would expect additional
engagement with residents about what they would want to see delivered as a community
benefit. It would also be expected that any community benefits arising from the scheme are
delivered in full at an early stage of the development, in order to demonstrate compliance
with RLP policy COM9. Essentially, any policy COM9 development needs to deliver above
and beyond any conventional housing development in terms of its benefits.

At present, on the basis of the above, it cannot be concluded at this time that the proposed
development would comply with the requirements of RLP policy COM9, and thus also policy
COM2. There are, however, other material considerations, which are discussed in more
detail below.

Housing Land Supply (HLS)

Paragraph 78 of the NPPF (December 2024) requires authorities to demonstrate a minimum
five year housing supply, against their housing requirement set out in strategic policies in the
adopted Local Plan, or against their local housing need using the Government’s standard
method calculation as set out in national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) where these
adopted local plans are more than five years old, unless these strategic policies have been
reviewed and found not to require updating. Following publication on the December 2024
NPPF and latest standard method, the housing requirement as set out in the adopted Local
Plan is now considered out of date with regard to NPPF para.78. The housing requirement in
the adopted Local Plan is now far lower than the standard method calculation of local
housing need, and therefore no longer compatible with this. The HLS calculation is therefore
made against the latest standard method calculation of 934 homes per year as the local
housing need figure and this has been used to provide the target five year requirement.

A further significant implication of the updated NPPF is that the Council should now monitor
HLS on a Borough-wide basis and cease using a split HLS figures (i.e. split between two
separate Northern Test Valley and Southern Test Valley housing market areas (or HMAS))
because this approach is no longer compliant with the updated NPPF, which refers to
establishing a housing requirement for the ‘whole area’ (NPPF Para.69) and that housing
supply should be identified and updated annually against the strategic requirement (NPPF
Para.78). The Council is therefore required to demonstrate a minimum of 5 years housing
land supply (HLS) with a 5% buffer (NPPF Para.78b) Borough-wide. An assessment of the
HLS position as at 1 April 2024 has been undertaken, in accordance with the NPPF
December 2024 and December 2024 local housing need figure, which is 2.76 years of
supply. This is reported against a target of 5.00 years.

In the absence of a positive 5 year HLS position (NPPF footnote 8), the ‘presumption in
favour of sustainable development’ is triggered when determining planning applications for a
net increase in homes, in line with provisions set out in the NPPF at paragraph 11. This
means there is now a presumption in favour of development in principle (NPPF Para.11d)
which will apply for decision taking unless the presence of protected areas or assets of
particular importance (for landscape, heritage, nature conservation, local green space, and
areas at risk of flooding or coastal change) provides a strong reason for refusal; or adverse
impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits assessed against the
NPPF having particular regard to sustainable locations, making effective use of land,
securing well-designed place and providing affordable homes. Therefore, applying the ‘tilted



balance’ (NPPF Para.11d) is now a key factor to consider in decision taking for applications
for a net increase in homes, and will need to be applied with regard to each application, as
appropriate.

Tilted balance

The weight to the conflict of the proposals with RLP policy COM2 and the site’s location in
the open countryside is now limited given that this policy is out of date, given the Council’s
HLS figure of 2.76 years. Consideration therefore needs to be given to any benefits of the
proposed development, and whether the site would be in a sustainable location.

The Settlement Hierarchy at RLP Table 7 identifies Chilbolton as a Rural Village, where
windfall and community led developments are deemed to be appropriate. In respect of the
sustainability of the location of the site, it is immediately adjacent to and wraps around the
settlement boundary for Chilbolton, as defined by RLP inset map 18. The site is adjacent to
the village hall, and is within 1km of the centre of the village, which contains community
facilities such as a church, public house and a shop/tearoom/post office, and provides access
to other public amenities, such as Chilbolton Common and the recreation ground. However,
it is noted that there is not a continuous footway running along Drove Road to provide a safe
route for pedestrians from the site to the village centre, and there would be a reliance on the
use of private vehicles by any occupants of this site to access services and facilities
elsewhere. It may be that highway improvement works would be required to address this
matter (subject to consultation with the Highway Authority), or measures could perhaps be
put forward as a community benefit. Should a planning application be submitted for the
development of this site, this should be accompanied by robust evidence and justification on
the overall sustainability of the site.

Draft Local Plan 2042, Revised Regulation 18 and Regulation 18, Stage 2

Further to the above commentary, the Draft Local Plan 2042 Revised Regulation 18
published for public consultation between 27 June and 5 September 2025 (Draft Local Plan
2042 | Test Valley Borough Council), identifies how the Council is seeking to meet the
Government’s increase in local housing need as calculated by the revised Standard Method.
This document focuses solely on matters related to addressing the increase in our housing
needs. It includes proposed sites for allocation to meet these needs. For other matters, the
Council’s position is as set out in the Regulation Stage 2 document, published for public
consultation between 6 February and 2 April 2024. As the draft Local Plan is at a relatively
early stage in its preparation, limited weight can currently be accorded to its content.

That said, the Draft Local Plan 2042 Policy NA25 (Land to the north east of Drove Road,
Chilbolton) is of some relevance to this pre-application, as it proposes to allocate the pre-
application site, and additional land surrounding it, for a community led housing allocation of
approximately 65 dwellings. It is acknowledged that that any future planning application at
the site may be considered against the policies of the 2042 Local Plan, subject to the stage
of its preparation at that time. This pre-application response is, however, based on the
current RLP.

Other material planning considerations

Notwithstanding the above, | have attached consultation responses from the following
Officers of the Council and Hampshire County Council for your consideration, and | would


https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planningpolicy/local-development-framework/draft-local-plan-2040
https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planningpolicy/local-development-framework/draft-local-plan-2040

concur with the comments made; Planning Policy (various RLP policies), Landscape (RLP
policies E1 and E2), Trees (RLP policy E2), Archaeology (RLP policy E9), Housing (RLP
policies COM7 and COM9), and Ecology (RLP policy E5).

| do not intend to elaborate on these matters other than the general comments below, given
that the proposed plans are not detailed at this stage and no technical information has been
submitted. Some of the consultation comments do relate to the proposals as initially
submitted with this pre-application enquiry, but | consider that they remain relevant and
helpful to guide any future development of this site.

Character and appearance

Further to the comments made by the Council’s Landscape Officer, it is considered that any
development at this site should be landscape led, taking into account views from the
surrounding Public Rights of Way network (as well as other more localised public views) and
respecting the edge of countryside location, and providing a robust planting scheme
incorporating legacy trees and avoiding extensive areas of hardstanding and inappropriate
boundary treatments.

Loss of agricultural land

The submission sets out that the agricultural land classification of the site is Grade 3b, which
is moderate quality. Any future planning application would need to be accompanied by an
agricultural land classification assessment to evidence this, noting the NPPF guidance in
respect of the loss of best and most versatile land.

Water management

Any future planning application would need to be supported by a flood risk and drainage
assessment/strategy. The Lead Local Flood Authority (Hampshire County Council), the
Environment Agency, and Southern Water would be consulted if a planning application were
to be submitted, however please note that they offer their own pre-application advice
services, should you wish to take further advice on these proposals prior to any formal
submission. To confirm, they have not been consulted on this pre-application enquiry.

Whilst the site is within Flood Zone 1 (the zone with the lowest probability of river flooding), it
is noted that parts of the highway running parallel with the southern boundary of the site are
at risk from surface water flooding, which would need to be taken into consideration.

Highways

Please note that pre-application advice is now a chargeable service operated by Hampshire
County Council, details of which can be found at the following link, and you would be
encouraged to engage with this service:
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/preapplication

In respect of parking within the site, Policy HD5 of the CNDP is of relevance, and | would
also draw your attention to the requirements of RLP policy T2. This policy sets out that
parking provisions should be well designed and appropriately located so as to be convenient
to users, and the supporting text provides guidance on size standards for car parking spaces.


https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/preapplication

Car parking spaces should not be unnecessarily detached from the dwellings that they are
intended to serve, as this can lead to parking in less desirable locations, including on the
highway. There are instances of this within the submitted indicative layout plan, for example
plots 3-6, and 17.

In addition, it is considered that the provision of trees within the car parking areas as
indicatively shown would also be likely to encourage people to park elsewhere, including on
the roads, due to tree detritus falling onto cars. More thought would be needed in terms of
how best to incorporate soft landscaping into any areas of hardstanding. Essentially, going
back to “character and appearance” considerations, we would want to ensure that there
would be no future pressures to fell trees.

Public open space

RLP policy LHW1 sets out the public open space requirements for new housing development
in the Borough. For a development of the size proposed, it would be considered reasonable
to expect that some element of public open space be provided on the site — for example
children’s play space.

Health and Education provision

In accordance with RLP policy COM15, contributions towards improvements to health and
education provisions may be sought to mitigate the impacts of any development in these
respects. Hampshire County Council, as Education Authority, and NHS Hampshire and Isle
of Wight would be consulted on any future planning application to advise.

Biodiversity

Nutrient neutrality and biodiversity net gain would need to be demonstrated in respect of the
proposals, in the event that a planning application were to be submitted, and further guidance
on these matters can be found at the following links;

Approach to certain International Nature Conservation Designations | Test Valley Borough
Councill
Biodiversity Net Gain | Test Valley Borough Council

It is noted that the submitted “Chilbolton Vision Draft” document sets out that “storing ‘black’
sewage from the new houses for regular tankering to a remote WTW may also be an option if
the Chilbolton plant is likely to be overwhelmed by the existing or any additional load. Re-
routing Wherwell sewage to offload the WTW might be an option”. As the LPA would have
no control over where any “remote WTW” may be, and that this may have implications for
other protected areas elsewhere (i.e. not just the Solent), it is not considered that this would
be an appropriate solution to nutrient neutrality mitigation. The EA would also be unlikely to
support the use of non-mains drainage for this number of dwellings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the information submitted and the advice contained within this response and
the attached consultations, the submission of a planning application would not be supported
at this time, for the proposals in their current form. | would, however, encourage further pre-
application discussions with us, following your preparation of information to address the


https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planning/guidance/natureconservationdesignations
https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planning/guidance/natureconservationdesignations
https://www.testvalley.gov.uk/planning-services/planning/guidance/biodiversity-net-gain

comments made within this response.

The content of this pre-application enquiry and its enclosures have not been subject to
consultation, other than with Planning Policy, Landscape, Tree, Ecology, and Housing
Officers of the Council, and a Hampshire County Council Archaeologist, and as such the
advice is provided without prejudice to the determination of any future planning application.
Please note that this is an opinion of an officer of the Council only and therefore does not
constitute a formal determination.

Yours Sincerely

Emma Jones
Development Management Team



