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Test Valley Borough Council 
Consultation for Local Plan 2040 

Regulation 18 Stage 2 
 

COMMENTS FORM 
 

Test Valley Borough Council has published its Local Plan 2040 Regulation 18 Stage 

2 document for public consultation. This consultation document sets out a vision for 

Test Valley up to 2040, objectives for achieving this vision, our development needs 

alongside allocations for residential and employment development and theme-based 

policies.   

The consultation period runs from Tuesday 6th February to noon on Tuesday 2nd April 
2024. Please respond before the close of the consultation period so that your 
comments may be taken into account. 
 
You can respond to our consultation by filling out the form below. This form has two 
parts: 
 
Part A: Your Details 
Part B: Your Comments (please fill in a separate sheet for each comment you wish 
to make) 
 
Further information can be found on our website at: 
www.testvalley.gov.uk/localplan2040 
 

Once the form has been completed, please send to 
planningpolicy@testvalley.gov.uk below by noon on Tuesday 2nd April 2024. 
 
Following receipt of your comments from, we will keep you informed of future 
consultation stages unless you advise us that you want to opt out of such 
communication. 

If you are unable to send via email, please send a postal copy to our address below. 
 
Contacting us 
 
Planning Policy and Economic Development Service 
Test Valley Borough Council 
Beech Hurst 
Weyhill Road 
Andover 
SP10 3AJ 
 
Tel: 01264 368000 
Website: www.testvalley.gov.uk/localplan2040 
Email: planningpolicy@testvalley.gov.uk  
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Part A: Your Details 

Please fill in all boxes marked with an * 

Title* 
Mr/Mrs/Miss/Ms/Dr/Other 
(please state) 

Mrs First 
Name* 

Carole 

Surname* Oldham 

Organisation* 
(If responding on behalf 
of an organisation) 

CPRE Hampshire  

 

Please provide your email address below: 

Email 
Address* 

 

 

Alternatively, if you don’t have an email address please provide your postal address.  

 

Address* ,   

.  

 Postcode   

 
If you are an agent or responding on behalf of another party, please give the name/ 

company/ organisation you are representing: 

 
Responding on behalf of CPRE Hampshire – the Countryside Charity  
 
 
 

 

Personal Details and General Data Protection Regulation 
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Please note that representations cannot be treated as confidential.  If you are 

responding as an individual, rather than as an organisation, we will not publish your 

contact details (email/ postal address and telephone number) or signatures online, 

however the original representations will be available for public viewing at our offices 

by prior appointment.   

All representations and related documents will be held by the Council until the Local 

Plan 2040 is adopted and the Judicial Review period has closed and will then be 

securely destroyed. 

The Council respects your privacy and is committed to protecting your personal data.  

Further details on the General Data Protection Regulation and Privacy Notices are 

available on our website here: 

http://www.testvalley.gov.uk/aboutyourcouncil/accesstoinformation/gdpr  

Part B: Your Comments 

Please use the boxes below to state your comments. This includes one box for general 

comments and another for specific comments related to an area of the Local Plan.   

Insert any general comments you may have that do not relate to a specific paragraph 

number or policy in the general comments box below.  

If you are suggesting a change is needed to the draft Local Plan or supporting 

document, it would be helpful if you could include suggested revised wording.  

If you are commenting on a document supporting the draft Local Plan (such as a topic paper, 

or the Sustainability Appraisal), please indicate so.  

General  
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CPRE Hampshire, the Countryside Charity, welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this 

consultation, which we do by way of this letter as the on line response is not suitable for 

the level of detail in our Response.  

 

This Response is the outcome of discussion amongst the members of our Test Valley District 

Planning Group.   

 

The Council is called The Test Valley BC - however, the draft Local Plan currently contains 
very little reference to either the River Test, or its many Valley villages and rural 
catchment communities. CPRE Hampshire feels that the draft Local Plan is too urban -
centric to Romsey and Andover and fails to recognise the central role of a healthy River 
Test to all inhabitants and their environment within the Test Valley BC area.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

For specific comments, please make it clear which paragraph, policy or matter your 

comments relate to where possible. Please use the box below. 

If you are suggesting a change is needed to the draft Local Plan or supporting 

document, it would be helpful if you could include suggested revised wording.  

 

Paragraph 
Ref 

Specific Comments 
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Section 2 The 
Vision 
Page 18   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Some support and major concerns  
 
1) The stated aim (preceding the paragraphs on Built, Historic and Natural 

Environment) to 
“Conserve and enhance the built, historic and natural environment, including 
local character, identity, cultural heritage, the variety of local landscapes and 
the special landscape character of the Borough for everyone to enjoy”.  

is of course one which we would endorse. However TVBC have had the same or 
similar words in all previous versions of the Local Plan and yet TVBC have done much 
to destroy the attractive surroundings of Andover and Romsey by: 
(a) Adopting housing targets that have led to higher population growth in Test Valley 
than either in the England as a whole or Hampshire and far higher than Test Valley 
needed to satisfy its own locally generated needs plus a fair share of international in-
migration.   
(b) Allocating largely greenfield land in excess of that needed to satisfy the presumed 
housing requirement, by neglecting the potential of brownfield sites and by 
deliberately and perpetually underestimating the contribution of windfall 
completions to the housing supply (facts relating to both these points are given later). 
It is not just the unnecessary land consumed, but also the fact that a rapidly 
expanded population brings associated issues such as increased traffic, loss of 
tranquillity and stress on already stressed water resources, sewerage capacity and 
local services. 
In the past TVBC has been able to state that the housing targets have been imposed 
by first the Hampshire County Structure Plan, then the regional RPG9, but with the 
last two versions of the local plan TVBC have had the opportunity to set housing 
targets that are largely of their own choosing – and their choices have belied their 
paper ambitions towards the environment of Test Valley.  In the previous plan the 
housing target was inflated by largely spurious employment projections, in the 
current plan the need is inflated by an unnecessary adherence to the governments 
Standard Method. 
So we agree with the stated vision, but also believe that the plan that follows should 
do somewhat more towards fulfilling this ambition. 
 
2) In addition there is no reference to rural communities, the focus of the plan is very Andover 

and Romsey  based, CPRE Hampshire are disappointed that the Local plan does not pay 
much attention to the rural parts of test valley and the specific issues they face. In focussing 
mainly on the urban areas of Andover and Romsey we believe there is a lack of analysis of 
those issues and how planning policy could help address them.  

 
3) Please revisit CPRE Test Valley District Group’s response to the Reg18 1 consultation as 

few of our reservations have been addressed. 
Once again, the tone and content of the Local plan document are not readily accessible to 
ordinary readers and note might be taken of other LPs in Hampshire which have addressed 
that issue successfully ( East Hants & South Downs) 
The Borough will continue to be known for its varied, green and distinctive landscapes, 
heritage and rich ecology.  
Our diverse natural, built and cultural resources will be safeguarded for future generations to 
enjoy including access to our outstanding countryside. 
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Para 2.30  
Page 19  
 
 
 
 
 
Para 2.44  
Page 22  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our 
communities  
Para 2.34 
page 20  
 
 
 
 
 
Housing & 
affordability  
Para 2.59 
page 25 
 
 
 
 

This totally underplays the enormous responsibility TVBC has for the guardianship of the vital 
water resources for people and nature of the diminishing aquifers and the imperilled rivers. 
As we said in our response to reg 18 1 viz  

“The vision statement does not adequately reflect the unique landscape of Test Valley and 
the economic and cultural need to preserve it.   The landscape may not attract many national 
designations, but its chalk rivers and streams are a rare international resource; the contrast 
between the green wooded valleys of the Test and its tributaries and the open chalk 
downland with the villages located on the valley floor away from the higher ground is an 
important feature. The whole of the course of the Test is a SSSI and specific areas within the 
valley also have a European SAC designation and both emphasise the importance of the river 
to wildlife.  The river also has an international reputation for the clarity of its water and the 
quality of its fisheries. Preserving the iconic nature of the Test Valley should be the 
paramount aim of the plan.” 

 
Natural capital and ecosystem services should be front and centre of the plan ( see South 
Downs National  Park Local Plan and East Hants DLP) 
 
************************************************************************** 
Climate Change 

“Protecting water resources” should be amended to include: 

 “Protecting the quality and quantity of water available to our iconic rivers and their biota”. 
Again, River Test and its tributaries are ignored. 
 

 
Ecology and biodiversity.  
A catchment approach here would better underpin the stated aim to:  

Conserve and enhance biodiversity, by taking opportunities to promote, and secure 
clear and measurable improvements to habitats and biodiversity… 
 

Suggest adding - not only locally but within the catchment considering rivers, groundwater 

and both downstream and upstream impacts. 

*************************************************************************** 

Paragraph 2.34 one reference to rural communities ‘Increase in population can help to sustain 
the vibrancy of our rural communities through helping to keep existing facilities and services 
to meet daily needs.’ 

However, as the relevant policies on housing in the plan do not propose any housing 
allocations, leaving the issue to be addressed by communities through exception site policies 
and neighbourhood plans. see paragraph 3.16 (page 31) and para 3.18 (page 32). 

******************************************************************* 
Whilst paragraph 2.59 raises the issue of affordability, ‘There are affordability issues and 

housing needs vary in the north and south of the borough but are common within our rural 
area across the borough” The plan then relies on the NPPF regarding thresholds for affordable 
housing provision which has delivered very few affordable homes since 2011. 
 
 
*************************************************************************** 
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Transport 
and 
movement  
Para 2.65  
Page 25  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 3 
Spatial 
Strategy  
Page 32  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy SS4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Paragraph 2.65 highlights the issue of availability of public transport, but it is something of an 

under-statement regarding reality. ‘However, some of our rural areas, have limited access to 

public transport. Car ownership in the borough is higher than the UK average and most 
journeys in Test Valley are made by private car. 

Having flagged up the lack of public transport services in rural parts of the borough the plan in 
paragraph 2.68 ‘proposes supporting a shift from planning for vehicles, towards planning for 
people and places, decarbonising the transport system, reducing reliance on private car travel 
but makes no additional provision for those rural communities who are inevitably forced back 
on car dependency.  

******************************************************************* 

Sustaining vibrant and healthy rural communities through 

• Maintaining the roles of our rural settlements though accommodating development 
that meets the needs of local communities and supports existing accessible facilities 

• Supporting our communities to be empowered to identify and deliver their needs 
through the use of community planning tools 

• Supporting our strong and diverse economy including the rural and visitor economy 

CPREH comment - It is difficult to see how the proposed policies will have a positive impact on 
tackling the issues faced by rural communities such as the affordability of housing, lack of 
public transport and availability of services and facilities. The affordable housing policies are a 
repeat of the existing policies which have delivered very few exception sites, a limited number 
of communities led schemes. Indeed, the new community –led policy, not to be confused with 
the NPPF definition is more onerous in terms of meeting the criteria e.g. schemes need to be 
led by parish councils and only in exceptional circumstances by others. To date most 
community-led schemes under the current policy have been initiated by 
landowners/developers. 

CPREH comment - the lack of commentary in this section of the plan regarding the spatial 
strategy is odd as later in the document one reads ‘The rural areas account for about 19% of 
employment in Test Valley.’ Ref para 5.467 (page 227) 

 

Housing Requirement 
The figures embodied in Policy SS$ are based on the SHMA calculation of need based 
on the Government’s Standard Method. We do not disagree with the SHMA’s 
Standard Method calculation, but we do disagree with the assumption that TVBC is 
bound by this figure. 
In a ministerial statement in December 2023, Michael Gove, Housing Secretary, said: 
“The standard method does not present a “target” in plan making – it is an advisory 
starting point for establishing a housing requirement for the area.” 
A more objective and reasoned estimate of need is provided by ONS trend-based 
population and household projections.  Analysis contained in the SHMA (section 4.41) 
shows that the 2018-based sub-national population (SNPP) forecasts combined with 
household representative rates (HRR) derived from any of the recent ONS data leads 
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Para 3.102  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

to a housing requirement that is substantially lower than the 571dpa derived from 
the Standard Method: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The SHMA goes on to reason that providing 571dpa would imply very substantial 
inward migration into Test Valley. 
 
So why would TVBC consider this desirable?  Is it because 
(a) it wants the additional income it would get from the New Homes Allowance, or 
(b) it has a cosy relationship with major housebuilders to provide a continuous 
stream of large-site approvals, or 
(c) it believes Andover and Romsey would somehow become more important and 
better if they were bigger, or 
(d) it likes the image of Test Valley being a thrusting, growth-oriented district? 
The desire for a substantially increased population is not stated in the visions set out 
in Section 2 and neither is it compatible with the environmental aims discussed 
above.  TVBC need to be much more open about what its real aims are for Andover 
and Romsey and open in justifying these aims. 
In connection with population growth, the 2021 census shows that, at 12.1%, Test 
Valley had the highest population growth of any Hampshire district since 2011, 
compared with Hampshire as a whole recording a growth of 6.3% and England as a 
whole a growth of 6.6%. There has been a similar pattern in previous decades.  In our 
view the population data alone provides a sound reason for Test Valley to aim for a 
substantially lower target than that given by the Standard Method – it has already 
endured enough of high population growth over recent decades. 
 
********************************************************************** 
 

Housing Trajectory 
Table 3.3 embodies figures corresponding to TVBC’s Housing Trajectory (2024) 
document which accompanies the main Plan document.  
 
This document shows windfall allowances of 39dpa for Test Valley North and 22dpa 
for Test Valley South i.e. 61dpa for the whole district. These are absurdly low figures 
given past data for completions on unallocated sites given in Test Valley’s Annual 
Monitoring Report 2022-2023 (the last available). 
The data in this report (Appendices 5 & 6) shows that, over the last 10 years, 
completions on unallocated sites have averaged 228dpa in Test Valley North and 
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Para 2.102  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy Hou1  
 
 
 
 

184dpa in Test Valley South, a borough-wide total of 412dpa.  So TVBC is proposing 
windfall allowances that amount to less than one sixth of the historical delivery of 
windfalls. 
 
This underestimate of windfalls leads directly to the unnecessary allocation of 
greenfield sites in the borough. 
 
We would like to point out that CPRE made exactly the same point in the consultation 
stages of the previous local plan.  But TVBC did not change the plan, windfalls turned 
out to be far larger than TVBC had allowed for (TVBC allowed for 59dpa; as noted 
above the actual windfall delivery averaged 412dpa).  Greenfield sites were 
unnecessarily allocated, and Test Valley’s population unnecessarily became inflated 
(as enumerated above).   
So again we ask, what is the motive of TVBC in this? 
With a realistic windfall allowance, and a more rational overall housing target, TVBC 
would only need a fraction of the greenfield sites they are proposing. 
 

Brownfield Sites 
CPRE Hampshire are very disappointed that the draft Plan makes no mention at all of 
the desirability of using brownfield land for housing. CPER Hampshire would like to 
see a specific “Brownfield First” policy in the emerging Plan. The take of greenfield 
land could be further reduced by a more pro-active approach to finding brownfield 
sites close to town centres.  Unsuitable developments could be encouraged to move 
out to peripheral industrial estates e.g. the large flour mill complex and the Switch 
sites adjacent to Andover station, both of which would be ideal sites for high-density 
housing as they are adjacent to the station and several bus routes and within walking 
distance of the town centre shops.  This would also remove heavy lorry traffic from 
roads in this area.   Note that the following quote from the NPPF para 125/6 suggests 
TVBC should be more proactive in this area: 

“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 
Local planning authorities, and other plan-making bodies, should take a proactive role in 
identifying and helping to bring forward land that may be suitable for meeting 
development needs,” 

Consideration should also be given as to whether the industrial zone in Anton Mill 
Road, which is very close to the town centre and adjacent to recreational land, would 
be better used for housing.    
It is an aim of the local plan to bring more vitality to the borough’s town centres and 
TVBC should recognise that increasing the population close to the town centres can 
be a key part of this, as well as providing homes closer to the facilities and services 
they need. 
 
********************************************************************** 
Affordable Housing  
A significant challenge for TVBC is that the affordable housing requirement identified by the 
SHMA is extremely high and cannot be solely met by relying on 40% of new development 
being affordable.  Or if it were to be met via the 40% then the overall  housing target would 



10 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

need to be considerably increased.  But such a solution would not only produce more (the 
other 60%) houses of a type that are not needed, but it would also increase the greenfield 
take, unnecessarily increase the population of the borough and add more strain to services 
and water resources.  
The need for affordable housing is also emphasised by the size of TVBC’s housing waiting list 
which is one of the largest in South East England – see the graphic below. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
TVBC’s aim of providing just 200 affordable dpa does appear to come close to providing for 
the real needs of the borough.  
 
CPRE suggests the following measures to boost the supply: 
• Directly finance and construct some council affordable housing.  When the borrowing 
caps that restricted building more council houses were lifted in 2018, the government said it 
heralded “a new generation of council homes”  The Ministry of Housing, Communities & 
Local Government and Prime Minister's Office also announced a £2bn boost in funding for 
affordable housing at around the same time.  So why is TVBC reluctant to follow this lead? 
 
• Increase the percentage of affordable homes in new development to 50%. In this 
context we note (from the TVBC annual monitoring reports) that housing delivery has 
consistently exceeded targets, so clearly developers are not finding the 40% affordable target 
onerous, especially as the major housebuilders have been recording substantial profits during 
recent years. Also the government’s definition of affordable housing has changed such that 
25% of affordable housing should be in the form of first homes.  In view of the financial aid 
now available to first home buyers, affordable housing becomes a more marketable 
proposition for housebuilders. We also note that the 40% target in the current local plan has, 
in reality, only resulted in 30% of new dwellings constructed during the last 5 years being 
affordable (para. 3.52). 
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Para 4.1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mentioned in 
policy DES2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy SS5 
page 49  
 
 
 
 
 
Economy 
page 52  
 
 
 
 
 

• (cf. draft policy HOU1) The 15 dwelling threshold for rural development to contain the full 
quota of affordable housing should be dropped. Affordable housing is much needed in the 
villages and new homes in the villages are highly marketable, so the removal of this threshold 
is unlikely to deter the building of small numbers of houses on rural sites.  If there is 
development in a village where there are people needing  affordable housing  (i.e. nearly all 
villages) it is not satisfactory to move the affordable provision to outside that village by 
accepting a financial contribution in lieu. The NPPF (para 65) now allows LPAs to set the 
threshold as low as they like in rural areas – so why not 2 or 3? 
 
*************************************************************************** 
 

Housing Mix 
It is disappointing that this draft of the Local Plan makes no mention of housing mix as it is 
important to seek a mix of housing which reflects future need and takes account of the 
composition of the existing housing stock. The SHMA gives a well-argued case for adopting 
the following housing mix: 

So we suggest that these guidelines ought to be imposed on all new housing development in 
the borough. Left to choose their own mix, the large housing companies will choose the most 
profitable rather than what the borough needs. 
 
**************************************************************************** 

Design 
It is disappointing that draft policy DES2 makes no mention of means of making both 
residential and commercial buildings more energy efficient by: 
a) requiring all new development to have heat pumps as their primary heat source, 
b) requiring all new development to have roof-mounted solar panels, and 
c) requiring all new development to have triple glazing. 
The global warming crisis surely implies that energy efficiency of new buildings cannot just be 
left to the whim of the developer. 
 
**************************************************************************** 
Neighbourhood Development Plan Housing Requirements (Page 49) 
CPREH comment -  The plan proposes that TVBC will allocate a housing figure for a 
neighbourhood plan when a new one area is designated, or an existing plan is reviewed. This 
appears contrary to the earlier statement of empowering local communities in the Spatial 
Strategy.   
 
************************************************************************** 
CPREH comment - In this section there is no reference to the rural economy, the issue of access 
to employment opportunities, the impact of the redevelopment of existing employment sites 
for housing. The focus is on strategic issues and the scale of additional employment land at 
Andover and southern Test Valley. That said there is a proposal regarding Thruxton Business 
Park Ref Policy NA9 (page 86), The existing site is proposed to be enlarged by 15ha for aviation 
and/or motor sport employment. Policy NA10 (page 87) supports employment development 
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Policy CL1 
page 131  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy CL2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy CL4  
Page 140  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

on the 165Ha site. 

 

Countering Climate Change 

A specific mention of water is essential and needs to be higher up the list. Viz 
b, Development will be permitted provided that long term water quality and quantity 
shall not be affected either in the surface rivers or their underground sources, flood 
and drought events are not exacerbated, and secure plans are in place for the 
maintenance of these installations. 
 

*************************************************************************** 
Flood risk 
We fully support the CL2 policies with one minor amendment. 

All new development close to ANY watercourse should take advantage of any 
opportunities to enhance the water environment and should retain undeveloped 
buffers of at least: l) 8 metres from the riverbank of main rivers, flood defence 
structure or culvert; # 

River Test is a braided stream with only one enmained branch. Other substantial branches 
not enmained should have the 8 metre buffer as well.  
 

CPRE Hants note for clarification on buffers and enmained branches - Only main rivers 
are the responsibility of the EA . Each river course is designated as being enmained if 
it is the primary carrier. If it’s a side channel it is a water course and is not the 
responsibility of the EA. Chilbolton common e.g. has both. The Test is braided i.e. has 
many channels,  only one is enmained and the responsibility of the EA in any valley 
section.  
 

********************************************************************  

 

Countering Climate Change  
 
CPREH supports policy CL4 in the hope that legislation will be enacted to enable the higher 
levels of water efficiency espoused by TVBC to be enforced.  
The section which allows no compliance, viz: 

-This needs to be satisfied unless it can be demonstrated that it is not technically 
feasible or financially viable- 

should have very restrictive, specified criteria applied as commercial considerations should 
not outweigh water quality and quantity considerations. It is unlikely that there are no 
technical solutions. Permission should be withheld if this is cited. 
 
Water cycle Study 
This, dated Feb 2024, is unlikely to have informed the DLP but it demonstrates the 
weaknesses of the WwTWs in the Test Valley and their inability to cope with the projected 
increases in rainfall amounts. In fact, their inability to cope now is very much a current issue, 
which makes our amendments below all the more relevant and we request that they are 
included. 
Prior to occupation, adequate water supply, surface water drainage, wastewater 
infrastructure and waste water treatment capacity is available, or can be made available, and 
connected to the nearest point of adequate capacity, to serve the development so as to avoid 
risks of adverse effects on the water environment. 
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Policy CL5 
page 142  
 
 

Rather than “prior to occupation” we would prefer to see the following added : 
Provision must have been secured and costed in detail from the water companies   
before the development is given permission and permission shall depend on it being 
adequate in the long term so that 
Prior to occupation, adequate water supply, surface water drainage, wastewater 
infrastructure and waste water treatment capacity is available……. and connected to 
the nearest point of adequate capacity, to serve the development so as to avoid risks 
of adverse effects on the water environment. 

 
Water policy CL4 Water use and water management 
Water  5.63 
However, the proposed standard set out in this policy is beyond the optional technical 
standard set out in the Planning Practice Guidance so it will need to be reviewed as to 
whether this remains appropriate or not. A higher requirement is justified based on the level 
of pressure on water resources, now and into the future 
We fully support this policy but would recommend that annual review is clearly built into the 
implementation as water issues will become increasingly difficult and building controls MUST 
keep up and not lag behind. 
Water 5.65 
 The Council has a role in supporting the delivery of these objectives. It is essential that 
development does not cause deterioration in the status of water bodies. Where possible, 
schemes to enhance the status of the water bodies should be undertaken 
CPRE H maintains that this intention should be an over-riding priority so should read. 
“ Development shall on no account  cause deterioration…” 
Water Policy CL4 
Water Policies need to underpin all decisions and are not seen to do this throughout the 
Local Plan.  Test Valley BC should work hard with developers to work to standards well above 
those currently required in order to preserve the globally important and rich water heritage 
and quality in the Borough and relieve the waster stress condition currently operating. 
Waste water treatment is an issue which deserves stronger regulation. 
The Policy CL4 states: 
Prior to occupation, adequate water supply, surface water drainage, wastewater 
infrastructure and waste water treatment capacity is available, or can be made available, and 
connected to the nearest point of adequate capacity, to serve the development so as to avoid 
risks of adverse effects on the water environment. 
 
This must be amended so that developers are required to do the above prior to permission 
being granted not leave it until prior to occupation:  
Amendment e.g.: 

Provision must have been secured and costed in detail from the water companies   
before the development is given permission and permission shall depend on it being 
adequate in the long term so that 
before permission is granted adequate water supply, surface water drainage, 
wastewater infrastructure and waste water treatment capacity must be available and 
connected to the nearest point of adequate capacity, adequate  to serve the 
development into the future  so as to avoid risks of adverse effects on the water 
environment. 

 
********************************************************************* 
 
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
Some support with strong concerns  
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Policy Com 1 
Page 149  
 
 
 
Policy ENV3  
Page 166  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CPRE Hampshire generally support this policy and its support for the provision of renewable 
energy, however we have concerns that the policy wording is quite “loose” Under the policy 
renewable energy proposals ‘will be supported subject to consideration of’ a number of 
criteria. We believe that it would be easy to satisfy these criteria given the use of the phrase 
‘subject to consideration  
 
We are also disappointed that there is no mention of the opportunities provided by using 
rooftop solar, this should be a standard requirement for all new builds but could also if 
promoted on agricultural and industrial buildings  reduce the likelihood of “industrialisation” 
of the countryside and reduce the requirement for greenfield sites 
 
No mention of the need to ensure food security in relation to this policy.  
 
The Test Valley area already has the largest number of applications for or built solar farms in 
Hampshire – see attached mapping recently completed by researchers at Southampton 
University  
https://arcg.is/0bDuWn0 

 
********************************************************************* 
Delivering Infrastructure  
This should clearly refer to waste water and domestic water supply infrastructure. 

************************************************************************** 
Landscape Character 
Some support, with strong concerns   
CPREH generally support policy ENV3 and whilst we are happy to see a brief mention and 
recognition of Valued Landscapes in para 5.17, we are disappointed that  this does not make 
its way into the policy wording.  

 
With the recognition that the landscape of the borough is of such importance it is 
disappointing to see that there is no overall policy reference to the plan being 
‘landscape led.’   
 

Valued Landscape 
NPPF 2021 paragraph 174(a) requires that the planning system and decisions should 

contribute to and enhance the natural landscape by protecting and enhancing valued 

landscapes. In interpreting this provision, it is now accepted by the Court and 

Inspectors on appeal that classification as a Valued Landscape indicates development 

should be restricted on the basis that the social and economic benefit of development 

would be significantly outweighed by the environmental harm caused, and that this is 

a material consideration in planning decisions. 

 

CPRE Hampshire believe that the NPPF wording indicates that all Valued Landscapes 
need to be identified in new Local Plans if they are to gain the protection afforded by 
paragraph 174, and this view has been supported by an Inspector on appeal. We would 
encourage Test Valley borough council to identify all Valued Landscapes within the 
District (outside the AONB) for inclusion in the draft Local Plan, which may otherwise 
be found not to be Sound at Examination. A starting point will be areas designated as 
Areas of Special Landscape Quality, or similar, in Local Plans of the early 1990s. 
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Policy Env 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy ENV6  
Pate 172  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ecology and 
Biodiversity   
Page 174  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy BI04 
Page 182  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
********************************************************************* 
 
Landscape character. 
We regret very much the downplaying of the role of the River Test, its tributaries and the 
landscape which it has created in this list. 

 
******************************************************************** 
 
 
Tranquillity and Dark Sky Nights 
Policy ENV6 Lighting  - Some support and strongly object 
CPRE Hampshire support this policy as it relates to the AONB but strongly object that 
this policy only relates to the dark skies within the setting of the North Wessex AONB 
and believe it should apply to all rural areas within the Borough.  
 

 
CPRE Hampshire are very disappointed to the lack of reference to Natural Capital and 
Ecosystem Services within the draft Local Plan, we would only find one reference to 
this in para 5.220 (page 174). We recognise that the Plan does focus on protecting and 
enhancing designated sites and biodiversity more generally. 

We believe that the concept of natural capital and ecosystem services is fundamental 
to climate change impacts and strongly believe that the concepts of natural capital 
and ecosystem services should be a fundamental part of the local plan framework as 
they bring together all the separate elements that the plan references in the 
environment chapter policies and links to the climate change/net zero aims of the 
council/local plan.  
 
Recognition of the benefits of natural capital and ecosystem services is clear in the 
NPPF paragraph 180(b), and the concept must be integrated into the local plan. 
 
******************************************************************** 
 
Green Infrastructure (page 182) Support and Comment  

CPRE Hampshire generally support Policy B104. The multi functionality of green & 
blue spaces is hinted at in the policy and text, however, this could be stronger as 
CPRE Hampshire consider that the integration of green & blue spaces in new 
development brings a multitude of benefits. These include enabling access to natural 
spaces for our communities which have health and wellbeing benefits. Accessing 
these spaces through active travel ought to be highlighted and prioritised in the 
policy.  
 
Whilst we support the policy stating that “Planning permission will be granted where it can be 
demonstrated that development incorporates enhancement to existing blue/green 
infrastructure or new provision” CPRE Hampshire believe the wording can be strengthened to 
make this a criterion to be met for planning permission to be given. 
 
Suggested alternative wording to strengthen the policy would be as follows, wording taken 
from CPRE Hampshire model policy on this topic available on our website ; 
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Safeguarding 
Views page 
195  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Development proposals will only be permitted where they demonstrate that they: 
a) Maintain or enhance the integrity, quality, connectivity and multi-functionality of 
the existing blue and green infrastructure network and individual sites; 
b) Provide new green, and where appropriate, blue infrastructure, or improvements to 
existing green and blue assets and linkages, which are integrated into the 
development design, which meets the needs of communities both within and beyond 
the site’s boundaries. 
 
2. Blue and Green infrastructure proposals must be designed to; 
a) Strengthen connectivity and resilience of ecological networks; 
b) Incorporate measures that are appropriate to the type and context of the 
development proposal as part of an overall landscape design; 
c) Maximise opportunities to mitigate, adapt and improve resilience to climate change; 
d) Maximise opportunities for cycling and walking, including multi-user routes and, 
where possible, facilitate circular routes; and 
e) Support health and wellbeing. 
 
3. Development proposals that may harm the existing Blue or Green Infrastructure 
network must incorporate measures that sufficiently mitigate or offset their effects. 
 
4. Where appropriate, the Authority will seek to secure, via planning condition or legal 
agreement, provision for the future management and/or maintenance of Blue / Green 
Infrastructure. 
 
******************************************************************* 
 
 
Safeguarding Views 
CPRE Hampshire are disappointed that there is no policy referring to safeguarding views. There 
is a reference to views in paragraph 5.324 (page195) as part of the text relating to Policy DES2 
Design Details and Considerations (page 197) but the policy itself does not include the 
importance of views. 

 
Views are very much part of enjoyment of the landscape. Development needs to avoid 
significant impacts on important views or landmarks.  
The District Landscape Character Assessment, Village Design Statements, Conservation Area 
Character Appraisals, Conservation Area Management Plans, Local Landscape Character 
Assessments, Parish Plans and Neighbourhood Development Plans may provide evidence on 
views and should inform development proposals. 
 
CPRE Hampshire suggests the inclusion of a policy for safeguarding views , the wording 
below is taken from our model policy on this topic available on our website  
 
1. Development proposals will only be permitted where they preserve the visual 

integrity, identity and scenic quality of the District by conserving and enhancing key 

views and views of key landmarks  
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Policy HOU 1 
Affordable 
Housing  
page 202  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Rural 
Economy 
page 227  
 
 

2. Development proposals will be permitted that conserve and enhance the following 

view types and patterns  

a) Landmark views to and from viewpoints and tourism and recreational destinations;  

b) Views from publicly accessible areas which are within, to and from settlements which 

contribute to the viewers’ enjoyment of the countryside 

c) Views from public rights of way, open access land and other publicly accessible areas; 

and  

3. Development proposals will be permitted provided they conserve and enhance 
sequential views, and do not result in adverse cumulative impacts within views.  
 
********************************************************************* 
 
Rural Affordable Housing 
 
23.The Policy applies a threshold approach i.e.; a sliding scale on very small sites seeks a 
financial contribution, then on –site. The starting point is sites of more than 6 eligible to 
contribute affordable housing this follows NPPF para 65.  TVBC could have gone for a lower 
threshold in response to lack of supply of affordable housing in the villages but chosen not to 
do so. 
24.The current local plan policy has not delivered many affordable houses in rural Test Valley. 
TVBC always quote the borough wide figure of affordable homes secured which looks good 
and is quite impressive due to what has been secured on large sites at Andover and Romsey. 
Policy HOU2 Community-Led Housing (page 207) 
25.TVBC has supported community led development since 2006. The policy in its current and 
previous forms has only delivered a handful of schemes. The new draft policy is less flexible 
and potentially more challenging for communities to satisfy. 
Policy HOU3 Rural Exception Affordable Housing (page 209) 
26.The policy enables exception sites for affordable housing to include an element of open 
market housing. This is new compared to the previous policy and follows the guidance in the 
NPPF paragraph 82. This may make securing and delivering exception sites more challenging 
as landowners will want to maximise the value of their site but RSLs and LPAs would be seeking 
to limit the amount of open-market housing.  
Recent local experience (Abbotts Ann) suggests that once the landowner gets a hint that some 
of the housing will be market housing then they may considerably increase the price they want 
for the land. This in turn leads to an even higher proportion of market housing in order to make 
the development financially viable. Is this really the intended outcome of the policy ?  
 
Policy HOU4 First Homes Exception Affordable Housing(p211) 
27.A new policy to enable first homes to be delivered on exception sites. There is scope for 
some open market housing and oddly the policy allows for other forms of affordable housing 
which raises the question the need for the policy as well as Policy HOU1. 

 
********************************************************************* 
 
The Rural Economy 
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Appendix 3  
Page 251  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CPRE Hampshire are surprised and disappointed that there is no specific policy within the Local 
Plan on the rural economy, given that the plan acknowledges the specific role that the rural 
based economy plays in Test Valley and that rural areas account for about 19% of employment.   

 
******************************************************************** 
 
Site selection Utilities p251 
See comments on policy CL4 
Policy Com1 infrastructure should make specific mention of water resources and water 
waste infrastructure 
A stronger oversight of the provision of water and waste water provision is necessary.  
 Proposals will need to demonstrate that there is adequate water and wastewater capacity to 
serve the development. Engagement with the relevant water companies will be required.  
Add : 

Provision must have been secured in detail from the water companies   before the 
development is given permission and permission shall depend on it being adequate 
in the long term. ( see amendment to CL4) 

 
• The Water Cycle Study provides evidence on where infrastructure requirements will be 
needed. This needs to be considered to ensure sufficient capacity is provided.  
The conclusions garnered from the Water Study should be summarised and included in the 
Appendices of the DLP.  The brief mention of a related doc which is not included is not 
helpful. 

 

                                                                                 

 

What happens next? 

All valid responses received within the consultation period will be acknowledged and 

you will be given a reference number. Please quote this reference number when 

contacting the Council about the Local Plan 2040. If you have an agent acting on your 

behalf, correspondence will be sent directly to your agent. 

All responses received will be taken into account as part of the preparation of the Local 

Plan 2040. 

 




