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AGENDA

• Introductions

• Objectives

• Rt Hon Caroline Nokes MP

• Progress over the last week

• Road Safety 

• Perception Survey

• Heatmap

• Summary of  Workshop Themes

• Q&A

• Next Steps



Peter

CPC Response Working Group
Progress to Date

22nd Nov 29th Nov 6th Dec TBD

• Feeback on themes

• Rt Hon Caroline Nokes MP

• Workshop to 

capture issues

• Cllr Drew

• Introduction

• Approach

• Initial Q&A



• Presentation

• Q&A

Peter

Rt Hon Caroline Nokes MP 



David

• Mobilised the community 

• To date over 50 comments lodged

• CPC agreed to do a Speed and Traffic count 

• To be undertaken from next Tuesday.  GDPR compliant 

• Launching Safety Perception survey today

• Response from James Painter

• Development of the themes and response (more later)

• Cherish Chilbolton are building momentum

• Mugs

• Signs

• Interviews with Chilbolton.News

Update on progress 



TIMELINE 

TVBC evaluation 

complete 
11 February 

CPC submits Response 

12 January

Public 

response 
12 December

Submission 

12 November

TVBC Planning Meeting 

19 February Earliest

David

CPC approves 

Response
05 January



• Road Safety Perception Survey

• Please complete before you leave 

• Safety Map Hotspot 

Road Safety 
Martin

• Safety Hotspots – 

• “Pin the tail on the donkey” at the 

end of the meeting 

• 1 pin per person 
• put it where you think is most 

dangerous



Did the Applicants Consultants even visit the village?

• Increase in traffic will have a severe impact on the whole village

• 17% increase in single car trips?

• c120,000 to 166,000 per annum?

• Extra 300-500 car journeys each day?

• All through Village Street/Coley Lane

• Mostly single carriageway

• Pinch points

• Few pavements and little lighting

• Developer’s Travel Assessment is selective, inaccurate and wrong 

• Branksome Avenue not mentioned

• Eastman's Field secondary totally inappropriate  

• Proposed Transport Plan - no material impact 

Roads & Access
Peter



Did the Applicants Consultants even visit the village?

• Key Developer Planning failings include:

• Very limited opportunities for sustainable and active travel (NPPF M1 & M2)

• Safety Concerns

• Dangerous junctions and blind bends

• A3057 is designated a high-risk route

• Village street already often congested with sewage tankers and street parking 

• Construction 

• Construction traffic on Coley Lane, Village Street and Drove Road

• Damage to roads

• Destination and community impacts

• Loss of rural idyll

• Not community-led 

Roads & Access
Peter



• Unsustainable size of development

• Unsustainable traffic levels through village

• Consequent light, air and noise pollution

• Permanent biodiversity/habitat/ancient landscape loss

• Disturbance of protected wildlife

• Carbon release from no-dig fields

• Pollution risk for River Test and Cow Common, both SSSI's

DuncanLandscape, biodiversity loss, air, noise and climate



• Groundwater

• Developer states site is fast-draining and low risk of groundwater

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment shows bottom of Painter field has high flood risk

• Surface flooding

• Developer states no flooding in Drove Rd or on-site

• Today Drove Rd floods from top to bottom every moderate shower

• ‘Pond’ will need to be swimming pool-sized – child safety concerns?

• Overflow into Cart Lane then Village St, then river – pollution risk?

• Foul drainage

• Developer: site has pumping station; up to Eastmans Field, then in existing pipe along 

Branksome

• Pipe along Branksome  – how much spare capacity?

• Sewage farm already operating at limit (Chilbolton and Wherwell); 245 more people will 

overload by 15-20%

AlasdairSurface flooding and foul drainage



• Water supply

• Not mentioned

• Drought order this Summer; hosepipe ban only just lifted 

• Local water mains in poor repair; already frequent localized issues in parts of village

• Power

• Developer mentions installing some solar panels; current layout would not support many

• Demand from 75 houses will add one-third or more to power need

• Will need new sub-station close to site

• Broadband

• Not mentioned, yet already approaching limit

AlasdairOther utilities



• No evidence of community support or involvement 

• Village has no local need for 30 Affordable houses, impacting community cohesion

• Overdevelopment of a rural community outside of the Settlement Boundary 

• Impact on established business at the Village Shop

• Sport/Recreation facilities are already available and well used/maintained

• NHS have confirmed they do not intend to staff the proposed surgery

• No demonstrable need for a Parish Office

• No public transport -> forcing reliance on private vehicles

MartinCommunity, facilities and services



   Developer's proposal

• 30 Affordable Homes (40% of 75) for those with a local connection

• All built in 5 Years – after first tranche of market housing 

• 21 Social Rental, 9 Shared Ownership

• 16x 3-Bed, 12x 2-Bed, 2x 1-Bed 

• To be managed by a Housing Association or CCLT 

• The 45 market units would include 11x 4-bedroom houses

DavidAffordable Houses 



  Key considerations for CPC Response

• No demand for 30 affordable homes. Triples the number from existing plans

• NDP (2021):          ~20 homes to 2029 (10-12 affordable) in line with HNA

• HNA (2024):          10 social rent homes (range has been 9-13 over a sustained period).

• TVBC List (2025):  13 social rent homes with local connection

• This need will be met through CPC’s existing Community Development Project 

• Not sustainable without occupancy by those from other areas

• No public transport, no local employment opportunities, inadequate facilities/amenities

• Doesn't link market homes to those with a local connection

• NDP (2021) does not support the build of ANY new 4-bedroom homes

DavidAffordable Houses 



• Developer's proposal

• The provision of an additional shop

• Provide economic growth during construction and occupation

• Key considerations

• Another shop not required, it would likely render both unviable

• Construction employment only temporary, likely from outside the village and materials would all 

be sourced from outside the village

• The estate would not add employment opportunities, where would the 150 or so people work

• There is no call for a parish office given the village hall, it will be an ongoing overhead to 

maintain

• The bed & breakfast businesses in the village will likely suffer from the damage to the character 

of the village

• No-one believes there will be a new doctor’s surgery

Phil
Economic impacts 



• Developer's proposal

• Adjacent to settlement boundary – in the "countryside"

• Predicated under "tilted balance" - NOT – rural exception with community 

support

• "sustainable development" - paragraph 11(d) NPPF

• Key considerations

• Does 11(d) apply?

• Adverse impacts "significantly and demonstrably outweigh benefits"

• Still development in countryside

• Rural - NPPF para 82

• CNDP and VDS

• Village led scheme - about 20 including 10 "affordable"

FionaPlanning frameworks - national/local/statutory



• Key considerations

• CNDP:

• HD1 – about 20 - only 1,2 and 3 bed, within settlement boudary

• HD5 – parking – 1 extra space for each size of house

• HD4 – design, more parking rules, no street lighting, light pollution, scale and density

• VDS

• development in the countryside should be restricted - overriding justification 

• new development within existing settlement boundary

FionaPlanning frameworks - national/local/statutory



• Developer's proposal

• Minimise Harm to Heritage by

• Scaling development to reflect Chilbolton vernacular and low-density character;

• Confirm archaeological status through further investigation;

• Mitigate impacts on Conservation Area through green buffers and sensitive siting.

• Key considerations

• 40 listed buildings in Chilbolton Parish (source Annex C CNDP)

• Chilbolton Conservation Area (defined in 1984)

• Historic core of village along Village St

• Chilbolton WW2 Airfield

• SSSI at Cow Common and Brockley Warren

• Rich archaeological history – finds from Lower Paleolithic and Iron Age in British Museum

DebbieHeritage 



• Key considerations

• CNDP H1(Conservation Area)       

• significant harm to setting of heritage assets in Conservation Area and beyond;

• Increase in traffic in Conservation Area;

• Increase in ground water runoff into Conservation Area.

• CNDP HD4(Design of New Development):

• character of the Conservation Area and SSSIs not protected -  harm to character of the 

village;   

• TVLP E9(Heritage):

• Context of historic core of village lost.

• HCC Historic Landscapes Assessment – impact of development on characteristics of historic 

landscapes

• NPPF para 202-221(Conserving and enhancing the historic environment)

• Chilbolton has high archaeological potential

DebbieHeritage 



PeterQ&A 



NEXT STEPS

• Safety Survey and Hotspots at the back of the room

• Residents to submit their comments to TVBC copying Debbie Collis 
CllrCollis.chilboltonpc@hotmail.com 

• Cherish to provide support (if required) for people to submit online

• Chilbolton.News advice/comments - https://chilbolton.news/75-homes/

• https://view-applications.testvalley.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T5ISTNQCGOS00

• Present and review the CPC response at CPC Meeting 5 January (circulated prior)

• What else could we do?

David

mailto:CllrCollis.chilboltonpc@hotmail.com
https://chilbolton.news/75-homes/
https://chilbolton.news/75-homes/
https://chilbolton.news/75-homes/
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https://view-applications.testvalley.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T5ISTNQCGOS00
https://view-applications.testvalley.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T5ISTNQCGOS00
https://view-applications.testvalley.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T5ISTNQCGOS00


HOW TO COMMENT TO TVBC

1. Email to planning@testvalley.gov.uk.
MUST include the application number (25/02680/OUTN for James Painter’s 75-home 
application) and your full postal address, including your postcode.

2. Write to:
Planning and Building Service
Beech Hurst
Weyhill Road
Andover
Hants SP10 3AJ
MUST include the application number (25/02680/OUTN for James Painter’s 75-home 
application) and your full postal address, including your postcode.

3. Use the comments page for Mr Painter’s proposal. You must register with TVBC, if you haven’t 
done so already, then login and use their online form

Courtesy of Chilbolton.News

https://chilbolton.news/analysis/planning-how-to-comment/planning@testvalley.gov.uk
https://view-applications.testvalley.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=makeComment&keyVal=T5ISTNQCGOS00
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