Responder no.:
REDACTED COMMENTS
Disclaimer:
There are more than 65 feedback responders, with some sending in multiple documents and responses. Many reaching more than 3 pages and including a
lot of technical information.
This document has been constructed by a volunteer and consists of (as far as possible) data which has been redacted to protect the privacy of those
submitting feedback.
Some editoral amendments or deletions have been made and in some case this includes whole sections of submitted documents including sections of
prefaces, context and/or background information, (particularly provided by consultants) has been removed. This has been done purely in an attempt to
make the document more readable, but no actual feedback on the NDP has been removed.
Please note that spellings and/or typos and irregular spacings are likely to be a result of the compiling (copy and paste or typing).
If you would like to check your own feedback or have any queries with regards to this document, please email clerk@kingssomborne-pc.gov.uk.
FEEDBACK STARTS BELOW:

There is no reference to the John of Gaunt Deer Pale (an ancient monument). There should be a
policy that no site access should be permitted that damages the Deer Pale Monument
We do not agree with giving priority to future sites within the settlement boundary over the sites in
H6. This looks like an open invitation to speculative applications
If built, the preschool should be,a Key Community Asset
We are disappointed that there has been no consideration to traffic calming. A village gateway on
A3057 coming into King's Somborne from Romsey, similar to the one at Timsbury, would help to slow
traffic. Community Speed watch regularly records 50 vehicles per hour one way exceeding 35 mph at
the lavby opposite Yew Bank
There appears to be little local demand for new social housing - and as proposed in the new NPPF
affordable housing should be extended to include starter homes, shared ownership, and houses
below 80% market price
Provision of 45% of 2 bedroom houses seems excessive in addition to the requirement for affordable
dwellings
KS3 - No consideration given to difficult vehicle access to site. Access over Froghole should not be
permitted.
The co-ordinates in Notel are wrong. The best designation is SU3530. 5457.
If you prefer to use 4 co-ordinates for the triangular field the correct ones are 435& 130621, 435392
130511, 435534 130597, 435433 130421
There is no reference that gardens and domestic curtilage must be within the settlement boundary.
There is already an extension of the garden at XX Cottage outside the settlement boundary which has
led to destruction of a belt of trees. There are other examples of gardens being extended into
agricultural and outside the settlement boundary without planning permission
XX, I am anxious to assist in the future of the village. However, while I do in general support the
concept of the plan, I seriously question a number of conclusions reached within it.
It is my belief that the Design Guidance is too specific and predetermined, and should have more
latitude, particularly regarding the mix and numbers of dwellings.
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I believe that to make projections of the future population of the village based solely on the growth
of the existing population is erroneous, and is not the way the village has grown in the recent past.
That belief seems to be just a form of protecting the present population from in-comers...the Not In
My Back Yard syndrome. To justify this limitation by a suggesting lack of employment within the
Parish contradicts the current situation where many people work outside the Parish. The village has
good facilities, and should also contribute to the British housing crisis.
The five-year phasing proposal seems to be have been assessed in a rather questionable process by
six unidentified individuals, and is not based on any objective criteria. It does not seem to have taken
into account whether sites can in fact be delivered for development, and there is no analysis in terms
of numbers, highways etc. With reference to the questionable way housing need has been arrived at,
considering the doubtful way the site phasing has been considered, and taking into account the lack
of a proper analysis of the deliverability of sites, all the identified sites should be available for
immediate development.
This Policy E5 states Any multi Homes development to be sited close to other built up landscape such
that it is a natural extension of the Village rather than a distinct separate development. As above any
development within the area designated as KS3 will have to linear against the northern boundary,
access to this area will have to be by a linear road south of the development as high as possible to
avoid the flood plain and presumably link to Frog Hole Lane and Cow drove Hill to provide safe access
and egress.
This means that the development will not relate closely to the existing parallel development along
Romsey Road as it will be separated by the flood plain area, effectively an open field area which
equates roughly to the area of the playing field behind the Village Hall. There are no other areas
existing in Kings Somborne where developments are separated by such a large area therefore this
development would fall outside of all design parameters forming a distance separate linear
development.
Development at area KS5 has a clear access problem. The only current access available would be
from Muss Lane which is very narrow particularly at the entry point from Old Vicarage Lane. When
the development at the top of Nutchers Drove was carried out in the early 1990's the access was
supposed to be 4200mm wide (it is narrower in places) and the length of the road at this width
exceeded the permissible length under Highway Regulations and an additional vehicle access had to
be provided for emergency access vehicles therefore the road had to be linked to Muss Lane past
the generator station. This road link was never completed due to the level differences at the
boundary, the developer Heron Homes attitude was 'we have taken the road to our boundary it is up
to the council to provide the link across their land’ and this was never completed or enforced by Test
Valley or Hampshire County Highways. This new site off Muss Lane must have similar difficulties and
the only logical way this could work would be to join this site to site KS7 Land of Winchester Road/
New Lane with a new access off either Winchester Road or New Lane.

Policies suggest new development to be placed outside of flood zones. The Environment Agency
Flood Maps clearly show that the majority of the development area KS3 is designated as a Flood Plain
from both the stream and from surface water. The only developable area outside of the flood plain is
a linear strip against the northern boundary.
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These comments are submitted by XX. We have lived here since XX, so we have a good
understanding of what makes these Hampshire downland villages so special. XX. We have read the
draft NDP with interest and recognise the huge amount of time and work that has gone into
producing it. We understand the desirability of adopting an agreed NDP. We have the following
comments on the current draft.
The proposed sites are too few in number. The proposal is to have three phases, each of five years in
duration, delivering 11 to 14 dwellings in each phase (Policies Hl, H6 and HlO). Five sites are listed in
H6 but KS6, KS7 and SHELLA 81 are too small to deliver the required 11 dwellings. If any of the
proposed sites fails to proceed for any reason, at detailed planning or before that stage is reached,
there is no room to manoeuvre within the plan. It would be more sensible to increase the pool of
sites, given that initially there were 13 or 14 potential development sites under consideration and
the reasons for not selecting certain sites are unclear or open to challenge - see below.
The site selection process is unclear and possibly flawed. The weighting given to different criteria
seems unreasonable or counter-intuitive. Conservation issues appear to have ranked very low (all the
five proposed sites are in Conservation areas or next to listed buildings.). Landscape issues were
given as reasons for not proceeding with certain sites (egSHELAAs 78 and 168/214) but landscape
issues are particularly difficult to assess scientifically. It seems that the view from the How Park ridge
in the NW was given greater weight than other important views of the village, for example from the
top of Red Bank, which is on the Clarendon Way and therefore regularly walked, and from the NE app
roach. The proposed developments at the E end of the village (KS5, KS7 and SHELAA 81 for ' example)
would be highly visible from Red Bank or the NE (where there is the road from Stockbridge and a
footpath). They would also be visible from the NW ridge. Objectively it cannot be said that landscape
issues rule out SHELAAs 78 and 168/214 but permit KSS, KS7 or SHELAA 81. Certain sites were also
said to be too far away from the centre of the village and its facilities. A look at the map will show
that KS7 and SHELAA 81 are as distant from the village hall as SHELAA 54.

The flaws in the site assessment process should be addressed in a further review carried out in
parallel with the Strategic Environmental Assessment and the Flood Zone work (see below). This will
produce a more defensible Plan.
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The land behind Spencers Farm and Manor Farm House up to Pine Mead should be designated a
LAGS. This description of the site, which lies west of New Lane, is taken from the Green Space
document. In that document sites are marked against LAGS criteria and this site scored a tick for all
criteria. However it has not been designated as an LAGS, whereas sites with a lower number of ticks
have been proposed as LAGS. This area was originally an Important Open Area in planning terms, a
category now replaced by LAGS under the NPFF. As the Green Space analysis shows it possesses all
the characteristics required of a LAGS. It provides an attractive and open setting marking the
transition from the built environment to open farmland and it includes a footpath which is used by
village residents and other walkers. The land is a key feature of the landscape when approaching
from the east or north, and when viewed from the Clarendon Way, whether from the How Park ridge
or Red Bank. To the south there are important historic buildings (Manor Farm House and The Long
Barn included). As the Test Valley Conservation Officer stated: 'The preserved settings of the listed
buildings are... an important part of both their character and special interest and the quality of the
conservation area' [Planning application 16/03029/FULLS].document sites are marked against LAGS
criteria and this site scored a tick for all criteria. However it has not been designated as an LAGS,
whereas sites with a lower number of ticks have been proposed as LAGS. Designating this site as a
LAGS would be consistent with the objectives of the NDP: 'A key requirement from Parishioners was
to protect and enhance our natural and historic environment which includes the conservation area,
its listed buildings and the numerous rural views'.

Further work on site analysis should be carried on in parallel with the SEA and Flood Zone study.
The Parish Council has already agreed to commission a Strategic Environmental Assessment following
a request from Historic England and a determination by Test Valley BC on 23 May 2018. The letter
dated 2 May 2018 from Historic England to Test Valley BC comments: 'According to our records, all
five sites are within or within the setting of the King's Sombome Conservation Area and all but one
(KSS) are within the setting of one or more listed buildings. Although the number of dwellings on
each site may not be high, we consider that the development of these sites therefore has the
potential to harm the special interest, character and appearance of the conservation area and
significance of listed buildings, as we surmised in our previous letter.' In the same letter they state:
'As we believe that the proposed allocation sites have not previously been subject to SEA eg thr ou
gh the local plan process, we believe that a proportionate, focused, SEA of the Neighbourhood Plan is
required. The SEA should demonstrate why these sites have been selected rather than other
potential sites, and would result in a more robust Plan.'

The requirement to demonstrate why the five sites have been chosen in preference to other
potential sites means that the SEA will need to cover all the original options (13 sites). Whilst this
work and the Flood Zone study are being carried out it would not be appropriate to move the draft
NDPon to the next stage and the additional work on site analysis and identification of LAGS can be
conducted in parallel with the required SEA. This will generate a better and more robust Plan, as
Historic England point out.
I moved to XX, so we were not involved in the early stages of the NDP. Whilst I fully support the
objectives of the NDP, I would have opted for a single site development rather than over
development of what are essentially a number of small compromised sites. However, I understand
and respect the direction given to the project team at the outset.
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My comments relate to the Site Assessment for SHELLA 81. Policy F6 states ‘That any development
contributes to the sustainability and provides good pedestrian access to the village school and PreSchool’. There are several constraints to SHELLA 81 in this respect, notably that there is no pavement
along Winchester Road adjoining the plot (the pavement commences further along into the village
opposite Red Hill Cottages). Because the speed limit changes from 40mph to 30mph along the
boundary of the plot, traffic tends to be fast at this point, particularly vehicles departing the village.
Further there is no street lighting, which makes negotiating the road after dark quite intimidating.
There is limited scope to put in a pavement due to the Bourne and diverting pedestrians up New
Lane and then onto the footpath across the field into the village is unrealistic. It is therefore likely
that development of the site would lead to an increase in car usage and is thus inconsistent with
Policy F4. I believe the site assessments should have taken more cognisance of the safety of
pedestrians, particularly children going to and from the school.
My comments relate to the Site Assessment for SHELLA 81. With respect to the Site Information it
should be noted that there is a very mature Ash tree on the site near the gate entrance, which has a
hollow trunk that may be a habitat for bats and other wildlife. The tree has its own character and
should possibly be retained?
My comments relate to the Site Assessment for SHELLA 81. As was mentioned at the Consultation
Meeting with respect to other sites, there would presumably be an increased surface water run-off
from the development to Winchester Road and hence into the Bourne that needs to be addressed?
ref site 81: The report makes much of landscape ‘views into the village’ from the surrounding
countryside but should also I suggest be concerned about maintaining the ‘views out’ for existing
residents. Whilst accepting that in planning terms no one has a ‘right to a view’, I am concerned that
developments proposed would seriously prejudice the outward views from some properties. At the
consultation meeting a map was presented showing the possible development footprint for the sites.
This showed development directly behind some property.
Ref site 81. I’m rather confused about the number of houses you are proposing for the site. The Site
Assessment references building 7 dwellings in the original SHELLA but states that 11-12 houses can
be built, making reference to SHELLA 19 and SHLAA 20? However, I would suggest the site is
unsuitable for development of the suggested 11-12 houses and that any development should be
restricted to the area North East of the existing Pump House, building fewer houses (3 or 4?) along
the road boundary. This would be consistent with the existing ribbon development along Winchester
Road and would allow the view entering the village to be maintained at the northern end of the
village. Would it be possible to combine SHELLA 81 with KS7 as I understand they have the same
owner? KS7 is planned to accommodate 11 to 13 houses. Could the addition of a smaller number of
houses on SHELLA 80 (3 or 4) be added to bring a combined total of 14 to 17 units?
The most troubling events to have occurred in King’s Somborne in the last twenty years were the
floods of 2000 and 2014. Many houses lying in the village valley were flooded, caused mainly by
rising groundwater.
2. Annex A to this document is a view looking south from KS3, taken on 16 February 2014
demonstrating that KS3 is an effective and extensive flood plane.
3. Preventing, or not exacerbating, further flood risk must be the highest priority for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP).
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4. The proposed NDP favours further development in the valley floor of the village, below the 40m
contour line, specifically at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 [Policy E4 and H6]. All are adjacent to a flood
zone 3 (defined by the Environment Agency as Land having a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of
river flooding) with shallow rises in altitude.
5. There is a logical risk that when a downpour combines with already high groundwater, water will
flow from a development’s roofs, roads, drives and pavements to the flood plane many times quicker
than if it remained a field.
6. In such circumstances, the borne level is likely to rise more quickly. Water will level out both up
and down-stream, adding to the flash flood risk along its length through the village.
7. Whilst Appendix 1, Section 5.2 states a plan objective … To ensure development does not increase
flood risk to the existing settlement, no flood risk assessment has been undertaken as part of the
NDP process, so the above potential flood risk associated with development of KS3, KS7 and SHELAA
81 is unknown and unquantified.
8. It is noted that use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) will be a requirement at the planning
stage, but use of attenuation tanks below the water table would be ineffective. This is likely to be the
case at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 as their altitude rise is shallow above the adjacent flood zone 3.
9. Attenuation tanks work well above the water table, however, so why is the policy not to develop
land above the 40m contour line, not below? This would surely be in the village’s best interests in
protecting against flooding?
The NDP Policy E4 states that all new development should be below the 40m contour line. No
evidence is referenced (in either NDP-Summary Section 3.1 or Appendix 1-Landscape and
Environment Section 1.3) to support this, or the following phrase driving the policy … Ensure that
new development is kept within the floor of the valley, [preferably below the 40m contour line], so it
does not obtrude into the views from the high points of the surrounding landscape and of the village,
and so that the settlement remains invisible in the wider landscape.
The only third party assessment commissioned in support of the NDP is a Landscape Assessment by
the South Downs National Park Authority, from which the impact of flooding is excluded from scope.
The fee proposal for the assessment states "We are able to interpret evidence as it applies to local
areas ensuring the NDP takes into account its local historic environment, landscape character,
biodiversity etc., while meeting the needs of the local people and having the best chance at passing
referendum" i.e. no account of flood risk is taken in the same paragraph that states an objective to
pass the plan at referendum.
Furthermore, Appendix 1 – Detailed Methodology – states at paragraph 1.3 … "Landscape is just one
of a number of considerations required to make decisions about the acceptability or otherwise of
proposed development, and these may conflict with one another."
And finally in Section 2.6, the TVBC policies quoted do not take flood risk into account either.
From the questionnaire results, Question 11 asks …
"… areas such as How Park, Cow Drove Hill and the Clarendon Way, from which there are attractive
views of the village. Should landscape features, such as surrounding farmland be identified and
preserved?" To which there was a 94% “yes” response. Such a leading question cannot be construed
as evidence that the village prioritises landscape and vistas above flood risk.
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13. Nowhere is there a reference to the potential conflict between objectives to protect landscape
[build below the 40m contour line] versus the need to prevent flood risk [build above the 40m
contour line], so one is left assuming that visual impact is prioritised above flood risk. This cannot be
in the village’s best interests.
Recommendation
Change Policy E4 to read … "All new development in King’s Somborne should be generally above the
40M contour line" SuDS would then definitely be effective and developments would not increase
flood risk
Or
Commission a flood risk assessment from a competent body for KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 before
conclusion of the consultation phase. It is surely possible to make relevant and reasonable
assumptions about the likely scale and nature of development such that the runoff risk can be
quantified and mitigation schemes evaluated. Conclusions of such an assessment should be
presented to villagers by representative(s) of the competent body for comment and questioning
before closure of the consultation phase. Then update the NDP according to the risk assessment
outcome and recommendations.
Policy E5 states - Any new multi-home development is to be sited close to other built-up landscape
such that it is a natural extension of the existing village, rather than as a distinct separate
development. Developing KS 3 breaches this policy as none of the houses built will be adjacent to the
existing settlement. The development will therefore not be a natural extension of the existing
village, and will be a distinct separate development. The proposed development will only have point
adjacency - at its north west corner to Rivermead - at its north east corner to Fromans House. It will
therefore be an island development of mainly affordable homes close to two properties at the
opposite end of the housing spectrum. The supporting paragraph to Policy E5 states “Ensure that
new development is sited close to other built-up landscape, so it is viewed as natural extension of
the existing village, rather than as a distinct separate development. Reason: This will not stand out as
new development but blend with existing buildings. This will look harmonious within the wider
countryside.” As an island development, KS 3 cannot be viewed as a natural extension to the village
and will be a distinct separate development. It will not blend in with existing buildings because social
housing could not be more different to the two houses closest to the proposed development (i.e.
Rivermead and Old Fromans).

Developing KS 3 clearly breaches Policy E5. What is the point of a policy that the plan itself
breaches?
If KS 3 is developed, please insert a covenant into the NDP requiring the following driven by Policy E8
Tree planting along the development’s southern and western edges to obscure the development.
Ploughing of the southern half of KS3 (flood zone 3), and planting with self sustaining meadow
grasses and flowers. Do not allow it to become a playing field.
Clearing dead and dangerous trees from the northern bank of the winterbourne, making it an
attractive view from Froghole Lane and the houses south of the winterbourne.
− KS 3 is scored green, but KS 1 and KS 2 are scored amber with precisely the same access. Was the KS
3 score altered to support a predetermined decision that KS 3 should be developed?
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− The Transport Advice Portal (joint venture involving the Department for Transport and the
Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation) sates a minimum 5.5m wide access road for
housing developments. The Hampshire County Council “Companion Document for Manual for
Streets” prescribes a minimum service margin of 0.5m, implying a total access road width of 6.0m.
The gap between Little Fromans and Fromans House cob wall is <6.0m wide. So how will KS 3 be
accessed within the guidelines?
KS3 - There are bats evident, which could be the protected Barbastelle species within the Mottisfont
7Km zone. How will their presence and needs be studied and taken into account?
The NDP does not explicitly prioritise road safety, but does indicate a concern at this paragraph.
When and how will the following be assessed and taken into account? …
− Safety of children on bicycles turning right down Cowdrove Hill in the face of Heavy Goods Vehicles
at the limit of their braking capacity (affordable housing is likely to have a higher than average
proportion of children)
− Safety of addi onal traﬃc turning right from Highﬁleds down Cowdrove Hill
− Safety of an increased volume of traﬃc turning from Cowdrove Hill into Romsey/Stockbridge Road,
which is not well sighted particularly when turning right.
Surprisingly, there is no policy covering road safety despite the increasingly busy A3057, which has
several junctions or residential access points close to unsighted bends. There should be a policy
statement prioritising road safety for any new developments.
There is no additional housing need in King’s Somborne.
− Ques on 18 reveals that 91% of residents do not want to move, and is silent about whether the 9%
who want to move need to stay in the village
− Ques on 19 reveals that 75% of residents don’t see a need to move within the next 5 to 10 years,
and is silent about whether the 25% who believe they will want to move need to remain in the village
− Ques on 20 reveals that 23% of the 25% (i.e. 6%) that want to downsize in future want to stay in
the village
− Ques on 22 reveals that there are only 7% of homes with people who need there own
accommodation in King’s Somborne
− Ques on 26 reveals that less than 4% of King’s Somborne residents are on the Housing List. This
level of housing requirement can surely be satisfied from the normal turnover of house sales in the
village.
Given the above, it is inaccurate to state that Many respondents wished to downsize.
The UK government Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government Neighbourhood Planning
Guidance states at Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040- 20160211 … "Proportionate, robust
evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken and These policies should take
account of latest and up-to-date evidence of housing need."
I contend that the evidence does not support the need for housing in King’s Somborne, and therefore
that the NDP breaches the above guidance.
2. I understand the apparent housing need in King’s Somborne is being driven by TVBC. There is no
employment in King’s Somborne and the response to Question 7 in Appendix 2.7-HOUSING-NEEDSSURVEY concludes that almost all new residents will travel a minimum of 6 miles to work (and back).
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Public transport is poor from King’s Somborne. 45 households x 1 employee/household x 12
miles/day x 230 working days/year = 124,000 car miles per year. At 35 mpg, that equates to a
minimum 3,500 gallons of fuel, or 42 tonnes of CO2, that this NDP commits to the environment
every year. It therefore makes sense to satisfy the county’s housing need only in and around centres
of employment, where public transport can be developed in support.
Preserving Landscape Features. Plan objectives 'To ensure Borne remains free of silt/vegetation and
debris'
The current responsibility for these actions lies with the Riparian Land Owners (most of ignore their
legal responsibility in this respect ) together with the Environment Agency. How can the NOP
assume/change these existing responsibilities?
Roads - Old Vicarage lane has no footpath and no notice to drivers of this lack. Yet many parent
children walking to and from school have to brave the traffic flow. One day!!!!!! Notice to this
unacceptable situation has been brought to the attention of TVBC by man residents, but the TVBC
officer responsible for traffic signage simply ignores the potential danger to life.
Lack of statements of priorities associated with the various plans/proposals. No clear distinctions
between which proposed developments are desirable but not economically realistic and those which
are economically realistic but not desirable (or possible both). Shouldn't proposal/plans be graded in
some way. What are the criteria for categorising proposals/plans in the above terms?
Far too long and detailed. Will send examiner to sleep.
Facilities - There is no clear evidence that the community wishes public money to be spent on
outdoor fitness facilities for adults - e.g. devices distributed around the current trail. There is
considerable support for the construction of a new sports pavilion
Sewage - The system is inadequate at the present and any new housing developments must be
accompanie construction of new sewage pumps and pipes (unless septic tanks are employed)
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Ref - KS3 1. The overall assessment summary deems the site suitable for allocation. I do not agree with this on
grounds of safety, due to the proposed access route from Cow Drove Hill. The access route will not be suitable
for the volume of traffic generated by the proposed number of houses. The immediate risk is the turning out of
the track onto Cow Drove Hill, as sight lines are very poor, and the steepness of the hill would make emergency
stops required by any traffic coming down the hill virtually impossible. The volume of traffic that can come
down the hill at excessive speed. The second risk is that posed to traffic coming up Cow Drove Hill; just at the
bottom there is very poor visibility of traffic coming down the hill. Right at this point is a pull in next to the
entrance to Old Froman’s Farm, which can provide an emergency escape in the case of meeting anything
coming down the hill. If the proposed development were to go ahead then parking would be at a premium in
the whole area and this pull in would inevitably be regularly used as a parking space, removing the escape
route. Thirdly the junction at the bottom of Cow Drove Hill with Stockbridge Rd would pose a high risk of
accidents due to increased congestion. It is often very difficult to turn into Stockbridge Rd from Cow Drove Hill
at busy times, and on many occasions residents have had to turn left and go completely around the village (via
New Lane) as it is just not possible or safe to turn right. Given the extra traffic this will result in impatience from
drivers with the inevitable risks taken. It will also create congestion on the lower part of the hill, which will be
increased by the lorries that use the hill, and sometimes require the complete width of the road to make the
turn into Cow Drove Hill. The separate analysis in 2.4.6 does not provide any details of these risks.
Furthermore, given that sites KS1 and KS2 are rated as Amber under the question of ‘How is the site accessed?’
I do not see why KS3 is rated Green; the access routes are the same. 2. I would also like to express concern
over the suitability of the site due to flood risk. I do not feel that the assessments completed to date provide
satisfactory assurance that the houses immediately between the site and the stream, and the rest of that
section of the village, will not be at increased risk. Given a development of the proposed size, surely there will
be an issue with runoff water, which would previously have soaked into the ground, now running over the
development footprint and overloading the lower part of the site and immediate area, even if that was not
built on, with resulting impact on the water table and increased risk of flooding. 3. The section on ‘Is the site
viable for development’ refers to ‘ransom strip issues’. This term requires clarification, and more detail as to
the land it refers to.

The proposed approach of the Plan in terms of promoting new sites for development over and above
what is required by the Test Valley Local Plan 2016 is to be supported. However the limiting of new
development to the village of King’s Somborne and the lack of any polices supporting self and custom
build housing is disappointing for the reasons set out below.
Policy E3 Preserving Landscape Features, Views and Surrounding Farmland
As set out above the preparation of the housing policies of the Plan do not appear to have taken
account of the advice in the NPPF regarding meeting the need for custom and self-build homes. The
Steering Group are asked to review their approach and to consider introducing a more positive
approach to supporting this sector of the housing market.
‘’No housing development shall be permitted within the existing hamlets of Horsebridge, Brook,
Compton or Up Somborne. Developments are not permitted outside f the current developed area’’
4.2 The Plan is strongly focussed on maintaining the character of the parish with new development
centred in and around King’s Somborne village itself. The Plan’s objectives are clear in relation to
future development include restricting development within the parish to the immediate area of the
village if King’s Somborne.Policy E3 specifically lists those settlements where development would not
be permitted.
4.10 The Steering Group is asked to review its approach in respect of limiting the consideration of
development to the village of King’s Somborne and to consider the merits of a more flexible
approach in respect of the other settlements of the parish.
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4.3 The rational for this approach is that it is the only village with a defined settlement boundary ref
section 2.1.This approach does not reflect that set out in para 55 of the NPPF (2012). It envisages
that development in principle is acceptable in smaller settlements where development in one may
support the services of another nearby. The NPPF does not prohibit development in settlements
which have not been defined or are without facilities
4.4 The NPPG advises that ‘’ all settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in
rural areas and so blanket policies restricting housing development in some small settlements and
preventing other settlements from expanding should be avoided unless their use is supported by
robust evidence’’
4.5 The Court of Appeal case of Braintree District Council versus Secretary of State ref C1/2017/3292
made specific reference to this advice in the NPPF and NPPG in its judgement. The Court said
development should not necessarily be limited to settlements defined in a local plan. Planning
inspectors at appeals are taking a similar view in the granting of permissions.
4.6 It is understood that the scope of the Plan has been discussed with the Borough Council and that
it has advised that to define policy boundaries for other settlements within the parish would raise the
issue of conformity with the adopted Local Plan. In the light of the guidance in the NPPF, NPPG
regarding the issue of general conformity and case law on the matter the Steering Group is asked to
reconsider its approach.
4.7 From a review of the supporting information and in particular the Parish Survey of 2016 it would
not appear that the merits of having some development in the other settlements of the parish was
promoted. Appendix 2.0 Housing Requirement included results from the Parish Survey and reported
on response to the question which asked “ where would you prefer new homes to be built in the
village?” This would appear to only to apply to King’s Somborne. It is worth noting that 61% of those
who responded ( 244 responses) supported infill sites ( small gaps between houses along an existing
road frontage).
4.9 Policy E3 refers to all the locations listed as hamlets. In section 3.1 a distinction is made between
smaller settlements and hamlets. It is suggested that the policy should reflect that distinction to
ensure consistency within the Plan if it approach is not changed.
The potential for additional development has been confined to the village of King’s Somborne. The
parish survey of 2016 does not appear to have explored the opportunity/merits of additional
development in the other settlements of the Plan area. Limiting the scope of the Plan in terms of
housing at the outset of its preparation has excluded the evaluation and merits of meeting the
housing needs of the parish across the Plan area.
There is an inconsistency within the plan regarding the description of settlements.The Plan describes
the settlements of the area as comprising the main settlement of King’s Somborne three smaller
settlements of Up Somborne, Horsebridge and Brook and two small hamlets of Compton and Marsh
Court. This is not consistent with the wording in in Policy E3
The housing requirement does not appear to have considered making provision for self and custom
build housing,
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The policy does not permit development within the other settlements of the Plan area. There is also
an inconsistency of the description of the settlements listed compared with section 3.1 see above.
The policy as drafted does not reflect the approach as set out in para 55 of the NPPF. It envisages
that development in principle is acceptable in smaller settlements . it does not prohibit development
in settlements which have not been defined in local plans or are without facilities. See also the advice
in the NPPG.
4.8 Limiting the scope of the Plan at such an early stage in the process is unfortunate and has
resulted in a possible option for providing some additional housing opportunities in the parish being
excluded from consideration.
Why is the land at KS5 the first priority site for development rather than KS3 and KS6? The latter sites
are within the current Settlement Boundary where as KS5 is outside of this Boundary. There is no
adequate explanation for this and surely first priority should be to develop the sites within the
current Settlement Boundary? Can the NDP provide justification for this priority?
Public Open Space (POS) within a development site for five plus dwellings will be too small to serve
any worthwhile purpose or benefit - we suggest retaining this policy but increasing the number of
dwellings to 10 plus dwellings which would ensure adequate size to provide recreational
opportunities and where it could be designed to relate well to new dwellings would be overlooked
(and therefore cared for) and would be accessible to future residents of the development.
I believe that the formulaic method for housing numbers is too narrow in its focus and fails to enable
the Neighbourhood Plan to plan positively for sustainable development in this area to meet future
needs. Policy H1 in its present form limits development to a maximum of 42 dwellings. Housing
requirements should always be expressed as a minimum and there is no justification for restricting
the development within Kings Somborne to a maximum of 42 dwellings within the 15 year plan
period. At the very least i.e. If no further analysis of the needs of the whole community and not just
the population forecast is undertaken the housing requirement for Kings Somborne should be
expressed as a minimum of 42 dwellings to reflect the NDP's own evidence base.
This policy, as drafted, fails to demonstrate the application of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development which is a fundamental principle of plan making and decision making and
applies just as much to the Neighbourhood Development Plan. I feel that the Design guidance is too
prescriptive itself and that such restrictive covenants generally are too hard to enforce effectively.
Each individual application should be determined on its own merits. Deliverability and saleability of
any approved development is vital in order to achieve the stated objectives of the Neighbourhood
Plan.
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The suggested phasing of sites, in my opinion, no way relates to the deliverability of each individual
site. The National Planning Policy Framework states that: ... "to be deliverable, sites should be
available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable within a realistic
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that
development of the site is viable"... I believe that Sites KS5 and KS7 could/should ideally be
developed together to ensure a comprehensive and well-designed development scheme as one separate ownership of the two sites (as exists at the moment) should not direct preference, numbers
of units or suitability for development or for that matter phasing. I feel that all these sites should be
allocated for the 15 year term of the NOP without phasing and without preference. The last
paragraph of H6 should accordingly be deleted. As referred to above I consider that Policy H6 should
be drafted to identify the sites which are suitable for allocation, rather than indicating any order of
preference. The number of units provided within any one site will be dictated by other policy
requirements "to reinforce character by reflecting the scale, mass, design" etc of the village and
therefore the precise number of homes on each allocation site will only emerge at the detailed
planning stage and it is unduly restrictive to impose limitations on sites prior to master-planning
being undertaken. Significant changes to Policy H6 will need to be made to enable the policy to
satisfy "the basic conditions" of Neighbourhood planning and for the policy to be found as "sound".

I believe policy H10 fails to meet the basic conditions test and requirements of any Neighbourhood
Plan and should
therefore be deleted. This policy is a restrictive and unjustified policy and with its deletion would
enable development to come forward on sites that are available now and suitable for development
and when there is a reasonable prospect of the development being delivered. In that way, there will
be a natural phasing to the delivery of development which might also be dictated by market
conditions at the time. If Policy H10 is not deleted it makes a nonsense of Policy H6. There should be
no phasing, no period of years and no "in order of preference".
The scoring of the proposed Site Allocations are stated to be ranked in "order of preference". This
order appears to be solely based on the site assessments undertaken by a limited number of people
on the NOP group which we find somewhat arbitrary. There are a number of inconsistencies in site
assessments and scoring in "Existing Use", "Views In" and "How each site relates well or otherwise to
its site surroundings".
The NDP is underpinned by a Landscape Assessment written by the consultancy arm of the South
Downs National Parks Authority. A fee proposal was sent to KSPC/the NDP steering committee to
outline the scope of the work undertaken, costs and timescales. To review all 10 sites the stages
agreed with the Parks Authority were: Desktop review- 1.0 day, Preparation for site visit - 0.5 day, 10
site visits - 1.0 day, Report writing- 1.0 day.
It is submitted that the time spent on site was inadequate to cover 10 locations. Assuming a 7 hour
effective day (and excluding travel time between sites) it suggests a total analysis time of around 40
minutes per site. It is accepted that the work was carried out by two consultants but it is assumed
they worked in tandem. During their one day visit to King’s Somborne the consultancy team
attempted to produce a high level summary of the following characteristics for each site ”Historic
continuity, Visibility, Landscape value, Landscape capacity, Contribution to settlement pattern, Sense
of place”. It’s surprising that they felt this work could be carried out, in the limited time they allowed,
without any engagement with village residents. As a result there are mistakes in their
analysis/conclusions.
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In the SDNPA report KS3 is described as “having a moderate sense of place and low visibility in wider
views and is largely only publicly visible from Froghole Lane.” However, the site is visible from the
Clarendon Way (which follows the field line rather than Cow Drove Road) and, to be consistent with
other sites under consideration (KS1 and KS4), should be categorised as having high visibility. KS1
and KS4 were disqualified on this basis alone. In addition, the view from the top of Froghole Lane
across the valley (including parts of KS3) was identified as in need of protection in the 1987
Conservation Area map. The impact of this change would mean that KS3 should be rated as having a
high sense of place and its capacity would be reduced from moderate to low. On this basis it is
submitted that KS3 should be disqualified.
In relation to KS3 the South Downs report makes the following observation “development of the site
would contribute positively to the valley bottom, historic settlement pattern balanced against the
sensitivities identified..” This conclusion is in error. The historic, linear settlement pattern of the
village has mainly been to on the south side of the bourne, frequently on or just below the 35m
contour following the track of both the A3057 and Winchester Road. To the west of Cow Drove Hill
there has only been one house built on the north side of the bourne as far as Horsebridge and well
beyond (thereafter the track of the bourne is merged with other tributaries to the Test itself). The
absence of development in land to the north of the bourne is clear and, in all likelihood, his
settlement pattern derives from: Flood risks on northern sites. The South Downs report confirms
that KS3 is a functional floodplain.
Accessibility – road links to Romsey, Winchester and Stockbridge. Sites to the north of the bourne are
not well connected to the village community/services. The argument, based on anecdotal evidence,
of a building in the “top right” corner of KS3 on the 1910 map is hardly compelling evidence to justify
development now. There is equally strong anecdotal evidence that these may have been simply
storage sheds used by labourers. Even if evidence of previous occupation exists it’s quite likely the
residents abandoned the KS3 site due to flood problems! There is no justifiable argument to support
development on the north side of the bourne, the conclusions contained in the South Downs report
are incorrect, KS3 does not fit into the historic settlement pattern of the village. On this basis KS3
should be disqualified from the NDP.The fee proposal made to KSPC by South Downs National Parks
Authority (before conducting any site visits or desk analysis) states: “We are able to interpret
evidence as it applies to local areas ensuring the NDP takers into account its historic environment,
landscape character, biodiversity etc.., while meeting the needs of local people and having the best
chance of passing at referendum.” This comment is revealing as it reveals a bias in the consultancy
approach which seems to be entirely focused on achieving success in a referendum. It is submitted
that this assertion could only properly be made after their analysis had been

At the first public consultation meeting it was pointed out to the steering committee that slide 36
(detail of KS3) of its presentation did only highlighted one listed building (Froman’s Farm). On the
north side of Romsey Road the following listed buildings are impacted by the development of KS3:
Crown Hill Cottage, Willows, Sheppon, ,The Crown Inn, Yew Tree Cottage. This is a significant
omission and it is unfortunate that the committee did not correct this mistake before the three
following consultation meetings. As a result many villagers may not have fully understood the proper
context of the NDP’s recommendations for KS3.It is submitted that these buildings partly derive their
individual “sense of place” from KS3 and for this reason KS3 should be disqualified.
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Any development of KS3 would be in breach of planning policy E5. “Any new multi-home
development is to be sited close to other built-up landscape such that it is a natural extension of the
existing village, rather than as a distinct separate development.” The stated rationale for this (
Landscape and Environment 1.3): “This will not stand out as new development but blend with
existing buildings. This will look harmonious within the wider countryside.” The stated intention to
develop KS3 on, or just below, the 40m contour will only connect with a small number of houses at
the entrance off Cow Drove Hill. It will be a cul-de-sac which will be markedly different to existing
houses closest to the site. The proposed houses will not have any connection with the village or to
existing residents. Note: HCC has advised that any attempt to create an additional access point to
Froghole Lane (for example footpath access from the KS 3 development) or create additional rights
of way over the track would be in prohibited under the Natural Environment Rural Communities Act
2006. The committee should be prepared to apply its own stated policy in this respect and also
understand the limited access rights that exist to Froghole Lane under the provisions of NERC. KS3
should be disqualified.
It is submitted that the data from the parish survey clearly demonstrates that there is no additional
housing need in the village. Of the respondents: 91% confirmed that their home was suitable for
their needs, 75% see no change in their housing needs over the next 5 – 10 years. Only 7% (27
respondents) shared their home with an adult needing accommodation in the village. 371
respondents did not (93%). Less than 4% of respondents (14 people) had adults living at home who
were on the housing list. 67% of respondents (269 replies) do not need a smaller home.
NDP summary 5.2 clearly states “many respondents wished to downsize.” This statement is
inaccurate and should be withdrawn. It has been confirmed that the target number of new homes
contained in the NDP is not a requirement imposed (or agreed) by TVBC. The NDP is not based on an
accurate assessment of housing needs and has over estimated the number of new builds required.
Additionally, it is understood that so called “windfall” sites are included in determining the total
number of houses built. This is contrary to the impression garnered by many villagers at the
consultation presentations. One resident pointed out that, over the last 15 years, so called windfall
sites had (in themselves) increased the housing stock by around 50. Based in these two factors it
seems likely that the steering committee has underestimated the impact of windfall sites and
significantly over estimated the housing requirement. The KSPC questionnaire (Q11) identified the
views from How Park, Cow Drove Hill as having attractive views of the village. Almost 94% of
respondents supported the notion of identifying and preserving surrounding farmland. KS3 is clearly
encompassed by the scope of this question and full account needs to be taken of this. KS3 should be
disqualified.
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All parish councils have a legal obligation to protect the environment and biodiversity. The NDP also
states that we need to “conserve open spaces”. KS3 has largely been untouched for many years with
no pesticides/herbicides used. This “neglect” has created a diverse and well used wildlife habitat.
Species regularly seen include: Bats (including Barbastelle bats from the Mottisfont colony). The
riparian nature of the site make this a particularly suited feeding and roosting site; Owls – both barn
and little varieties; Birds of prey; Kingfishers; Slow worms; Grass snakes; Field mice; Water voles;
Stoats; Solitary and bumble bees. The abundant plant life also creates a habitat for butterflies and
moths. In the context of King’s Somborne KS3 has a unique biodiversity which distinguishes it from
other sites in the NPD. However, this has never been fully recognised and, from verbal comments, it
seems to have become regarded as “derelict”. KSPC has attempted to create a similar environment
on the three fields site but this has never been successful. KS3 should be protected in its entirety
rather than destroyed by development.
KS1 and KS2 were rejected as suitable for development as they were rated as having an “orange”
traffic light score for access. KS3 shares the same access route but has received a “green” score. The
access rating for KS3 should be the same as KS1 and KS2 and it should also be eliminated. Under the
provisions of the Natural Environment Rural Communities Act new pedestrian access to Froghole
Lane will not be permitted. Pedestrian access to the village from KS3 will therefore be down Cow
Drove Hill (no footpath) which is steep and frequently used by heavily laden lorries. Pedestrians from
KS3 will have to cross the A3057 to access the shops/post office, school, church/Methodist chapel,
pre-school, recreation field/play park, scout hut, recycling centre bus stop, village hall and the
Epworth hall. Furthermore, the pavement towards the village is frequently blocked by parked cars,
leaving pedestrians with no alternative but to walk against the stream of oncoming cars and lorries.
For both parents with children and the elderly this crossing is dangerous due to the speed and
volume of traffic and it is not difficult to foresee a tragic accident. Parked vehicles and commercial
deliveries to Barker and Geary only add to these problems. KS3 does not provide safe access for
either vehicles or pedestrians because is sited on the wrong side of the A3057 and should be
disqualified.
Access to KS3 – road and pedestrian.
On the basis of consultation responses sent to Cllr Brock by TVBC on 23 May 2018 it is submitted that
SEA and HRA are required for the proposed neighbourhood development plan. You have been
formally advised by TVBC that its opinion is that: 1.the proposed NDP is likely to have significant
environmental effects. 2.It cannot rule out a significant impact on habitat and an HRA is required.
3.Historic England has indicated that the development of the sites in the plan has the potential to
“harm the special interest, character and appearance of the conservation area and significance of
listed buildings.” It is understood that this statutory body will object to the current plan if these
issues are not addressed to its satisfaction. 4.With regard to flood risk the environment agency has
requested that, in accordance with NPPF para 100-102 you undertake a Sequential Test when
allocating sites to ensure that development is directed to the areas of lowest flood risk. The steering
committee has been advised that this work should be undertaken by the Local Planning Authorities
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). This seems to be material and it is surprising that this
information was not disclosed to the recent village assembly and NDP consultation meetings. TVBC
have advised the steering committee to seek professional guidance on this matter. It is appreciated
that this may still be work in progress. However, it is submitted that the NDP should be revised to
disclose this information, feedback should be made available to villagers as work progresses and the
concerns should be aired publically.
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On 2 May 2018 Historic England has made the following observations regarding the King’s Somborne
NDP: “We are concerned that the development of the proposed sites would harm the significance of
designated heritage assets, and would therefore be in direct conflict with policy E9 (conservation
area). Three of the proposed development sites are on Greenfield sites within the Conservation
Area......we note that the 1987 Conservation Policy for King’s Somborne states: Certain open areas
are identified within and adjacent to the conservation area as being important to the character of the
village. Because of this, it is improbable that development will be permitted on them. The Borough
Council would therefore wish to see them retained and enhanced accordingly where
appropriate.”....“Pending the outcome of that SEA, we are very concerned at the proposed allocation
of any sites identified as being important to the character and appearance of the village and
conservation area and we would therefore be likely to object to their inclusion in the plan.” It would
be helpful to understand the reason this information wasn’t fully disclosed at the recent consultation
meetings. It seems to me that it is material and should be fully in the public domain.

Screening Opinion for Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment
The fields between Stockbridge Road, New Lane and the Winchester Road are a particularly
important area of green space on the edge of the Village. They are not intensively farmed and
provide a haven for wildlife right on the edge of the Village. Barn and Little Owls can frequently be
seen hunting within the fields indicating a rich diversity of smaller wildlife. The area contains a public
footpath enjoyed by many. The view from the Clarendon way is a key village aspect and even used as
the illustrating photo for the section on Green Spaces.
This area should be allocated as a LAGS for the following reasons:
1. The fields which contain KS5 &7 were originally designated an Important Open Area, prior to the
LAGS definition but still meet all the criteria as demonstrated in the NDP Green Spaces assessment
document. It is hard to understand any logic for not allocating this as a LAGS.
2. In the Village survey 93% of villagers agreed that ""landscape features, such as green space and
surrounding farmland should be identified and preserved"" KS5 & 7 are iconic examples that should
be protected and villagers overwhelming views respected.
3. For the Community the area is a key aspect of the Village and a defining view from the Clarendon
way. It is often used as an illustration of the beauty of the village contained within the valley as
illustrated on the front of the Green Spaces section of the NDP. In addition the area contains a public
footpath enjoyed by many for the space, tranquillity and wildlife.
4. The LVIA states that “any development here will be seen as an encroachment into the much larger
field”. This is a key point. The other parts of this area are considered not suitable for development
because of the threat to the enlargement of village boundary and the impact on the visual beauty of
the village, and yet allowing parts to be developed will undoubtedly lead to the remaining areas
being very vulnerable to future building.
5. The plan states that KS5 has access issues that would only really be solved by the development of
KS7 giving access off New Lane. This does not make sense given KS5 is prioritised as a preferred site
ahead of KS7 and other areas within the village boundary. The Plan does not seem to take into
account the issues associated with developing individual sites in isolation and the inevitable knock on
effect of prioritising a site like KS5 that needs a second site to be developed for access. This would
have the effect of linking KS5 & 7 together.
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6. KS5 & 7 lie outside the Village boundary and development of either area will irrevocably alter the
aspect of the north eastern end of the village.
The entire area containing KS5 & 7 should therefore be allocated as a LAGS. This would be inline with
the purpose and stated objectives of the NDP and respect the almost entirely unanimous view of
villages as stated in the introduction: “A key requirement from Parishioners was to protect and
enhance our natural and historic environment which includes the conservation area, its listed
buildings and the numerous rural views”. Developing KS5 & 7 would be completely contrary to this,
ignore the views of villagers and open the door for the influential and professional land owners
concerned to develop the rest of the land currently containing KS5 & 7.
KS5 and 7 are not allocated as LAGS but in the Green Spaces document are the only area within the
whole assessment that tick all boxes for being a LAGS and yet has not been allocated as one. The
table in the Green Spaces document ticks all the LAGS criteria for the ‘meadows behind Spencers
Farm and Manor Farm House up to Pine Mead’, but are not allocated as LAGS , while others areas
within the village that only have 4 out of 5 ticks have been designated as LAGs. This defies common
sense and will be hard to justify.
1.1.6 The KSNP should only be progressed if it meets the Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions,
supported by a robust and proportionate evidence base.
1.1.7 The Framework is clear that Neighbourhood Plans cannot introduce policies and proposals that
would prevent sustainable development opportunities from going ahead. They are required to plan
positively for new development, enabling sufficient growth to take place to meet the development
needs for the area and assist local authorities in delivering full objectively assessed needs (OAN) for
housing. Policies that are not clearly worded or intended to place an unjustified constraint on further
sustainable development from taking place are not consistent with the requirements of the
Framework or the Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions.
1.1.8 The KSNP should not seek to include policies in Neighbourhood Plans that have no planning
basis or are inconsistent with national and local policy obligations. Proposals should be
appropriately justified by the findings of a supporting evidence base and must be sufficiently clear to
be capable of being interpreted by applicants and decision makers. Policies and proposals
contained in the KSNP should be designed to add value to existing policies and national
guidance, as opposed to replicating their requirements.
As a general point, the plan period of the KSNP is currently unclear, this will need clarifying so that it
can be determined that the plan policies are appropriate and effective. If the plan period is set to
align with the adopted Local Plan this shoul be set out explicitly.
XX concerned with the choice of wording in the vision and suggest that this does not set out a
positive approach. The use of the term ‘preserve’ does not accord with the Framework, which only
seeks for preservation in regards to Green Belt policy, which for the avoidance of doubt are not
applicable to the Neighbourhood Plan Area. XX suggest this term is amended to state that landscape
features and views will be recognised.
4.2.4 Further to our comments above regarding the vision, we suggest that the wording of these
policies should be amended to accord with the Framework. The term ‘preserve’ should be modified
to state ‘Recognising’.
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We strongly object to Policy E4 in seeking to restrict development to within the floor of the valley
(generally below the 40m contour line). This is overly restrictive and it is not clear why this is
considered to be the appropriate level that development should not be above as much of the
undeveloped land below the 40m contour line is covered by Flood Zones 2 and 3. Using the
Sequential Test, development that is not affected by Flood Zone should be favoured ahead of areas
affected by Flood Zone. This policy would seek to add an unnecessary constraint on much of the
undeveloped area around King’s Somborne that is not affected by Flood Zone constraints, where
development could reasonably be accomodated in King’s Somborne. We suggest that this policy is
deleted from the plan and any application for development assessed on its own merits by way of a
site specific assessment of landscape and visual impacts.
Policy E6 states that proposals should be in accordance with the NDP’s design guidance. We suggest
that this reference is modified to state that development proposals should have regard to this
document. There should be no requirement to be in accordance with a guidance document.
We consider that the requirement for new housing development to deliver 1.5 times the footprint of
the proposed dwellings as open space as overly onerous. Whilst agreeing that provision of open
space on a development is incumbent of good design this should not be of such a scale that a sites
development potential could not be optimised. This directly conflicts with Paragraph 58 of the
Framework which states that ‘Planning polcies and decisions should aim to ensure that
developments… optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and sustain
an appropriate mix of uses (including incorporation of green and other publics spaces as part of
developments) and support local facilities and transport networks.’
It is currently unclear if the proposed allocations have been assessed against this policy and would
still be able to deliver the proposed levels of development whilst remaining in accordance with this
policy. Further, the provision of Public Open Space is dealt with in greater detail in adopted Local
Plan Policy LHW1 and as such we suggest this policy is removed from the plan.

Due to the nature of a number of the proposed site allocations in the KSNP, we do not believe this
policy is strong enough to ensure that there will not be an adverse impact on the Conservation Area
or Listed Buildings. At this time we have seen no evidence of a Heritage Assessment having been
undertaken to support the proposed allocations within and adjacent to the Conservation Area.
Without this evidence it can not be said that the proposed allocations are suitable and therefore
deliverable. If this assessment was to be undertaken at a planning application stage it may well be
demonstrated that a development proposal could not be delivered without having an adverse impact
on the Conservation Area that could not be outweighed by the benefits of the proposed
development. In such circumstances, planning permission is likely to be refused and the site would
therefore be undeliverable.
Further to our point above, we have seen no evidence of a site-specific flood risk assessment having
been undertaken nor a detailed sequential test to support the proposed allocations. Without these
assessments being available and demonstrating that the development proposals can be satisfactorily
developed they should not be allocated for development.
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Having considered Appendix 2.1 Housing Numbers, we query why the housing target of the plan is in
the range of 33 to 42 dwellings when the report indicates that the number of houses required over
the next 15 years is 41. Whilst this figure may well change due to changing market conditions, this is
the figure that evidence indicates the KSNP should deliver. The wording of this policy should be
modified to reflect this.
Further, it is important that this figure is not seen as a maximum as this could cap otherwise
sustainable development from coming forward. Setting this figure as a minimum would allow the
plan to respond flexibly to any changing market conditions.
It is not clear why the conclusion has been derived at that the Plan should foresee 3 developments of
11-14 houses within distinct time bands of 5 years. The population forecasts should not be relied
upon for setting a phased housing target. The only justification for a phased approach would be
where infrastructure is required that could not be delivered until further in to the plan period.
Once the housing target for the plan period has been derived, the strategy for how this could be
delivered should be assessed. We suggest that the most sustainable option when considering the
constraints in the Parish may be to deliver the housing target on one larger site. At this time it is not
clear if this has been a consideration in the site selection.

We suggest that these policies are removed from the KSNP allowing the provision of affordable
housing to be dealt with by Adopted Local Plan Policy COM7. As currently drafted the policies lack
clarity and would be best dealt with by the Local Plan which was revised following the Written
Ministerial Statement regarding Affordable Housing provision.
As the Framework states that policies should be clear and concise, and as ths policy adds no further
detail to that set out in the adopted Local Plan and we suggest that this policy is removed from the
Plan.
This policy seeks for all developments to conform to the requirements of the King’s Somborne Parish
Council Design Guidance. By its very nature this document is merely guidance that development
should have regard to, there should be no requirement for development to be in conformity with this
document. We suggest an amendment to the wording of this policy that states that development
should have regard to the Design Guidance.
This policy is seeking to introduce a requirement beyond the remit of neighbourhood plans and
should be deleted.
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4.2.19Having considered the evidence to support the proposed alloca ons we have numerous
concerns regarding the robustness of the site assessment.
4.2.20At this me it it noted that access to a number of the sites is yet to be determined. Sites
should only be allocated if there is a reasonable prospect of them delivering within the plan period.
Without access being determined these sites should not be allocated within the neighbourhood plan.
4.2.21Also we note that some of the proposed alloca ons are aﬀected by ﬂood risk with no
guarantee that the quantum of development proposed could be delivered on land in Flood Zone
1. If development in Flood Zones 2 and 3 is necessary to deliver the number of dwellings required, a
detailed Sequential Test is required, as such this document is currently insufficient.
4.2.22Since the planning applica on (Rerence: 16/02378) on land oﬀ Eldon Road, King’s Somborne
was refused the Environment Agency Flood Maps for Planning have been updated and there is no
longer flood risk on the site. In light of the latest update to the flood risk maps the entirety of the site
assessments should be revisited with the Sequential Test retaken. We contend that this will
demonstrate that that site is therefore suitable for allocation, as a site that could reasonably be
delivered outside areas of Flood Risk.
4.2.23Further, many of the sites are either within or adjacent to the Conserva on Area and
therefore may impact on the heritage of King’s Somborne. We contend that this has not been
weighted sufficiently in the assessment of the sites and whilst there is currently a policy witin the
KSNP we do not consider this to be strong enough to ensure that there would not an unacceptable
level of harm to Listed Buidings or the Conservation Area. At this time we have seen no evidence of a
Heritage Assessment to support the proposed allocations demonstrating how the sites can be
developed without having an unacceptable impact on the Conservation Area and Listed Buildings.
4.2.24We object to the reasoning behind the rejec on of our site for inclusion within the
neighbourhood plan. With our planning application we submitted a detailed technical Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment which concluded that our site could be developed without having an
adverse impact on the surrounding landscape. This should therefore not be weighted against our site
in the site assessment.
Noting the assessments that currently support the proposed housing mix, housing needs change over
time and are likely to during the course of the plan period. We suggest that wording is added to this
policy that the housing mix that is currently set out is preferred but not prescriptive acknowledging
that needs change over times.
This policy is again seeking to implement a policy beyond the remit of neighbourhood plans and
should be deleted from the neighbourhood plan.
This policy seeks for development to be carried out in distinct phases with no development
commencing until completion of the previous phase. Seeking to phase development does not accord
with the objectives of the Framework to significantly boost the supply of housing.
We are in the midst of a national housing crisis, at a time when the country is not building enough
houses. Seeking to restrict further development until one scheme is completed is not a positive
approach and this should be removed from the plan.
Noting that this policy seeks for development to provide good pedestrian access to both the Village
School and Pre-School, our refused planning application (Rerence: 16/02378) made provision for
these links and should receive positive weighting in the site assessment process.
At this time it is unclear whether a Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Report has been
undertaken to determine whether a full SEA will be required. Due to the nature of some of the
KSNP’s proposed housing allocations being affected by flood risk and the proximity to the
Conservation Area, we suggest that it is highly likely that a full SEA will be required. We suggest that
the Regulation 14 consultation is repeated should it be determined a full SEA is required once this
document has been published.
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The preparation of neighbourhood plans may fall under the scope of the Environmental Assessment
of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regulations) that require a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) to be undertaken where a Plan’s proposals would be likely to have significant
environmental effects.
The SEA is a systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of a Plan’s preparation. It
should assess the effects of a neighbourhood plan’s proposals and whether they would be likely to
have significant environmental effects and whether the Plan is capable of achieving the delivery of
sustainable development when judged against all reasonable alternatives.
A developer is promoting land off Eldon Road, King’s Somborne for residental development. The
development of the 4.06 hectare site could accommodate 60 dwellings (including up to 40%
affordable housing), supported by structural landscaping, informal public open space, children’s play
area and surface water management.
The site lies adjacent to the existing residential development on the edge of King’s Somborne. The
site is well contained with defensible boundaries such as mature hedgerows and trees along Eldon
Road and Furzedown Road.
There is a planning application on the site (Rerence: 16/02378) supported by a suite of technical
information, available on the Test Valley Borough Council website.
The benefits of the scheme would include:
·

The provision of 60 market and affordable homes

·

40% affordable homes provided on site (up to 24 units)

·

Informal public open space including recreational footpath routes and an equiped area of play

·

Footpath link provided to the primary school

·

A net gain in biodiversity

·
Economic benefits including increased expenditure within the local area and the creation of 60
full-time equivalent jobs annually throughout the construction phase.
·
The site is not affected by flood risk and does not impact on local heritage.
1.1.5

A location plan can be found at appendix 1 of this submission.

land off Eldon Road has been submitted as a site that is in a sustainable location and deliverable. We
contend that the proposed allocations do not demonstrate sustainability merits over and above that
submission and suggest that in fact when considering the constraints affecting the proposed
allocations the Eldon road site should be the preferred choice.
We have seen no evidence to demonstrate that a SEA Screening Report has been undertaken and
suggest that the outcomes of this report will demonstrate that a full SEA will be required. Further
work is required to support the allocations and we suggest that the Regulation 14 consultation is
repeated once this work has been undertaken, once the deficinies of the KSNP have been rectified.
We wish to be notified when this consultation is undertaken.
We invite the Parish Council to get in touch regarding development proposals on land off Eldon Road,
King’s Somborne and are happy to discuss to potential options for the delivery of a scheme
supported by the local community.
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Access: the access from Highfield (off Cow Drove Hill) is extremely narrow, is in close proximity to a
Listed cob wall belonging to Old Fromans and is of insufficient width for two cars to pass side-by-side
meaning there would only be single lane access to any development on KSIII. Mention is made that
this narrowing of the access could be seen as a natural ‘traffic calming measure’. I question whether
traffic calming into such a small development of homes, mostly bungalows intended for the elderly,
is a valid reason to try to make a positive from an access which is clearly inadequate and downright
dangerous if combined with foot access. An access road for KSIII would also have to be built across
KSII, which was ruled-out for development. Surely an access road constitutes ‘development’.
Tarmac lorries coming down Cow Drove Hill from the Tarmac plant at the top of Cow Drove Hill
present a danger to anyone pulling out of Highfield onto Cow Drove Hill, particularly with the
entrance to Springfield directly opposite.
Views: KSIII is clearly visible from the top of Cow Drove Hill and all the way down Cow Drove Hill on
the footpath inside the hedge (on the field side) which constitutes The Clarendon Way. Other sites
have been ruled out of the NDP on the basis of visibility from The Clarendon Way. Why aren’t all sites
subject to the same scrutiny? The South Downs Landscape Report is wrong and should be
undertaken again with due consideration to the visibility of KSIII from The Clarendon Way.
Sewerage: The sewers in King’s Somborne have been known to burst at times of extreme flood
events and as the report suggests, cannot handle any further homes being appended to the already
overloaded system.
KSIII has considerable capacity in its top half to absorb water coming down the hill from adjacent
farmland. The lower section of KSIII is active floodplain and has been observed as such during recent
flood events. I question the wisdom of building on land and reducing its capacity to absorb water in a
sensitive area such as King’s Somborne which is renowned for its extreme flooding events
approximately once every 10 years. The bridge over Froghole Lane has proved to have been built too
low, with water at times of flooding circumventing the bridge to the Northern side, so any additional
run-off will exacerbate this problem and raise water levels accordingly, putting further homes at risk.
See attached photos from February 2014 (also included below) taken from Willow Cottage and
Froghole Lane during the most recent extreme weather event.
KSIII being within 7.5km of the protected Mottisfont colony of Barbastelle bats, and with KSIII’s
designation as ‘unimproved farmland’ and with evidence that Barbastelle bats use KSIII for feeding
and roosting, KSIII is an open space that should be preserved in perpetuity.
Siting any new development (KSIII) to the North of the busy A3057 is madness. All village amenities
(except the pub) are to the South of the A3057, for example the school, the church, the two shops,
the village hall, the bus stops, the recreation ground, kids play area, MUGA and the Scout hut. Unless
a safe crossing point is proposed across the A3057, it is just not safe to increase the number of
people, specifically elderly people and young families, having to cross the main road on a regular
basis to access village amenities and bus routes to surrounding towns and cities.
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I moved to King’s Somborne XX years ago because I wanted to live in a village. The village, however,
seems hell bent on turning itself into a town by adding unnecessary amenities, and now unnecessary
housing. King’s Somborne is already the largest village in the Test Valley area and I feel we should be
trying to maintain the status quo and not be on a constant mission for ‘more’. On that basis I
question the need for the number of houses proposed. I support the concept of an NDP
wholeheartedly and absolutely see the advantages, however, as it stands, it is inconsistent, ill
thoughtout and needs work to make it suitably robust against future legal challenges.
Ref site assessment of KS3
Listed Buildings adjoining the site: Old Fromans to the East is mentioned but the assessment fails to
mention Crown Hill Cottage and Willow Cottage to the South West and Yew Tree House to the South,
all of which abut KSIII. The setting of these Listed Buildings will all be affected by development on
KSIII.
Mention is made of the potential for intermittent noise from the Tarmac plant at the top of
Cowdrove Hill but no mention is made of the bird scaring cannon which fires two shots in quick
succession every half an hour or so when the field above KSIII has been sown with seed in the spring.
This would be a considerable noise nuisance for the elderly (bungalows are proposed for the site)
and for young families with children trying to sleep.
This plan is to provide planning guidance for 15 years. If adopted it has been stated repeatedly in
open forum that on any site selected there will only be 11-14 houses per site.
In the South Downs Landscape Report KS3 is described as follows: "Quote The site is most sensitive
close to the watercourse due to its role as part of the The Functional Flood Plain, its contribution to
the riparian character of the valley floor, and its location in Flood Zone 3."
The question is why has this not been fully addressed.
·
Despite assurances to me during several meetings NO appropriate highways assessments have
been performed and they are NOT available in the NDP proposal. Cllr Brock assured everyone that
attended the meeting on Wednesday 10th January 2018 that the highways reports commissioned by
the site owners regarding each site would be available within 4 weeks. These reports for every site
are NOT available even now.
FLOODING and KS3 and its importance as quote Functional Flood Plain
This does NOT accord with the statements of Counsellor Brock, Mr Searle and other members of the
NDP planning steering group that I, and many others, have heard many times in a public forum.
However, on close examination of the Neighbourhood Development Plan proposal relating to KS3 in
particular which has been assessed as one of the top rated sites in the plan, there would be 11-14
houses. The final draft then discusses phase 2 in conjunction with KS6 with the balance being
allocated to KS3. KS6 could only accommodate 5 houses with the balance allocated to KS3.
NDP ref 2.1 Maintaining character ‘key requirement to protect and enhance our natural and historic
environment which includes the conservation area, its listed buildings and the numerous rural views‘
·
The concept of a conservation area that was considered very significant in Planning Terms in
2001 by Test Valley Borough Council re views and the effect on the conservation area related to KS3
have been totally disregarded with inclusion of KS3 as a suitable site.
The following has been STATED many times by members of the NDP planning group at Public
meetings:
So assume 14 houses and 9 houses = 23 houses on KS3.
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1. Why has this been glossed over during the last few months.
NDP ref 3.1 Preserving landscape features, views and farmland. ‘Spaces between build areas
contribute significantly to its character. Objectives are therefore to ensure key views of the village
and surrounding countryside from the surrounding high points are protected.’
1. No development will be considered in Flood Zones 2 and 3
·
Proposed Level of development of KS3 during the life of the NDP plan could result in 23 houses
being proposed by the owner for this site has been completely overlooked in all public forum
meetings that I have attended with the mantra being repeated that each site chosen will only have
11-14 properties.
2. How is it suitable for any site that the NDP has identified to accept more than 11 to 14 houses
The village viewpoints are clearly shown on the Kings Somborne conservation area map designated
th
9 September 1987 as in NDP proposal
2. In KS3, under the NDP any development would be confined to flood zone 1
Site Selection:
Ten sites were looked at in the village. A number of sites were assessed in the South Downs Report
and then the suitability for developing a site was ascribed a numerical score on the basis of this 600
page report.
KS3 was assessed as having “low visibility” in the report, and as such contributed to its suitability for
development. This is totally Inaccurate as KS3 and Willow Cottage are clearly in the landscape view
from the Clarendon Way as attached photograph shows from the viewpoint shown on the
Conservation map. As such this should be reassessed as having “high visibility” (other sites were
considered unsuitable solely on the basis of having high visibility from Clarendon Way).
The ramification being that KS3 would have achieved a LOW CAPACITY for development
The report on KS3 also states that it has NOT been involved in any formal planning matters. This is
completely incorrect. TVS.08933/1 TVBC Southern Area Planning meeting 20th February 2001 Para
7.2. TVS.08933/1 TVBC Planning Control Meeting 6th March 2001. Para 7.2
This application was in reference to two storey dwelling that was rejected and reduced to a single
storey dwelling at plot 5 Old Iron Foundry that looks out over KS3
Paragraph 7.2 The previous application (withdrawn) showing a full two storey dwelling was
considered inappropriate in the context of the village, particularly for its significant intrusion into and
dominance of, the open views from the village, across the site to the rising ground of the countryside
beyond. The present scheme for the proposed dwelling however is far more modest in its bulk and
general presence on site and as viewed from within the village. It is considered therefore that its
impact on the setting of the adjacent listed buildings is insignificant, and that its design preserves the
character and appearance of the conservation area.
TVBC made these planning decisions directly about KS3 and its IMPORTANCE in the Conservation
area and landscape of the village. As this was a Planning Control and also a Planning matter in 2001,
these assessment criteria have NOT CHANGED so how can KS3 now be considered suitable for any
development. The arguments advanced by TVBC still apply.
This also totally agrees with the following policy advanced by the NDP report ……. Policy E9Conservation Area "Any developments must NOT change the character or nature of the conservation
area."
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Taking both these findings together it very strongly suggests that KS3 should not be a site that should
have been considered for development.
At the NDP meeting on 23 May 2018 Cllr Brock agreed to discuss the viewpoint matter with the
South Downs Authority, and also to confirm who and how many people they communicated with in
the village when assessing “the sense of place”. “A sense of place” is a another criteria in the scoring
system for all the sites that they inspected and prepared reports for and that are the basis of the
scoring system for the proposed NDP. We are awaiting a response to this point that was raised in a
public meeting.…..
At the public meeting XXX on 30th May requested that Cllr Brock should have an independent expert
appointed to consider all sites and especially KS3 as it is described as part of the functional flood
plain. Also that this should be carried out BEFORE this plan is submitted to TVBC for the next phase.
Due to the concern of the whole community regarding flooding this seemed a very important and
sensible proposition. It was totally dismissed and Mr Searle and Cllr Brock continued to state their
belief that SUDS was the complete solution. This completely contradicts the Environment Agency
website statement.
3.

As KS3 is clearly described as a functional flood plain this is ridiculous in planning terms

3. That the use of SUDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems) would totally negate any issues that a
development would increase the flood risk that already exists in Kings Somborne.
·
In public meetings the response from NDP is that it will be dealt with by the developer …..
Concern for the Community:
4. Developing the top half of KS3 also in my opinion breaches Policy E5
These Assertions totally conflict with the following Environment Agency website
·
How is this an Independent and a Responsible Approach to the most significant cause for
concern to the people of Kings Somborne
·
Site selection in South Downs Report not accuratly determined and therefore the findings have
acted as a bias in the site scoring system. It is an incredibly important issue and everyone in the
Parish should be able to have complete confidence in the way the system was implemented
Overriding concerns from majority of residents, including myself:
Areas Where Development May Increase Flood Risk Elsewhere
·
The plan prioritises visual impact from footpaths over increased risk of flood damage. Flooding
is the most overriding concern of parishioners
Flooding after the problems in 2001 and 2014 and no site for development should increase the risk of
2001 and 2014 happening again
‘The study of flood risk in this chapter leads to the following conclusion: careful investigation of local
flood risk (with detailed investigation of flood incident records, management and maintenance
issues) is required at most locations in the SFRA area BEFORE development is allocated. It is NOT
sufficient to assume that siting development away from Flood Zones 2 and 3 and localised flooding
areas and the use of sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) techniques will automatically render to
flood risk adequately low irrespective of location See section 11.4’
·
No independent flood risk is considered important in the development of the NDP plan and any
assessment will only be commissioned at the planning stage by those who profit from that
development.
No detrimental effect on landscape and environment
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It is clear that even the Environment agency would always have severe concerns with building in or
CLOSE to flood zone 2 and 3.
I believe the plan is far too prescriptive in trying to define the number, the phasing, the number of
houses per phase and even the type of property. The numbers are so small and typical of infill that I
believe it will be impractical for a developer. Each developer will want to fill each of your prescribed
sites to the maximum in one go. An inspector is unlikely to refuse two lots of 20 or even one
development of 40. This becomes more acute as soon as you start placing the additional affordable
house requirement on top of this. In my time, I have not come across the sort of control you are
trying to advocate in the plan other than within settlement boundaries. I do not think the community
was given the right questions in order to allow them to choose say an Ampfield type development
with its excellent mix of social, part rent, family and bungalow type accommodation only achievable
with 39 houses. One every 10 or 15 years in Kings Somborne would have been perfect. In asking
people what size development they would like to have they always default to the lowest number
option when in reality a bigger number might achieve far more benefits. A further risk if you actually
find a developer prepared to phase a development over a number of years is a mini version of the
Brewery site in Romsey where the developer is building in dribs and drabs. The site permanently
looks like a building site and is a disaster for the residents who have already moved in to completed
properties.

I was not able to find what the current need is and whether you have a backlog to overcome in
addition to your aim of maintaining the current ratio. There is also a weakness in the argument of
maintaining the ratio because as the house price/earnings ratio increases the demand for affordable
housing increases and the ratio will change. A developer will exploit any backlog as justification for
additional houses.
As far as I know covenants cannot be enforced by planning
My understanding is that the TVBC assumption is that NDP numbers are in addition to any and all
windfalls within the settlement boundary – otherwise there would in reality have been no point in
pursuing the NDP process. It is fundamental to the dispersal concept. This has not been made
absolutely clear in your plan. A classic example will be if the allotments are developed with 25 houses
then your plan for 42 over 15 years will still be available not reduced.
The amount of work that has been put into this project is phenomenal and the whole team and in
particular the Chairman needs to be congratulated for their hard work and perseverance.
I have found it incredibly difficult to find my way around the document without clickable links and is
certainly in its full form unprintable for the average resident. Many times, I found myself reading a
statement and desperate to see the evidence behind it and failed.
With regard to plot KS6, Cruck Cottage is the oldest cottage in the village and a quite unique feature
for the village. When it was purchased in the 60s, it was originally proposed to knock it down, but a
preservation order stopped this. At this time the then owners, did not want the cottage therefore
sold it with practically no land behind, hence reducing its value as an attractive house. The proposal is
to build next to this, putting this cottage in even more jeopardy as a viable, pretty cottage, given its
proximity to the ever more busy road and scarcely any land behind. It is essential that it has light
behind and is not overshadowed by larger modern houses which would quickly make it look out of
place and largely unsaleable.
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With regard to KS7, Manor Farm is another fine, ancient, listed building. Its location and the house
itself would be seriously diminished/compromised by any building development behind it. New Lane
is a narrow road which would suffer from any increase in traffic.
KS6 - This plot has lain undisturbed for over 50years. In that time it has become a sanctuary for
wildlife. Owls nest there every year, hedgehogs and slow worms thrive and without that small stretch
of land, all this would go, yet another destructive element when these animals struggle to survive.
There is also a community of rare bats who nest in the trees and buildings surrounding this plot. Any
disruption will endanger them.
Winchester Road is a narrow road bounded by properties on one side (Cruck Cottage amongst them)
and the river on the other. In places there is no pavement. In others the pavement is extremely
narrow with no room for a pushchair, pram or wheelchair. This represents an absolute danger to
pedestrians especially those with small children or mobility-impaired.
We thank the committee for their time in considering these issues and look forward to a productive
outcome which can benefit the community without encroaching too much on the beauty of the
village.
We agree with the findings of the preliminary site search carried out in 2016 which identifies the
buildings at Horsebridge Farm as being potentially suitable for residential use. The follow-up
assessment recognises that the buildings have "considerable potential" for development as an
extension to the exisiting small settlement of Horsebridge. However the potential for the residential
reuse of buildings at Horsebridge Farm is dismissed by the emerging NP as being contrary to Local
Plan (LP) policies COM2 and LE16. No further assessment of the site's potential has been carried out.
We are therefore concerned by the inappropriate wording of Policy E3 and wishes to point out the
the objecitves listed in para 3.1 of the draft Plan do not logically follow the preceding statement on
Kings Somborne characteristics. We consider that the potential reuse of the former farm buildings at
Horsebridge Farm for residential use accords with national and local planning policies. LP policy
COM2 is supportive of development which accords with LP policy LE16. LP policy LE16 is supportive
of residential reuse of rural buildings where effors to consider alternative uses have been made. This
is the case in respect of Horsebridge Farm. There is an opportunity for the emerging NP to reflect this
policy approach. Planning permission has previously been granted for the reuse of the buildings for
employment purposes. However this consent was not implemented as it would not be viable. The
NPFF also supports the reuse of heritage assets for the "optimal viable" use.

Policy H6 as drafted is inappropriate in that it seeks to stop development that could be in accord with
development Plan policy (ref CM feedback on E3 ) with government policy and in some cases which
may be Permitted Development not requiring planning permission.
Ref Horsebridge Farm. The reuse of exisiting buildings in accordance with best practice could help
conservce important heritage assets for future generations, improve farmyard appearance and
settings and also reduce the need for greenfield site developmen elsewhere. It is noted that the draft
NP acknowledges that the level of housing provision set out in draft NP policy H1 "does not preclude
any additional housing sites that have been specifically identified in this plan (windfalls). In addition,
emerging NP policy F7 (which pronotes the reuse of unused agricultural buildings and encourages
"working from home") is also supported . Therefore, even if having considered matters further, the
Parish do not resolve to make specific provision for the residential reuse of buildings at Horsebridge
Farm, we hope that the Parish will be able to support proposals for the sustainable reuse of
redundant farm buildings.
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You state that ‘This Neighbourhood Development Plan seeks to ensure that any development within
the Conservation Area does not change the character or nature of the Conservation Area and
preserves the setting and significance of individual heritage assets and listed buildings’. However,
development on KS3, of any kind, would not align with this objective, for the following reasons:
I note there are several listed buildings which back onto the winterbourne stream. Development on
KS3 directly compromises their setting which has historically enjoyed outstanding views to the
ridgeline, and consequently will reduce their significance considerably.
I feel certain that many people (Kings Somborne’ residents and tourists alike) also enjoy the aspect as
they walk along the footpath towards, or away from, Froghole Lane, and it should therefore be
recognised as an area of important character to the village, and quite different in nature to other
parts of the winterbourne stream. Development of KS3 would alter the appearance of this meadow
considerably, and the appearance of the ‘Bourne’.
During my daily evening walk up Cow Drove Hill, along the top track, and back down the footpath
towards Froghole, I always pause on emerging from the hedge rowed footpath at the South Western
corner of ‘KS3’ to marvel at the outstanding beauty of this meadow, and I know that friends, family,
and neighbours also do the same. There is always something to see, whether it be the buzzards
which roost in the ivy-covered stump next to the beautiful purple beech, the deer, ducks, hares or
owls, or the simple beauty of the flora, a few steps away from the bridge, where wildlife inhabiting
the stream (including families of ducks, kingfishers and moorhens) are often viewed. Perhaps these
species will not be quite so keen to make this spot their home with the proposed disruption caused
by this building work and resulting permanent increased noise and degraded meadowland.

A huge amount of personal wellbeing and respite from the busy road is gained from the proximity to
this beautiful spot. It seems very sad to rob future generations of this respite, whether it will be
those who will be living in the modest dwellings along this stretch, or those living in the grander
listed buildings which have enjoyed this aspect for centuries, or the wider community of passers’ by
on the footpath to the south.
Highlights of this include watching the bats which fly up and down the length of the stream, foraging
around the small group of ash trees at the bottom of the gardens, and into the meadow itself. Baby
grass snakes and slow worms are frequently found nesting in my compost heap and are no doubt in
existence along the footpath. I believe these species will move further afield if your proposal goes
ahead in any form on KS3. It is surprising it cannot be considered a potential LAG for it is a place of
beauty, and tranquillity and has an abundance of wildlife, is local in character, and with good visibility
from the footpath to Froghole.
I am considerably concerned about potential increased flooding risk that development of KS3 would
cause and the devastation this will cause to current residents' wellbeing.
I have had little time to try and digest all of the information contained in this Development Plan so unable to give a
detailed response. However, I would like to make some comments based upon my experiences in King’s Somborne – a
quintessentially beautiful and tranquil English Country Village that deserves a high degree of Environmental protection
lest we lose this accolade.
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It is not clear from the document what the evidence was of any studies that have been made to justify the demands for
more housing within King’s Somborne having very limited infrastructure and facilities available or indeed opportunities
for their development.
I believe that only a limited amount of additional housing will be required to fulfil the needs of natural development of
the Village, but am sure this should not be in the form of housing estates requiring in particular, as seems to be the case
within this Development Plan, new access roads, with increasing pressures on existing infrastructure including existing
narrow roads, water supplies and sewage treatment etc.
It is suggested that there will be pressure from existing local residents wishing to downsize into 2/3 bedroom houses.
Affordable housing providing 2 bedroom houses for the Village’s younger people should also be a priority allowing them
and their new families to continue living in the Village. I am sorry to see that the expectation in this regard is to rely solely
on gains from the ‘Social Housing’ allocation when and if larger estates of houses are built.
Development of these 2/3 bedroom houses should in part I believe, be on identified sites close to the village centre with
easy access, especially with the increasing requirement for ‘care in the home’ allowing for easier access to public
transport and facilities that are provided in the Village centre for those unable to drive.
There has been mention of the ‘Allotments area' recently as being a potential asset for development providing that an
alternative site can be found. It seems that the benefits of this well positioned parcel of land should be fully investigated
by TVBC and the Parish Council as an absolute priority.
Once off of the A3057, throughout King’s Somborne, especially north of Winchester Road, the road network is narrow
and at times difficult to negotiate safely even with the current volume of traffic.
It is proposed to access sites KS7 and KS5 using two of the narrowest access roads in the Village. Site KS5, via Muss Lane is
totally ridiculous to contemplate. Being single track for most of the length it would be a disaster in waiting, both on safety
and Environmental grounds and surely could not be supported by the Highways Authority.
Similarly, site KS7 would need to use New Lane an equally difficult single track carriageway, currently accessed via a Ford
and subject to flooding in the south or north onto the A3057 at a potentially very dangerous junction.
In the longer term, looking at the layout of King’s Somborne, it is so very clear to see that given the pressure for house
building from Developers, if approval is considered and granted for K5 and K7 then, before very long, there will be
pressure and application to infill right up to the A3057 from Winchester Road, simply Urbanising this part of the Village
and using New Lane as the Eastern boundary and destroying the ambience of the Village when viewed from this aspect.
These potential new developments would, in all likelihood, have a large percentage of larger properties, each with an
average of three cars. There being no public transport in these two areas and certainly none along New Lane, much of the
traffic to and from these new areas of housing development would have to go through the Village using the existing
narrow road network to gain access onto the A3057.

I would like to thank all those involved in formulating this NDP.

Generally, design guidance is to be welcomed but the restrictions which the Plan seeks to place on
development is too detailed to be practical and is based on some doubtful assumptions. Housing mix,
while in principle desirable, cannot be predetermined in detail but will have to be assessed on a siteby-site basis. The apparent exclusion of any house with more than four bedrooms is extraordinary.
The prohibition on mirrored or repetitive designs runs contrary to the character of parts of the village
and seems to be the predetermined design of the author of this section. Arbitrary ratios of public
open space area to development area can lead to unused and un-cared-for space which is neither
accessible to the village ‘public’ nor useful to nearby residents. These and many other attempts at
fine-grain control should be edited and reduced to more open-ended, generic and practical
constraints.
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The principle that the village can and should only grow out of its existing population and growth does not
address the fact that the village has been subject to incoming population for many decades and this is a pattern
that continues to the present day. The village is well served with retail, community and education facilities and
public transport and is entirely suitable for limited expansion as a contribution to the national housing
shortage. Indeed, the identity of appropriate housing sites, is evidence of this suitability. Any attempt to halt
this process by artificially limiting supply is a method of protecting the interests of those fortunate enough to
have made such a move. The concomitant assumption that such a policy is supported by the lack of
employment in the Parish ignores the undoubted fact that the village has long been unable to support the
employment of its residents many of whom work outside the Parish and can do so sustainably using public
transport. The basis for evaluating the proper expansion of the village should be re-examined in the light of
these facts and in particular that it is the responsibility of all communities to assist with the national housing
shortage.

The proposal that the sites be brought forward on a series of five-year phases is a facet of the above
assumptions on population and takes predictions outside both planning policy thresholds and reasonable
prediction of need. The numerical limitations on the identified sites does not allow for proper master planning
and makes inexpert and very broad assumptions on their capacity and density. The process of prioritising sites
in this putative programme is at best arbitrary and at worst subject to challenge if any of the six-person panel
has any interest in or would be affected by any of the proposed development. Furthermore, key factors do not
seem to have been taken into account, viz., capability of delivery, access restrictions and opportunities,
landscape impact as evidenced in Policy E4. Where sites would be equal in status according to other criteria
given in the Plan they appear for no given reason to have been assessed higher or lower in a scoring process.
The restrictive programme is impractical and once sites have been identified, which they have through a
satisfactory democratic and qualitative assessment, they should be offered for development according to
availability and practicality. To do otherwise could compromise the key premise of housing delivery.

The implications of developing site KS3 are considerable. In addition to the increased flooding risk
further downstream (the subject of my earlier objection) the likely infrastructure creates its own
problems viz
1. The possibility of a footpath along both sides of the Romsey Road would result in even more run
off areas. Furthermore the loss of most front gardens would not be acceptable to most property
owners.
2. The provision of a pedestrian crossing opposite Froghole would be raised again. You will recall that
HCC refused this a few years ago due to lack of need. With housing on KS3 that refusal would no
longer apply. Do the residents of Romsey Road want to hear the pip, pip, pip, pip warning signals all
day long? Such a crossing would cause traffic hold ups in the village and increase pollution.
There should not be any development on the north-west side of Romsey Road.
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My concern is with access being wide enough to allow emergency vehicles, refuse collection and
indeed building site traffic. This area has been used regularly for overflow parking for all residents at
Cow Drove Hill from visitors to delivery vans, tradesmen working on the properties on the hill and
emergency vehicles along with walking groups that park and walk up the hill. Unlike other addresses
in the village we have no option other than this space due to the steep hill and volume of large
vehicles on this single track road going up and down Cow Drove Hill. The increases vehicle traffic
associated with this proposed development is a worry as there are visibility issues joining the road on
the hill and the volume of traffic from both the tarmac plant (from 4am to 4am Monday to Friday
and Saturday morning) and cut-through delivery vehicles along with farm vehicles using Cow Drove
Hill to Stockbridge via Marshcourt is substantial. Often when A3057 is blocked the Hill becomes the
main through road to Stockbridge. On wet or icy days vehicles struggle to get up the hill and often
have to make several attempt to get up causing a blockage and having to reverse onto A3057 being a
regular event when attempts have been aborted. On some occasions the Tarmac plant has had to
send down their Caterpiller Tractor to help pull the larger lorries up in icy weather. Even in June
larger vehicles struggle - I have several video clips taken in the last month if you would like to see
them of these events." Also as a main route to Clarendon Way/Test Way and John O Gaunt Fishing
Lake there are large volumes of vehicles and cyclists and walker using the Hill almost every day often
parking on the track that you wish to use as access to the proposed new development.

I have lived in the village since XX. I understand the need for new homes in the village and over the
last 20 years there has been a lot of homes built but the population of the village has not increased.
Also the forecast for the next 10 years is for the populations to decrease 2 to 4%. Furthermore the
bus services have decreased and the number of cars/lorries has increased with no expansion of the
roads. There are brown field sites within the village that can and should be developed – once green
field sites like KS7 are gone they are gone for good.
THE FOOTPATH that runs from New Lane to Riverside Green/Muss Lane is widely used by the village along
with ramblers both during the week and extensively at weekends.
a. The footpath is used by villagers every day some of these people are recovering from ill health – strokes
/ heart attacks – they enjoy the tranquil environment whilst crossing the field which is a GREEN AREA.
b. The Ramblers as mentioned above use extensive in groups of 20 -30 people at a time at weekends – as
it is part of a pattern of ancient walks.
c. A Gateway was purchased by the village to allowance access for disabled people to also enjoy the Green
area and tranquillity
d. The Villagers use this footpath also to avoid the heavy traffic along Winchester Road as it runs parallel
to Winchester Rd which has no pavement at this end.
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REF KS7 - NEW LANE : The traffic is an issue in New Lane – it is a single lane track barely wide enough for 2
cars to pass. Mains water comes up from Winchester Road up New Lane to some properties – it runs
under the verge on the KS7 side. The vehicles are continually mounting the verge as a result the pipes are
damaged underground. The Water Board have been out numerous time to fix massive leaks. The cost
according to the Water Board is approx. £10k per time. a. New Lane is used extensively by agricultural
vehicles and has entrance to the free range chicken farm and the wheat fields growing crops and also
access to fields where livestock is kept. The owners visit their animals regularly on a daily basis, parking
their vehicles in the lane. b. New Lane does not cope today the addition of houses with 2 cars per
household the likelihood of a serious accident is increased. c. In recent weeks the police have been
walking down New Lane and they have been surprised at the speed of the traffic as it’s a 60mph limit and
also the volume. I understand Hampshire Police are coming to do an assessment of this lane. d. There are
heavy duty vehicle (Lorries) who drive this lane and are unable to turn and get stuck at the junctions of
entry onto the A3057 and also into Winchester Road and vice versa. This has caused issues on the A3057 .
e. In 2017 some road works were done in Winchester Road, the contractor put signs up diverting traffic up
New Lane. Test Valley Borough who were unaware of as no approval had been sort. However, Test Valley
(TV) did state that New Lane was not suitable to be used as it was a single lane road. So if any
development was too happen in KS7 why do TV now think its suitable?

Planning Permission granted in 2005 – Test Valley TVS.04564/2 Stated “ Planning Permission is
granted that there be no significant impact on the character and appearance of the area or the
residential amenities of the occupants of adjacent dwellings”
A field in KS7 floods from the Gate on New Lane to the Chestnut Tree – it’s unable to be cut from Jan
to the end of May every year. The water is from a natural spring that comes up every year it is a
source and feeds into the River Test.
KS7 - the Broadband service even with BT infinity is not great and streaming programs are
problematic at the best of times – so this is still an issue
At the meeting in 2017 planning meeting at Crossfield Hall Romsey both SSE and the Water Board
raise concerns and in the NDP Summary whilst some water issues have been addressed the
Electricity has not we are still seeing outages in 2018 so I think the statement on page 21 is not true.
KS7 - there are some archaeological site in the field which has been down played and need further
investigation
KS7 is outside the settlement boundary and is therefore GREEN BELT
KS7 is used and worked daily by of Red Kites and Buzzards, there are several breeding pairs. These
breeding pairs of hawks have taken years to re-establish which was agreed with villagers as this was
part of a National Policy. There is abundance of wildlife using and living the field from the hawks
already mentioned – to Barn and Little Owls, Kestrels, Hares and game birds, and ground nest birds
(sky larks etc).
Ks7 Light pollution if development happens in KS7 the area which has zero today will become a light
polluted area and if any street lights are put in place it will totally change the area.
KS7 The build site of these proposed houses is a narrow strip of land onto the footpath which will
damage the footpath, both people, the river and livestock. The infrastructure is completely
unsuitable ie sewage, danger to right of way of foot path livestock, New Lane and stream. There will
be considerable disruption whilst building takes place.
KS7 Over 30 years the TV Planning Officers have consistently stated that Kings Somborne is a village
consisting of low rolling hills, green fields, small hedgerows combined with field trees. Red Hill and
the landscape views demonstrate what the Test Valley aims and goals are for the village.
We support the proposals of the Neighbourhood Plan in respect of KS5.
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The proposal to give Priority 1 to KS5 (the southern part) is strongly supported.
Highway Access from Stockbridge Road
(REF KS4/5) OPUS International examined the issues of surface water drainage and foul drainage. 9.2
With regard to surface water drainage, they reported that the site had good drainage and only a
limited area was required to buffer the drainage. This would involve the creation of attenuation
basin. Chalk, which underlies the site, has high permeability. 9.3 Foul drainage could not be
investigated in detail but the Consultants reported that they did not expect to face any insuperable
issues. The investigation of foul drainage requires the submission of a Section 98 request and this
costs around £5000. 9.4 All of the land is situated in Flood Zone 1 where there is no risk of flooding.
(Ref KS5) The ecology practice, ECOSA, has been instructed and several surveys have been
completed. No overriding issues have been identified but more survey work is required.
Highway Access from Muss Lane
We support the proposals for development on KS5. We believe that there should be a minimum of
14 dwellings and that the possibility of more development should be explored. 12.2 xxxx. 12.3 The
development of KS5 has minimal impact upon the amenity of local residents and yet it adjoins the
settlement edge. 12.4 It lies in a very sustainable location with good access especially for pedestrians
and cyclists back to the heart of the village. 12.5 The highway access is achievable from Stockbridge
Road and the highway proposals would bring benefits in terms of highway safety. 12.6 Custom build
housing would bring high quality design and a wider range of housing to the village.

5.7 The Highway Consultant, Richard Parker, was commissioned to review the potential to use Muss
Lane for highway access. It was concluded that this was not appropriate to serve even limited
development. However, Muss Lane would offer both pedestrian and cycling access to the heart of
the village including the local shop. The site is situated in a sustainable and pedestrian friendly
location.
5.8 It is not possible to provide direct access to Winchester Road from KS5. 5.9 There is a suggestion
in the Site Assessment Appendix 2.4 page 12 that Site SHELAA 80 could be combined with KS5 to
“resolve some of the access issues”. The paper notes that these sites are in different ownership. 5.10
Discussions have been held with the owners of land identified as SHELAA 80. Any access from
Winchester Road would raise its own issues. The connection to KS5 would require the access road to
cross land that is not within either of the two sites. There is also the issue of “ransom”. The cost of
this is likely to be greater than the cost of the access from Stockbridge Road. Besides any possible
‘ransom’, the site at SHELAA 80 would lose at least one plot to facilitate the access.
The Landscape Analysis prepared by Sue Sutherland Associates demonstrated that the landscape
impact from wider views was not significant over most of both sites KS4 and KS5 and any impact
could be mitigated by new planting. This document has not been submitted because it was prepared
to support the development of 28 dwellings and it has not been updated in respect of the lesser
development. 3.2 An area of land was identified where development should be avoided. It was
considered that other views could be protected by new planting on the north eastern boundary and
within the scheme. 3.3 It is considered that the site could accommodate more than 12/14 dwellings.
The Neighbourhood Plan study concludes that sites that fall in the “Medium Development Scale” can
support “5-14 dwellings Comprising detached, semi detached or terraced buildings”.
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6.1 Two layouts have been prepared by Thrive Architects. The Neighbourhood Plan proposes that 514 units with 25% affordable would be preferred at the lower part of the site. It is evident that this
number can be accommodated on the site. However, it is necessary to provide at least 14 units to
ensure that the scheme is viable.
6.2 The development of the site for some self build or custom build plots would help to off set the
cost issues. The latest advice from the Borough Council is that there are 74 people on its Self
Build/Custom Build Register and that there are no sites allocated for this use in the Borough. The
Borough Council is required to provide sites for this purpose.
XXX commissioned the Highway Consultant, Richard Parker, to examine highway issues. His Report is
attached.
5.2 The discussions with the highway authority confirmed that the provision of highway access from
Stockbridge Road was achievable. In the course of discussions with the highway authority it was
agreed that the access point should be situated in a central position along the frontage of the site to
maximise visibility. 5.3 The provision of the access point in this position could require the removal of
a short section of hedgeline although there appears to be scope to realign the highway northwards
to minimize the loss of hedging. The central position ensures that there is no need to fell any trees.
The ecological survey confirmed that the hedge had limited value. 5.4 The highway access from
Stockbridge Road would provide significant benefits. The scheme would include moving the 30mph
sign northwards and providing a “Village Entrance Feature” which would slow traffic and thereby
improve safety. 5.5 There has been a suggestion by the highway authority that an improved footpath
link should be provided to the Cemetery. This could involve some form of crossing of Stockbridge
Road could be provided (details to be agreed). 5.6 The proposal to restrict the housing development
to the southern part of the site does mean that the access from Stockbridge Road would require the
provision of a significant length of road to serve the development. Although this is an expensive
requirement it would not undermine the scheme provided that a minimum of 12/14 dwellings was
agreed. Obviously, additional development would assist the viability of the development.

The Neighbourhood Plan places emphasis on the importance of good design. The Plan includes
design guidance. It is noted that there is a preference for traditional designs which reflect the
characteristics of the area. XXXXX.
7.2 Custom build developments must be developed in accordance with specific design guidance. The
concept enables people to design their own homes but they are constructed by a builder unlike self
build.
KS4 and KS5 are in a very sustainable location. It would be possible to walk back along Muss Lane to
the centre of the village and past the local shop. It is also possible to provide pedestrian access to
Winchester Road via Spencers Farm. Footpath links can be provided to the Recreation Ground. 8.2
The southern part of the site adjoins the Public Right of Way which also provides access to the village
and the coutryside. Page 5 Prepared by Bryan Jezeph Consultancy Ltd 8.3 The site is well related to
the village and, yet, it has very limited impact upon existing residents. Most of the existing housing is
separated from the proposed development by trees and hedges and the existing Recreation ground.
Highway Access from Winchester Road
2.2 It is noted that there is a reference on Table 1 that states:- “Site was thought to have potential
for more dwellings than identified in
the original analysis. To be taken forward for further analysis” (Table 1)
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2.3 sites of KS4 and KS5 could provide at least 28 dwellings. A revised schematic layout is attached
(BRA160927 CMP-01). This demonstrates that the development of at least 12/14 dwellings can be
accommodated in the lower part of the site.
In regard to access to the KS5 site both options of Muss Lane and Spencer's Farm seem inadequate.
Muss Lane is a single lane road in places and this route takes you via an area of flood risk. The
proposed site of KS4 would have far better access directly from the A3057. KS4 may be in view from
Red Hill but with sympathetic planting of trees over time it would soon blend in with its surrounds.
I have confined my comments for the most part to the substance of the NDP in terms of its policies
and proposals and have avoided, with one or two exceptions, grammatical, typographical and stylistic
matters. Although understandable with a draft Plan, there appear to be a number of matters which
will need refinement and my overall impression is that there is a formidable editing task necessary
before the next stage, which I believe is submission to the Test Valley Borough Council. Without
wishing to be critical, I believe that there is a need for greater accuracy and precision in some of the
text, particularly where there are references to planning documents, plans, studies etc.
Although the NDP represents an enormous amount of work by local people, assisted by various
specialists, there is so much material, and the way that it is presented makes the Plan very difficult to
navigate. One problem results from the fact that material which is included in the main text is
repeated in the appendix. An example, and there are others, is the E policies, which are all repeated
in Appendix 1.0. This makes it difficult for the reader, who has to establish what material is
duplicated. Another problem is the disparate way in which important back up material and evidence
is collated and presented. For example, it is pity that housing site assessment information cannot be
assimilated into a single document, to which reference is made later, which could form an appendix,
with the work, say, of the South Downs NPA feeding into it. What the reader wants is a single, simple
table or matrix with all the factors, from landscape impact to access and flooding constraints, set out
so that comparative assessments of the relative merits of the different possible sites can be made

Should there not be an early reference in the Plan to the time period it covers, possibly in1 1.1? I
understand that the period is now reduced from 25 to 15 years, but it is not until one gets to the
housing section and phasing is examined that this becomes clear. Also, should not the NDP process
be outlined in Section 1, perhaps as amplification of 1 1.4? I don’t think the Plan becomes part of the
TVBC Local Plan, but when made, not adopted, it is part of the statutory Development Plan.
I don’t find this policy very clear and am in some doubt whether it is sound. Does the reference to
existing property mean all property or just residential property? Why should you need a landscape
study for the smallest of free standing buildings? Is there guidance as to the precise circumstances
where a landscape study is necessary and the form and scope that such a study should take? The
repetition of the phrase ‘planning application’ doesn’t help the reading of the policy or the language.
This may sound a trifle pedantic, but I would avoid the phrase ‘for agricultural use’ which implies
requiring the land to be used for agriculture, which authorities are powerless to do. The object of the
policy is to preserve openness and surely a better wording would be …. The agricultural field
between Horsebridge and Romsey Road should be preserved in its open state to ensure positive
separation between settlements. This would also bring the form of expression of the policy in line
with the other E policies, which it isn’t at present.
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I think for clarity I would add the words KINGS SOMBORNE VILLAGE at the end of the policy
I am not persuaded that all new development should necessarily be kept below the 40m contour, but
I refer to this in the context of the housing section and the site assessments.
Surely all new residential development should be sited close to existing development? I think the use
of the term ‘built-up landscape’ is confusing and inappropriate.
I see no difficulty with this policy but would just ask whether this is now the commonly accepted
standard for open space provision in development? It used to be by the number of dwellings.
It is understood from the local press that the Diocese of Winchester is going to sell the allotments
site. The provisions relating to listed assets of community value are complex, but it would appear
that if the owner wishes to cease its present use, that cannot be stopped in principle. Given that this
site would surely be the least contentious and most suitable site for housing, and is even within the
Kings Somborne settlement boundary as defined in the Local Plan, wouldn’t the sensible course be to
accept housing subject to establishing new allotments elsewhere? Given the public announcement
by the Diocese surely the Parish Council should initiate exploratory, without prejudice, discussions
immediately and if they prove fruitful, this would potentially change the whole complexion of the
housing proposals in the NDP. I have heard that the allotment holders would be reluctant to move to
another site because of fear of ‘contamination’ of the land by the application of chemicals etc.
However, given the implications of this whole issue and the wider but significant public interest, I
think we all know exactly what the response to the allotment holders should be.

I see nothing wrong with the principle of this policy, but surely a way must be found to avoid the use
of the term ‘Conservation Area’ twice in the first sentence? Given the definition of conservation
areas as ‘Areas of Special Architectural or Historic Interest, the character or appearance of which it is
desirable to preserve or enhance’, would it not be appropriate to feed at least some of this wording
into the policy?
I imagine that this is a fairly standard policy that is applied in all areas where there is flood risk.
However, I assume it does not apply to ‘all developments’ (eg a small house extension, a shop front,
a mobile phone mast etc, all of which are within the meaning of ‘development’ as defined in the
Planning Act ), but those it does apply to need to be stated
The same point as in Policy E10 above applies; ‘new development’ covers everything, but the types
of proposal where an appraisal is required should be specified. Otherwise, how does an applicant
know whether to prepare an appraisal for his/her application?
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On the matter of the housing requirement, I appreciate the difficulties in assessing this at Parish
level. However, this notwithstanding, my view is that the whole approach in the NDP is misguided,
and effectively is the result of the analysis of the answers to the questions of residents’ specific
housing needs in the 2016 KSPC NDP Survey, and to a lesser extent, in the later Housing Needs
Survey carried out by Action Hampshire. The latter survey in my view was completely unnecessary
and has produced no useful information, apart from delaying the Plan by several months. We are not
planning for the specific housing needs of Parish residents in terms of market housing, unpalatable
though that may be to many. This is basically because there can be no control over the occupancy of
new market dwellings. Developers will sell their houses to whoever they can and must be able to do
so. If residents want to upsize or downsize and remain within the village, then they see what existing
or new dwellings are available. If nothing is available then they move elsewhere, or, depending on
their circumstances, wait. And so there is limited point is asking residents questions about their
future needs, other than perhaps to get a feel of whether significant numbers may seek to leave the
village, and no justification for taking into account this kind of data when assessing need. By all
means ask what type of any new housing they would like to see, but this is from the point of view of
achieving a variety of dwelling types, which is generally seen as desirable, both from environmental
and social standpoints. However, developers have a habit of building the type of dwellings that are
the most marketable at the time.

Affordable housing is more complex, because there are different types of such housing needed and
the locational needs may be tied to a particular parish, but more often anyone wanting an affordable
dwelling is prepared to move to another parish. My understanding is that Test Valley’s affordable
housing policies allow persons who have demonstrated an affordable housing need to move well
outside their Parish, if the house in question meets their specific need. So I accept that information
on those residents in the Parish who need affordable housing should be gathered, and if this
information is not available from the Borough Council, which I suspect much of it is, then possibly a
tailored short questionnaire only to those parish residents might have been sent, but I realise this is
too late now. I think one starts, as the NDP does, to look at the total minimum housing requirement
in Rural Test Valley over the 18 year period of the Borough Local Plan. Obviously the 648 dwellings
are not allocated to specific villages and any additional housing which is provided in this Parish would
be seen as a contribution to that overall supply. So one needs to look at the village against that
background; ie there is an accepted need overall for more housing in the rural area as stated in the
Local Plan and is Kings Somborne both a sufficiently sustainable community and in broad terms
capable physically of absorbing more development, having regard to environmental constraints, such
as to make some contribution to this overall need?
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A key question is whether more population is required to support local facilities and services, and in
this respect there should be some assessment of their viability, as specifically provided for in the
NPPF. For example, what does the Education Authority think in terms of future school rolls and what
are the views of the proprietors of the two local shops, one of which of course includes the post
office? This assessment should include all facilities and services, as well as the utilities such as
broadband, potential gas supply etc.. Although Section 6 appears to be a very thorough assessment
of the Parish’s facilities and infrastructure, with helpful policies to safeguard them, I feel it is a
shortcoming of the NDP that no attempt has been made to assess their viability, an assessment that
could then be cross-matched to the question of housing need. The NPPF also provides that market
housing can be justified to facilitate the provision of affordable housing, although this rather
fundamental question is not directly addressed in the NDP either, other than following the relevant
Local Plan policies. From all this a figure of housing need can be formulated, admittedly it can only be
approximate, but you will never arrive at a precise unchallengeable figure, especially when there is
‘no prescribed method for determining housing numbers’ (NDP 4 4.1). But I suggest that this
approach has more logic and is more defensible than the one used for the NDP. I have studied
Appendix 2.1, but whilst national population forecasts, past trends in the Parish, and the present
social balance provide interesting background material, I do not feel that they are especially relevant
as factors from which we should derive a new housing requirement for Kings Somborne.

This policy is ingenious, but I don’t think it is permissible. You cannot through planning controls
compel a developer to impose restrictive covenants on new properties; that is entirely a matter for
the developer. What does the LPA do if the developer refuses to apply covenants – refuse planning
permission? I would strongly suggest that the Parish Council seeks legal advice on this. Some of the
objectives listed in the preamble to policy H5 might be achieved in selected and appropriate cases by
withdrawing permitted development rights by condition of the planning permission. There are also
Article 4 Directions which withdraw specified permitted development rights over a whole area.
However, central government requires special justification for approving such directions and I doubt
whether to achieve compliance with Design Guidance over a whole Parish would be a justifiable
reason. The essence of the Design Guidance, which I feel is very good, is that much of what it seeks
to achieve is by persuasion at the negotiating stage, or by refusing planning permission if the design
is clearly inappropriate.
In the light of the above, the following consideration of where to locate new homes must be
qualified by the expression of some doubt as to whether the NDP has got the numbers right. And so
only for the purposes of considering where houses should be sited, I assume here that something in
the order of 40 houses are required over the 15 year Plan period. A point which is of concern to
several with whom I have discussed the NDP is, as indicated, the vast amount of material that exists
in relation to the assessment of sites suitability for development, and to anyone not versed in
planning policies and procedures, how utterly time consuming and difficult to comprehend.
Principally these are the Site Assessments carried out in accordance with the TVBC protocol (150 odd
pages) and the Landscape Assessment by the South Downs NPA (nearly 50 pages). There are also
other assessments at various stages of the preparation of the Plan. Surely a single ‘Assessment’ could
be produced which succinctly embraced all this work and which could be much more easily accessed
and assessed by those interested in the Plan. I would be surprised if this doesn’t prove to be a
problem with the Assessor.
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In my experience, phasing such as over three discrete time periods of five years each and establishing
an order of priority will never work. Phasing only works when there is a particular constraint such as
the absence of necessary infrastructure, or, say, a road which needs to be constructed before
housing can be built. Once the land has been identified as suitable for housing (and allocated in the
statutory development plan) it will be incredibly difficult to resist applications to develop any phase
as soon as the market dictates. There are, for example, unlikely to be grounds for refusing
development in Phase 1 that is earmarked for Phase 3, ie grounds that would be supported on
appeal. I know many residents responded to the main questionnaire that a few dwellings only year
on year should be built, which all sounds very cosy but I do not believe there is any planning
justification for this. There is no reason why the whole allocation for a 15 year plan period should not
be built within the first three years. Should developers ever win an appeal on the Eldon Road site,
which would provide many more houses than the NDP proposes, no Inspector will try to regulate the
phasing of the development into specific time periods – if the housing is needed, the quicker it is
built for all concerned, including local residents, the better. The Plan is then reviewed long before the
end of the plan period. And so the NDP should only allocate that land which is required within that
plan period. If five sites are identified and only three are needed, it just becomes a ‘developer’s
charter’. The potential ‘re-ordering of the priority of sites’ as stated as a possibility in Policy H10
would, amongst other things, create a lack of confidence in the NDP and much disquiet amongst the
public. Surely a key responsibility in preparing the Plan and assessing sites for housing development
is to establish their availability, and the timing of that availability, before allocating them? See the
Department of Communities guidance on SHEELAS.

By all means encourage a variety of dwelling types for both aesthetic and social reasons, but don’t
seek to justify this on the basis of villagers’ specific housing needs, as the preamble to this policy
suggests. I think the requirement to provide proportions of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom houses to every
development is far too prescriptive
This is just not an acceptable planning policy. There is no justification for imposing these kinds of
blanket prohibitions. Can one imagine what the reaction of a potential purchaser of a new dwelling
would be to a limit on the size of any future extension and a total prohibition on additional storeys
and loft extensions? It is effectively taking away people’s permitted development rights, or denying
them the opportunity of seeking planning permission. Each case involving any of the three categories
would be judged on its own merits, assuming of course that it required planning permission.
As far as the five preferred sites are concerned, as I have found it so difficult to navigate the various
relevant appendices and documents I may not have fully appreciated the weight and significance of
the professional guidance that is contained in the various studies. The responses below therefore are
based more on my own assessments of each site taking into account my knowledge of the Parish. A
general point of great concern with regard to all the suggested sites is the lack of clear guidance as to
the implications of each development from a highway standpoint. The site access study at 2.4.6 is
disappointing to say the least and I have found no evidence in the NDP and its attachments that the
access arrangements for any of the sites is clearly known and is acceptable to the Highway Authority.
This is crucial information, and should be known with certainty before any site is advanced for
housing development, as is the availability of any of the sites. This then avoids the potentially
disastrous consequences of identifying more sites than you need and having to reorder the priority.
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KS5 and KS7 From what I have read, there appears to be no acknowledgement that development of
both these sites will be visible from the A3057, the only SHLAA/SHEELAA sites in this category, and
even development of the scale of these sites combined will have a profoundly adverse effect upon
the setting of the village. To contemplate access to Muss Lane from KS5 is absurd and surely not
acceptable to the Highway Authority. Access to KS7 via New Lane would completely change the
character of this road from a country lane to an ‘urban’ distributor, and open up the land to the
north for further development. I understand the methodology employed by the South Downs NPA,
but I am not convinced that the traditional valley bottom is so significant that development must be
kept within it, bearing in mind that much post war housing in the village has straddled away from it
and is on much higher ground. There appears to be no recognition of the precedent implications of
these sites; because of the hard boundary created by the A3057 and New Lane, it is inevitable that
given the right market conditions there will be considerable and probably irresistible pressure to
develop the remainder of the open land between these roads. However well designed, this scale of
development would just urbanise this part of the village

KS3 This area was positively included in the 1987 Conservation Area review as an important open
area because of the contribution it makes as open land to the character and setting of this part of the
village. This can be fully appreciated from Froghole Lane. It is still an important open area, even
though the Department of Communities has discouraged the use of local designations in future
development plans. I do not consider that anything has changed in terms of the value of this site as
open and the fact that it is on the valley floor does not enhance its case for development. I can
appreciate the apprehensions of those who live in the immediate locality, apart from their concerns
about flooding.
SHELLA 81 I can see no merit whatsoever in this land as a development site. Given its narrowness at
the north eastern extremity, housing will appear as ribbon development stretching out along the
Winchester Road, and will detract significantly from views towards the village from the Ashley and
Little Somborne directions, as well as from higher ground to the south.
KS6 Historically this site has been excluded from the settlement boundary but included within the
Conservation Area because as an open area it contributes to the special character of Winchester
Road as it extends into the countryside. However, assuming the character and setting of the listed
buildings Prospect House and Cruck Cottage can be fully respected and satisfactory access can be
achieved, I would concede that it appears to be the least unacceptable of the sites advanced for
development, although this would run counter to the policies of the still extant Conservation Area
Appraisal. The informal view of the Highway Authority in the past was that access would be
problematic; it would have to be sited away from Cruck Cottage because of the effect of the siting of
that building on achieving satisfactory sight lines, and to bring it further eastwards would create an
unacceptable virtual crossroads with Riverside Green. The highway position has to be clarified before
the site is allocated. Contrary to what I understand has been assumed by the Steering Group, this site
has never in the last 70 years been the subject of a planning permission for any form of housing. This
can be verified by inspecting the Council’s planning register.

On the matter of housing allocations generally, I feel that the likely availability of the allotments for
housing development changes fundamentally the approach and possible solution to housing needs in
the NDP, and I trust that this will be fully investigated by the Parish Council before the next stage.
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It has always seemed to me since the introduction of NDPs that they must be capable of ‘adding
something’ to the planning of the settlements they cover. After all, authorities have Local Plans, and
if you really examine their content, they cover much of the ground in policy terms that is or will be
included in the NDP. Test Valley has in my view, of the many that I have read over the years, a
particularly robust and well written Local Plan, the 2016 version. And so what can our NDP give the
community that is not covered by the Local Plan? Apart from addressing in more detail local housing
needs and say, providing bespoke design guidance, I have always felt that identifying schemes for
environmental enhancement of some of the ‘blacker spots’ would be beneficial, and was something
pursued by Test Valley over the whole Borough many years ago. I did suggest this at an early stage of
the NDP, and we could have asked the public for their ideas, but I am sad to say that it did not find
favour.
We think that the decision to omit certain sites before a fair and balanced assessment was
undertaken was incorrect and flawed. They should have all been given consideration on an equal
footing from the outset of the process
Site KS7 has all the qualifications to be a LAG. Why has it not been given this status when other areas
with lower scores against the criteria have? It's setting within the historic cluster of Manor Farm
House, its barns and farmland is vital to be preserved, as borne out by the opinion of the village
residents. We request that KS7 is given the status of a LAG prior the finalisation of the NDP.
Ludicrously a photo of this field was used to illustrate the Green Spaces document!
We consider that the LVIA was fundamentally wrong to place so much emphasis on the "pre war
historic settlement pattern". All of the chosen sites are within or next to Conservation areas, and 4
out of 5 are next to listed buildings or Flood Zone 3 sites. Meanwhile 8 other sites have been
excluded because they are not in the "pre war historic settlement pattern" or may have an impact on
views. This would seem to indicate that the settlement pattern and views are more important than
the preservation of our listed buildings and their surroundings, and the very real threat of severe
flooding. We very much hope that the SEA will be done by another different independent body, and
will address this imbalance
The draft of the King’s Somborne Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) was made available for
public consultation on the 10th May 2018. A screening opinion was received by the Parish Council on
the 23rd May 2018 recommending both a Sequential Test be undertaken (Environment Agency) and
a Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA) be undertaken (Historic England). Both assessments
presume a review of planning processes with a mind to finding “reasonable alternatives” where
issues are identified. This can only work by seeking relevant information at an appropriate stage in
the plan development process. This has not occurred in the development of the NDP. As the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and guidance on the use of SEA both state often regarding the use
of various evidence sources such as Flooding Risk Assessment (FRA) and SEA: “The process should be
started early in the plan-making process and key stakeholders should be consulted in identifying the
issues that the assessment must cover.”
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The structure of the assessment and allocation process for the NDP has effectively ignored this most
basic of requirements. The Sequential Assessment was carried out on after the site allocation process
occurred and excluded most assessed sites from being included in this analysis, undermining the
review of “reasonable alternatives”. The SEA was not completed for public review before the end of
the consultation period, 22nd June 2018 – indeed it has not even commenced. Neither document has
been applied iteratively to inform the planning process, and the site allocation at this stage cannot
have been able to consider the issues either assessment might raise. One problem is that the
presumption that the review of “reasonable alternatives” will be included in these assessments has
been unreasonably rebutted by the heavy reliance on the Landscape Assessment (LVIA) that was
commissioned prior to site selection (unlike other assessments) and the structure of that report (see
Appendix 1). As such other requirements have not been reasonably considered at the time of the
response in contradiction to the NPPF and SEA Directive. As a result, the Plan may well be shown to
have too few sites remaining in the site allocation for the community to reasonably anticipate that
the Housing requirements of the plan will be met. Many viable sites appear to have been discounted
unduly on single criteria, and the sites remaining have not been appropriately assessed and
understood in terms of considerations such as Flooding, Conservation and Heritage and Highways.
The NPPF further stipulates that: “the sites and the scale of development identified in a plan should
not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed
viably is threatened.”

The King’s Somborne NDP draft states a desire to be balanced in its assessment of various criteria,
but this has not been achieved in the timescale available (see Appendix 1). As such, as well as being
at risk when assessed against national guidance, the plan’s site development proposals are in
contradiction to the stated policies in the draft, and within the Local Plan. Specifically:
a. Policy E9 – Conservation Area, Heritage Buildings and Heritage Sites (the density of housing
requirements focused on limited areas will impact character)
b. Policy E10 – Flooding and Water Management (little understanding of site specific flood risk is
available at this point, and sites should be discounted if the can offer opportunity of development
should any currently selected site present flooding issues). And, in terms of the Local Plan to:
c. Policy E7 – Water Management
d. Policy E9 – Heritage

Further, this lack of focus has led to weak policies in the NDP, and specifically Policy E9
(Conservation) does very little to mitigate the risks apparent with the allocated sites, which are all
within or immediately abut the conservation area and the setting of listed buildings. It is anticipated
that this will be borne out by the SEA, although this document is not available for review by the
community at this point. It should already have been noted that Point 2.1 of the NDP Summary
document states: “A key requirement of the Parishioners was to protect and enhance our natural
and historic environment which includes the conservation area, its listed buildings and numerous
rural views…”. For example, in public consultation documents the site KS7, which sits in the setting of
several listed buildings, has been presented with a buffer to protect the setting of the site. Similarly,
KS6 – a small site with great listed building in close proximity – has been presented as being more the
50% un-developed in public consultation presentations due to these assets. However, in neither case
has any policy been proposed in the actual plan document to ensure that these suggested buffer
zones are part of the plans substance.
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In summary the plan lacks robustness in detail of its development and lacks sufficient scope in the
range of sites in the final options. Plans can be challenged (ref Haddenham). The Parish Council
should take time now to respond to the broad concerns and ensure the final submission is
appropriately accurate and robust. What is necessary to ensure a more honest and robust
submission:
1) A formal pause is taken in the process to allow the FRA and SEA to be incorporated formally and
fully in the preparation of the draft document;
2) Both the FRA and SEA are properly used, particularly in the assessment of “reasonable
alternatives”. For example, to inform the site allocation process (not just validate the current
proposal) to ensure that reasonable alternatives are assessed, in line with guidance;
3) It is clear (see Appendix) that an independent review of the qualitative scoring of the LVIA needs
to be included in the SEA to ensure it is a robust evidence source for site allocation to rely on;
4) Reassessment of all sites under the Traffic Light system to: a. Understand if some sites currently
graded per the assessment as “not suitable for allocation”, should in fact be marked as “the site is a
potential allocation subject to on- or off-site mitigation”. For many sites the factors offered as “redflag” issues (e.g. “views” or relationship to settlement pattern) are often overstated as barriers or are
equivalent hurdles to those found on several sites assessed as suitable for allocation (see appendix
note). b. Understand if some sites currently graded per the assessment as “suitable for allocation”
should in fact be marked as “the site is a potential allocation subject to on- or off-site mitigation” as
any appropriate development would have to offer meaningful mitigations around widespread
concerns regarding Water/Flooding, Heritage and Access/Highways.
5) Review the wording of Policy E9 entirely to reflect the overall intentions of the plan. Incorporate
specific policies to safeguard heritage assets including minimum proximity and relative height
assumptions for new development relative to existing heritage assets.
6) A new draft plan is prepared, and the consultation period re-started after point 1-5 are completed
before it is submitted to the local planning authority, the ensure that the community and other
bodies can review a robust plan, incorporating all required evidence.
As postscript – I would also note that despite efforts to inform the community of the plans it seems
that many effected parties have only become aware detail of the plan at the very end of the
consultation process. Equitable process would allow some further time for people to digest detail.
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APPENDIX 1 – Specific structural concerns in LVIA and SEA which undermine balance of evidence
used to assess the final proposal
In consultation and documentation, it has been stated that the planning process is one in which all
factors have been equally weighed and considered in the process, and the same has been stated in
writing by the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) in respect of the LVIA. However, at
some points not all factors seem to have been equally considered. The plan states that it is evidencedbased (point 1.1), but in the structure of the assessment not all evidence has been equally validated
not valued. Ultimately, despite an apparently broad assessment only a single factor, drawn from the
LVIA, has materially informed the site assessment process to the detriment of other evidence points.
Relying on the LVIA as a sole expert document for the Traffic Light assessment methodology has
resulted in too few sites now remaining in the draft plan for any amendment to take place and still
enable the Housing criteria to be met. This undermines the purpose of the various other assessment
(FRA, SEA) still incomplete before the end of the consultation period. All remaining sites are in areas
with flooding and or conservation concerns. The structural errors in the process that have combined
to create this structural bias are set out below:

LVIA Structure– reliance on Historic Settlement Pattern criterion
i. The final assessment grade in the LVIA is “Capacity for Development” and this has informed the
Traffic Light assessment heaving (see b and c below).
ii. Only one factor has materially influenced SDNPA’s assessment of Capacity. Every site assessed as
“negative” for the sub-criteria of “Historic Settlement Pattern” are then assessed a “Low” for
Capacity. No other criteria have this impact, and the assessment is not balanced as presented in its
introduction. Indeed, some factors appear to have been so weakly weighted as to have had no
discernible impact on the Capacity Assessment at all.
iii. SDNPA have stated that the assessment process is not numeric. However numeric analysis is
appropriate for then reviewing such assessments to confirm structure. In this assessment the
correlation between “Historic Settlement Pattern” and Capacity is 0.93. This is absolute.
iv. On the contrary, for example, 4 sites are assessed as “High” for the criteria of Value of Landscape
(which includes heritage and conservation aspects). But contrary to this, 3 of these are given are also
given a “High” final Capacity assessment. The mathematical correlation over all sites is 0.35 between
Value of Landscape and Capacity for Development. This criterion has had almost no impact on the
final recommendations.
v. The inclusion of “Historic Settlement Pattern” as a defining criteria is unclear in the methodology.
Both the SDNPA and Parish Council have cited the same document: Topic Paper 6: Techniques and
criteria for judging capacity and sensitivity, (SNH & The Countryside Agency, 2002). No methodology
for the inclusion of Historic Settlement Pattern as a sole dominant is apparent. No methodology
presenting when it should be an over-weighted criterion is apparent, and the rationale has not been
presented. Indeed point 5.5 of the document implies a much more balanced appraisal to be
appropriate, and Figures 1(a) and 1(b) set out a clear approach to criteria in assessing Landscape
Capacity for change.
vi. The criterion of Historic Settlement Pattern is actively at odds as a factor to concerns around
flooding and conservation (as it drives development into the valley bottom and conservation area).
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vii. Indeed a review of the balance of scoring, combined with a review of the commentary in
Appendix 2, Table 3 “Capacity for Development” might suggest that the final evaluation has is “Lows”
and “Highs” mis-ordered with respect to Value of Landscape, and in comparison to the documents
own scoring definition in Appendix 1, Table 1.
viii. Further detail regarding the above available if required.
Summary – The LVIA has only taken a single factor into account in its final assessment. The
methodology for this is unclear and can be demonstrated as unbalanced. The dominant criteria
selected is internally contradictory to several stated goals of the LVIA and NDP.
b. Translation of the LVIA information into Site Assessment Traffic Light system.
i. Taking all site assessment forms in combination (Attachment 2.4.5 of the NDP) the Landscape
Assessment has been referenced as a point of evidence on 29 occasions. It is a key reference,
however does not seem to have been properly translated to the site assessment in all instances.
ii. Specifically, there appear to be some “cut and paste” errors in the translation of LVIA information
into the Traffic Light assessment, where the information and grading attached to the reference do
not appear to agree to the site assessment per the LVIA detail. I have noted the following, as
examples:
a. KS2 received a “red-flag” for impact on Views In in its site assessment form despite having been
judged as “Low” for visibility in the LVIA.
b. SHELAA site 186 received a “red-flag” for impact on Views In in its site assessment form but is
graded “moderate” for visibility in the LVIA (sites KS5 and KS7 both received “moderate” for visibility
in the LVIA but a green-light in site assessment).
c. KS1 received a “red-flag” for impact on Views In in its site assessment form but is graded
“moderate” for visibility in the LVIA (sites KS5 and KS7 both received “moderate” for visibility in the
LVIA but a green-light in site assessment).
d. Overall Assessment for KS2 includes the following statement for “not suitable” status: “In line with
LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT Appendix 2.5 due to its location within the conservation area and that it is
adjacent to listed buildings…” This contradicts scoring of other sites.
e. SHELAA site 55 and 56 overall site assessment includes the following statement: “In line with the
LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT Appendix 2.5 development of this site would be an over development of
Eldon Road area and create dwellings further removed from facilities than other evaluated sites”.
The LVIA makes does not comment on proximity to facilities. Further, it awards the site a Low
evaluation for Landscape Value because of its “intensive agricultural character and proximity to
uncharacteristically located large scale modern housing development” (as reference in the LVIA but
used to with opposite meaning in site assessment document). A similar analysis is true of the
Overall Assessment comment for SHELAA 57, and SHELAA 78. In all cases the meaning of a “Low”
Landscape Value seems to have been reversed in assessment.
f. The above are examples, a fuller list can be provided at request.
Summary – The LVIA is the primary commissioned document for informing the site assessment
process. It has not been drawn on consistency. Specifically, commentary and site assessment scoring
on Views In and Landscape Value appear to have been incorrectly drawn across
Traffic Light assessment – use of red-flag criteria
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i. 20 Red-flags scores were issued for either “Landscape Impact” or “Views In” in the site assessment.
All red-flags reference LVIA as source evidence. All sites with the red-flags are removed from site
allocation and, critically, from proper comparison of flooding and conservation concerns later in the
process.
ii. 5 Red-flags are issues for concerns around Allotment protection. Relevant sites also have
Landscape and Views red-flags and therefore are removed from site allocation under the same
criteria with no change to outcome.
iii. 1 Red-flag issued for access concerns. The site remains in allocation.
iv. 0 Red-flags issued for Conservation and Heritage, biodiversity, Flood Risk, Access and Highways
etc.
v. Leaving aside Allotments, only issues of “Landscape Impact” and “Views In” have been seriously
regarded in the site allocation process. vi. The award of a “red-flag” for these issues appear
overstated against the published scoring policy which suggests that Landscape issues receiving this
level of assessment are:
a) In the North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
b) Site is within a Local Gap
This is not true for and the sites assessed in the Traffic Light process.
Summary – 80% of red-flag issues are raised for “Landscape Character” and “Views In” concerns (the
remainder for Allotments which overlap anyway). No red-flag issues are raised for any other criteria
on any site. All sites with a “Landscape Character” or “View” concerns are removed from the site
assessment. No other sites are removed from the site assessment. These red-flags appear to have
been raised more excessively than the published scoring matrix recommends
Impact of “red-flags” on final site assessment outcomes
i. All sites receiving 2 or more “red-flags” have been removed from the site allocation process. One
site receiving a single red-flag has remained in the site allocation process. This is assumed to be a
material selection boundary.
ii. As highlighted in previous sections, several sites receiving a red-flag for “Views In” may need
review.
iii. Ultimately all sites receiving 2+ red-flags have been awarded and overall assessment of “not
suitable” for development in the Traffic Light process. All sites receiving 1 or less red-flags have
received a “suitable” for development. No sites in either situation have been assessed as “a potential
allocation subject to on- or off-site mitigation”. Given the fine and highly subjective assessments, it
would appear that there has been a mistake in not awarding more sites through this assessment this
grading. Summary – The traffic light process has been used in a hard and binary manner, reducing the
options for development across the neighbourhood geography, and not recognising the issues that
exist with those sites that might be allocated for development. Sites have been marked as unsuitable
rather than requiring further assessment.
Incomplete evidence based used to assess other criteria
iv. The LVIA was completed in advance of the Traffic Light site assessment process and way used
heavily to inform that process and has not been used to review “reasonable alternatives” as
intended;
v. A SEA (requested by Historic England) has not informed the site allocation process and has not
commenced by the end of the Parish Council’s public consultation period;
vi. An HRA has not informed the site allocation process and has not completed by the end of the
Parish Council’s public consultation period;
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vii. A Sequential Test was undertaken after the site allocation process and only in respect of those
sites allocated in the process. It has not been used to inform the site allocation process, nor has it
been used to fully assess “reasonable alternatives” in the plan as intended;
viii. A Flooding Risk Assessment has been commissioned at community request, it has not been used
to inform the site allocation process not has it been completed by the end of the Parish Council’s
public consultation process.
Summary – The evidence base used in the site allocation process was incomplete when compared to
the final evidence base requested for the NDP overall. This is contrary to the proposed site
assessment guidance (Attachment 2.4.8, section 6) which recommends that the allocation group
should “Try and include as much information as possible, using local knowledge supplemented with
information from other sources. The more information you have, the better informed you will be
when making an overall assessment.”
A case by case walkthrough of the assessment information available in the plan appendices would
indicate:
1. The LVIA chose to incorporate Historic Settlement Pattern as a Primary criteria. Analysis shows this
to be the clearly defining criteria in that documents overall Capacity for Development analysis.
2. The LVIA is the primary documentary source for generating “red-flag” observations in the site
allocation process, however in several instances there may be variations and perhaps errors in
drawing the LVIA into this assessment.
3. The Traffic Light selection process has allowed no room for later evidence sources in its process
and has discounted further assessment evidence from informing scoring across the full number of
site possible.
It is recommended that the site allocation be re-opened to utilise the fullest evidence base, and that
the structure of the LVIA assessment and traffic light scoring be reviewed by an appropriate
independent party before a final submission occurs.
I appreciate that a huge amount of work that has been done so far on the NDP and I completely
support the principle of having a plan, and the approach taken of having smaller developments with a
design guide that follows the character of the village. There are so many details in the Plan that are
great and a good start has been made. However I think that it is difficult for a parish to draw up a
Plan and some errors or omissions have been made during the process but these are all addressable.
Some of the sites that have been excluded may be viable when the flooding and conservation
assessments are done and each site is assessed on balance against each other. Some sites were
excluded too early in the process because of a weighting towards certain factors which needs to be
readdressed:
There are 13 assessment forms of sites which could be suitable for development. Those chosen have
been accepted as ‘not perfect’ but there has not been an equal approach to which issues matter
enough to eliminate a site and which don’t, and some have been given un-due weight: Sites that
have been excluded were eliminated principally because of the following factors 1. the impact on
views from the hills around 2. the pre-war settlement pattern 3. the steering group’s decision to
discount all of the Eldon Road for over development reasons. Sites that have been chosen include
many of the following issues, which those excluded don’t all have: 4. next to flood zone 3, or creating
access via flood zone 3 5. conservation areas or adjoining conservation areas 6. the setting of listed
buildings 7. highways access 8. pedestrian access 9. (the balance of development in the village, not
thought to be assessed)
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This is important because:
2. There are not enough allocated sites in the Plan:
There are not enough allocated sites in the Plan (edited due to correction)
a. There are actually only four developments available within the five sites allocated, as SHELAA
capacity for 81 and KS7 are both less than 11
b. Points 4-6 of my feedback illustrate why KS7 should be removed as an allocated site creating more
need for other sites to be included
The new addition of SHELAA 54 can be included to help this: it faces the settlement boundary, has
capacity for 11-14 houses, has a developer that is interested (indicating viability), it follows the
settlement pattern and is less likely than all the chosen sites to have issues with flooding,
conservation, landscape views or highway access. The only instantly visible issue with this site is that
it only narrowly adjoins the settlement boundary, but as mentioned above all sites have issues and so
this should not prevent it from being considered.
KS4,5 and 7 is the only area in all of the Green Spaces document that ticks all the boxes for being a
LAG and yet has not been allocated as a LAG. The table in the Green Spaces document provided gives
a tick for all the LAG criteria for the ‘meadows behind Spencers Farm and Manor Farm House up to
Pine Mead’, yet it hasn’t been designated as a LAG, whilst others that only have 4 out of 5 ticks for
the criteria have been designated as LAGs.
I would like to focus on KS7 and the field in which it sits, and why it particularly should be made a
LAG.
1. It provides the setting for Manor Farm House and historic farm buildings. The Test Valley
Conservation Officer states that “Manor Farm House forms an important cluster with its historic farm
buildings – which are listed in their own right. The clear spatial and functional relationship between
them and the land which served them are an important part of understanding their history.”
Furthermore the Officer states “The preserved settings of the listed buildings are… an important part
of both their character and special interest and the quality of the conservation area”. (reference
Planning application 16/03029/FULLS)
2. The field in which KS7 sits was originally an Important Open Area, which the LAGs replaced in the
NPFF with similar principles, all of which this site meets in the NDP Green Spaces document.
3. From a public point of view the field has a public footpath through which many walkers, including
the elderly and ramblers, enjoy the space, tranquillity and wildlife. This has long been the way for
villagers at the East end of the village to enjoy the countryside in their walks, without having to walk
too far.
4. The LVIA itself states that “any development here [referring to the north side of the hedge] will be
seen as an encroachment into the much larger field”
5. The Plan does not factor in the impact of three development sites all within close proximity of
each other and green space must be protected within it, otherwise the entire conservation character
of the East end of the village will be lost 6. 93% of villagers agreed in the village survey that
"landscape features, such as surrounding farmland should be identified and preserved". However
only choosing LAGs according to those referenced in the village questionnaire is not viable, as the
sites were given as examples not as a comprehensive list to chose from.
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In the same way that policy E2 protects green space at the other end of the village, this field should
be protected. It holds the same principles as the field opposite the Old Vicarage which is being made
a LAG, despite not being in the settlement boundary and not a recreation area and only ticking 4 of
the 5 boxes in the LAG criteria. Allocating this field as a LAG is therefore in accordance with the
purpose of the NDP stated in the introduction: “A key requirement from Parishioners was to protect
and enhance our natural and historic environment which includes the conservation area, its listed
buildings and the numerous rural views”. The Plan appendices actually uses the picture of KS7 as the
illustration of King’s Somborne Green Spaces and Landscape Views!!
The allocation of development within KS7 is conflict with the detail of the LVIA which preferred
building in the area marked Flood Zone 3 and not the area above the hedgerow The Plan places
development in the area north of the hedgerow in KS7, as the area south of the hedgerow is in flood
zone 3. The LVIA states “the most sensitive area of the site lies north of the recently planted
hedgerow, as this part of the site has a strong downland character and is exposed in views from the
north, including from the footpath’. It states the area south of the hedgerow as ‘less sensitive’. The
whole site was given a score of ‘moderate sensitivity’ because part of the field was low sensitivity
and part of it was high sensitivity. However the site should be re-scored as high sensitivity because
the low sensitivity has been eliminated for development. This also supports further why it should be
a LAG.
The LVIA shows lack of understanding of Test Valley history in its scoring of KS7. The LVIA states that
KS7 is only moderate for value and sense of place. However Manor Farm House, Manor Farm
Cottage, The Long Barn all have a historic relationship with the farm land around them. As referenced
earlier, this is shown in evidence from the TVBC conservation officer’s description as this part of the
village as marking “the transition from the built environment to the open countryside. Manor Farm
(Tanner’s Farm in the 19thC) marks the historic end of the village... Such edge-of-settlement
farmsteads are typical of the villages in Test Valley, and an important part of their characters”. This
warrants a high value and sense of place in the LVIA scoring. (reference Planning application
16/03029/FULLS) Points 3,4 and 5 above show that KS7 should be removed as an allocated site.

The Plan contains no clear guidelines or restrictions for how the setting of listed buildings can and
will be preserved. Historic England have pointed this out in their letter “we are still concerned that
the development of the proposed sites would harm the significance of designated heritage assets
and therefore would be in direct conflict with Policy E9”. The SEA must include clear guidelines on
this, which the LVIA failed to do.
The LVIA’s conclusions puts the Plan at risk as it can be challenged
Landscape Sensitivity was flattened by being made up of too many factors, such that all sites have
given the same score, making it a mute and nonsensical measure
This means Landscape Value and Historic Settlement Pattern are the determiners of which sites
should be developed, but Landscape Value has been given lower importance than Historic
Settlement Pattern: 3 out of 4 sites with a High Landscape Value grade are marked moderate in the
capacity assessment and therefore the chosen sites for development o Every site with a Negative
Value for Settlement pattern are marked as low in the capacity assessment and are therefore
eliminated for development. This is only possible if (a) the Landscape Value got scored in reverse or
(b) it is a lot less important to the final analysis than the Historic Settlement Pattern
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I would like the LVIA to be re-scored so that it can not be challenged at a later point 1. drawing more
distinction between sites out of the Sensitivity Value measures which are Historic Continuity,
Landscape Elements, Land Cover, Land Form 2. And putting these into equal weight Landscape Value
scores and Historic Settlement Pattern
I also question the decision to only use the settlement pattern since before Eldon Road was
developed. The history of the village includes the changing shape of it and therefore it should be the
settlement pattern as it is. The statement to do so actually ostracizes the residents of Eldon Road
from being part of the village.
Policy H2 requires that developments of 14-15 houses require 4 social houses, but Policy H1 states
that developments should only be 11-14 in size, so the small amendment of 15 should be removed to
avoid confusion
Could screening trees be a requirement of the developer to protect the views and landscape of
existing houses?
Given English Heritage’s recent request for the sites to be given an SEA, in the same way that all
developers must do their own professional LVIA they should do their own professional SEA as well?
It should be added that building height should not be raised above the height of the surrounding
houses, even if required by policy E10, as it will dominant and overshadow them
All developments that adjoin the conservation area should be included within the conservation area
to protect the character of them and further developments in the future.
1.1 The purpose of this letter is to set out, on behalf of our clients, our comments on the Pre-Submission Draft
King’s Somborne Neighbourhood Development Plan (“NDP”) which was published for consultation on 10 May
2018.
1.2 It should be noted from the outset that we are aware of the Government’s support towards
Neighbourhood Plans which is exemplified at Paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework (March
2012). This states: “Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local people to ensure that
they get the right types of development for their community.”
1.3 The Government’s continual support of Neighbourhood Planning is also apparent within the recent
consultation draft of the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2018) which recognises that:
“Neighbourhood plans can shape, direct and help to deliver sustainable development by influencing local
planning decisions as part of the development plan.”
We confirm our support to the preparation of a Neighbourhood Development Plan for King's Somborne and
the work of the Parish Council and NDP Group in bringing forth this document.The on-going
engagement with local residents and landowners as part of the process of bringing into force an NDP is
essential, not only to ensure that development is carried out in such a way so as to preserve the character of
the village, but also to ensure that any sites allocated for development are viable, deliverable and can be
developed to meet the identified needs
1.5Having reviewed the available evidence base, and consulta on version of the King’s Somborne
Neighbourhood Plan, there are various matters that we consider require further consideration and amendment
before the NDP is submitted to Test Valley Borough Council.
2.0Procedural Considera ons
2.1The prepara on of a Neighbourhood Plan involves a series of stages as required by legisla on before it can
be ‘made’. To be ‘made’, a Neighbourhood Plan must meet certain ‘Basic Conditions’ set out in Paragraph 8(2)
of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended).
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2.2To comply with the ‘Basic Condi ons’, the NDP must:
•have regard to na onal policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State;
•contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;
•be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Development Plan for the area of the authority (or
any part of that area); and
•not breach, and be otherwise compa ble with, European Union (EU) obliga ons.
2.3In order to comply with the Basic Condi on rela ng to European obliga ons, it is necessary to consider
whether there could be any significant environmental effects as a result of the production of the Plan.

2.4Direc ve 2001/42/EC “on the assessment of the eﬀects of certain plans and programmes on the
environment” seeks to provide for “a high level of protection of the environment and to contribute to the
integration of environmental considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans and programmes.”
This Directive is transposed into UK law through The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004 (the “SEA Regulations”) and it is these Regulations that the NDP will need to be compatible
with.
2.5Another key European obliga on is Direc ve 92/43/EEC “on the conserva on of natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora”. This is often referred to as the Habitats Directive and has been transposed into UK law
through The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (the “Habitats Regulations”).
To establish what further work, if any, is required to satisfy these Directives, Test Valley Borough Council
should be asked by the Qualifying Body preparing the NDP (in this case King’s Somborne Parish Council) to
carry out a Screening Opinion to consider whether there is a need for a Strategic Environmental Assessment
and/or an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations for the King’s Somborne NDP. This is
consistent with the advice in the Planning Practice Guidance1 which states: “Draft neighbourhood plan
proposals should be assessed to determine whether the plan is likely to have significant environmental
effects.”
2.7The Planning Prac ce Guidance also requires that one of the following documents be included with an
NDP when it is submitted to the Local Planning Authority:
1.A statement of reasons for a determina on under Regula on 9(1) of the Environmental Assessment of Plans
and Programmes Regulations 2004 that the proposal is unlikely to have significant environmental effects; or
2.An environmental report prepared in accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3) of Regula on 12 of the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.
At the start of consultation period, and in the draft NDP documents, there was no mention of whether the
requirements of the EU Obligations had been considered, let alone satisfied. However, we note from the Test
Valley Borough Council website (updated 18 June 2018) that a Screening Opinion was sought on 12 March
2018. The Council has determined that the King’s Somborne NDP would be likely to have significant
environmental effects and on this basis a Strategic Environmental Assessment is required. With regard to the
Habitats Regulations, an Appropriate Assessment is also required to consider the effects on European
Designations.
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Additionally, whilst we recognise that the draft NDP has been published for consultation, there is no mention
as to whether this is in fact a consultation under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulations 2012 (as Amended). Also, there is no list of the Consultation Bodies (see Schedule 1 of the 2012
Regulations) who have been consulted by the Qualifying Body at this stage. The various stages of engagement
with the consultation bodies whose interests may be affected by the draft NDP, should be clearly set out within
a Consultation Statement. There is no such statement currently available for this draft NDP.
3.0Na onal Planning Policies and Guidance
3.1We have dealt with above the issue of conformity with European Union legisla on. This sec on deals with
the key elements of the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) hereafter referred to as “The
Framework”, and the Planning Practice Guidance, hereafter referred to as “The PPG”.
3.2Paragraph 15 of the Framework requires “all plans”, which clearly extends to Neighbourhood Plans as well as
Local Plans, to be based upon and reflect “the presumption in favour of sustainable development, with clear
policies that will guide how the presumption should be applied locally”.

3.3Paragraph 16 of the Framework states that “neighbourhoods should develop plans that support the strategic
needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing and economic development … and … plan positively
to support local development, shaping and directing development in their area that is outside the strategic
elements of the Local Plan”.
3.4The Framework contains 12 Core land-use planning principles, set out at Paragraph 17 of the Framework.
Of particular relevance for the King’s Somborne NDP are:
•Promo ng a plan-led system – including the rela onship between the Neighbourhood Plan and the adopted
Test Valley Borough Local Plan;
•Pro-ac vely driving and suppor ng sustainable economic development to deliver new homes;
•Seeking to secure high quality design and good standards of amenity for all future occupants of land and
buildings;
•Recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and suppor ng thriving local communi es;
and
•Ac vely managing pa erns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling,
and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable.

3.5At a more prac cal level the Framework requires plans to be “aspira onal but realis c”. This is reinforced
through the PPG, which requires :
“A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity
that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications. It
should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence. It should be distinct to reflect and respond
to the unique characteristics and planning context of the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been
prepared.”
As presently drafted, we consider that policies within the NDP are ambiguous. There is currently insufficient
clarity to provide confidence on the deliverability of some of the proposed allocations. As such, we consider
that the King’s Somborne NDP does not fully accord with national policies and advice, or the policies of the Test
Valley Borough Local Plan, and as a result the NDP is unlikely to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development. This is a key requirement in order to satisfy the basic conditions. Our reasons for this are set out
within the remainder of this letter.
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4.0Amount of Development

4.1 Draft Policy H1 limits the amount of additional housing development within the Parish to between 33 to 42
dwellings over the next 15 years. This extends beyond the current Test Valley Borough Local Plan period.
4.2 Paragraph 47 of the Framework requires Local Planning Authorities to “boost significantly the supply of
housing” by using their “evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set
out in this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy
over the plan period”.
4.3 Whilst this is clearly written in relation to Strategic / Local Plans, and whilst it is common for such plans to
look at least 15 years ahead, there is no statutory time-period that a plan must cover. Commonly, Qualifying
Bodies for Neighbourhood Plans seek to align the NDP with that of the Local Plan.
4.4 There is an established policy expectation4, that a Local Planning Authority should regularly review the
Local Plan to “respond flexibly to changing circumstances”. This expectation was made a legal requirement in
January 2018 through the introduction of The Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England)
(Amendment) Regulations 2017 which amends Regulation 10A of the 2012 Regulations to require a Local
Planning Authority to complete a review of a Local Plan every five years starting from the date of adoption of
the Local Plan. That means that legally, Test Valley Borough Council must complete a review of the current
Local Plan, adopted in January 2016, by January 2021. This makes any 15-year projection for the King’s
Somborne NDP at best speculative, and as such we consider there to be little justification to adopt a planperiod beyond that of the Test Valley Local Plan.
4.5 The Government has recently consulted upon a revision to the National Planning Policy Framework and is
expected to publish a final version (which will supersede the current 2012 version) in July 2018. Whilst it is
accepted that no weight can be attached to the revised Framework until it is finally published, it is pertinent to
note that Paragraph 32 of the consultation draft states: “Once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into
force, the policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan for that
neighbourhood, where they are in conflict; unless they are superseded by strategic policies that are adopted
subsequently”.
4.6 The Test Valley Local Plan currently allocates no specific housing requirement to King’s Somborne (or the
rural settlements generally), however there will be a requirement to do so in the future.
4.7 In this regard, Paragraph 66 of the consultation draft Framework states that:
“Strategic plans should set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas … once the
strategic plan has been adopted, these figures should not need re-testing at the neighbourhood plan
examination, unless there has been a significant change in circumstances that affects the requirement.”
4.8 Paragraph 67 continues:
“Where it is not possible to provide a requirement figure for a neighbourhood area, the local planning
authority should provide an indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning body. This
figure should take into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing need, the population of the
neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning strategy of the local planning authority”.
4.9 Whilst this is clearly not currently policy, there is plainly an intention to place the onus of establishing
housing need for neighbourhood planning areas on the Local Planning Authority. Therefore, Test Valley
Borough Council can be expected to do this through their review of the Local Plan, which will need to conform
with the revised Framework once published.
4.10 In the meantime, and where NDP’s do contain policies relevant to housing supply, these policies should
take account of latest and up-to-date evidence of housing need. The PPG states5:
“In particular, where a qualifying body is attempting to identify and meet housing need, a local planning
authority should share relevant evidence on housing need gathered to support its own plan-making.”
4.11 There is no evidence within the current consultation draft that the NDP group has approached the
Borough Council for assistance in defining the housing need for King’s Somborne.
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4.12 According to the Annual Monitoring Report published by the Borough Council in December 2017, in
2016/17, 891 dwellings were completed in Test Valley, of which 651 were in Northern Test Valley (NTV) and
240 in Southern Test Valley (STV). Whilst this was in excess of the annual requirement figure of 588 it is
recognised that completions were less in 2016/17 than they were in earlier years. Further, the housing
requirement in Test Valley Borough is expressed as a minimum target, with no maximum cap or limitation on
the amount of new development other than the need for development to accord with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
4.13 The Adopted Local Plan sets a minimum housing requirement for Rural Test Valley of 648 dwellings over
the plan period. This equates to a minimum of 36 dwellings per annum. The draft NDP recognises that this is a
minimum requirement, and that a higher number of dwellings could be delivered.
4.14 The Borough Council has no monitoring data available for Rural Test Valley, therefore it is unknown
whether the Council is on track to meet its minimum requirement within the rural areas. But even if the target
is being met, it is clear that it is a minimum target and therefore can be exceeded. Going forward, in the next
Local Plan review, it seems clear that the Borough Council will need to establish a greater understanding of the
housing needs within the rural areas, and plan positively to support sustainable development to maintain the
vitality of rural communities.
4.15 In the absence of a set housing requirement for King’s Somborne, the Parish Council has sought to
establish its own housing need figure through its “housing numbers” study. At this point, it is worth bearing in
mind the approach set out in Paragraph 159 of the Framework, which requires plan-makers to have a “clear
understanding of housing needs in their area” in determining the Objectively Assessed Housing Need for a
housing market area. The Framework states that Plans should:
* “identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over
the plan period which:
* meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and demographic change;
* addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of different groups in
the community (such as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service
families and people wishing to build their own homes);
* caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand.”
4.16 The Housing Needs study for the NDP uses nationally available data and SAPF data (Small Area Population
Forecasts) from Hampshire County Council (which has not been made publicly available as part of this
consultation). The study applies an assumed population growth rate of 0.25% per annum to the SAPF forecasts
which is determined to be “realistic” because there are “no major local employers” in the Parish, and the Parish
is largely “unaffected by immigration”. However, the selected growth rate is significantly lower than the UK
average. A formula is then applied, which assumes an occupancy rate of each household, which decreases
during the plan period.
4.17 Using this somewhat formulaic method, the study concludes that there is an estimated need for 41 homes
over the next 15 years.
4.18 We consider the chosen method is too narrow in its focus and fails to enable the Neighbourhood Plan to
plan positively for sustainable development in this area to meet future needs. The method gives no recognition
of the existing and therefore likely future occupancy in the village of residents employed outside the Parish,
the contribution the village can make to a local and therefore national housing need, and the growth of home
working substantially affected by digital communication.
4.19 The study focuses on population forecasts to project need. There is some analysis of affordable housing
need, but no analysis of the need for all types of households within the community such as homes for
downsizing, or to encourage young families into the village to help sustain local services and facilities. There is
no analysis of market demand, or whether the existing housing stock provides adequate supply to meet that
demand. Therefore, we consider the study deficient in determining the Objectively Assessed Need for housing
in King’s Somborne. As such, we consider that a further analysis should be undertaken to establish whether the
housing need for the Parish in fact justifies a higher requirement than 41 new homes being taken forward for
the NDP.
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4.20 Notwithstanding our reservations regarding the soundness of the Housing Needs study, given its
conclusion, together with the NDP objective to “provide sufficient housing stock to maintain a sustainable
community with similar social and demographic profile to that existing currently thereby ensuring the
continuation of the character of the village and maintaining the way of life of a rural community”; it is
surprising that Policy H1 then proposes a lower minimum housing requirement of 33 dwellings. There is no
justification for this.
4.21 Further, Policy H1 limits development to 42 dwellings. Housing requirements should be expressed as a
minimum. There is no justification for restricting the development within King’s Somborne to a maximum of 42
dwellings within the 15-year plan period.
4.22 It is premature and unduly restrictive to limit housing numbers prior to any detailed master-planning for
each site being undertaken. We consider such an approach could prevent the achievement of sustainable
development which would fail to satisfy the basic conditions.
4.23 In summary, there is no recognition that assessments of housing need change over time and should
comprehensively look at needs of the whole community, and not just population forecast. The King’s
Somborne NDP is looking 15 years ahead, which is a relatively long time period. It is also beyond the Adopted
Local Plan period and therefore any assessment will be speculative. Whilst we consider the approach taken by
the Parish to be unsound, at the very least i.e. if no further analysis is undertaken, the housing requirement for
the village should be expressed as a minimum of 41 dwellings, to reflect the NDP’s own evidence base and to
bring the policy into general conformity with the Development Plan. However, given our comments above, we
advocate that further analysis of housing need is undertaken to ensure the study is robust in meeting housing
demand in the Parish.
5.0Approach to Site Selec on
Policy H6 identifies and proposes 5 sites for allocation. It is stated that sites KS5, KS3, KS6, KS7 and SHELAA 81
are suitable for development and as a result these 5 sites are proposed to be allocated for development
through the NDP. However, the proposed allocation sites are stated to be ranked in “order of preference”. This
order appears to be solely based on the site assessments undertaken by the 6 members of NDP group. We find
this to be an arbitrary selection process, and we question whether such an assessment could be objective given
potential conflicts of interest as discussed below.
Conflicts of interest / Inconsistencies in Site Assessments
5.2 Whilst we accept that all Members of the NDP Steering Group will live within the village, there is a clear
requirement for assessments to remain objective and for sites to be assessed fairly, notwithstanding where a
Member lives.
5.3 We are concerned that there are some inconsistencies in the Site Allocation scoring (Attachment 2.4.9). For
example:
* Existing Use
5.4 KS4 and KS5 are described as agricultural pasture. These sites were scored 3,2,3,3,2,2 by Members, giving
an average score of 2.5. Sites KS7 and SHELAA 81 are also described as agricultural pasture, yet are scored
3,2,2,2,2,2 by Members giving an average score of 2. It is entirely unclear why there is a difference in scoring,
when all four sites are agricultural pasture.
* Views in
5.5 Site KS5 is located on higher ground wholly above the 40m contour, whereas Sites KS7 and SHELAA81 are
both wholly located below the 40m contour. The NDP is drafted to resist development above the 40m contour
and support development below. There is therefore an inconsistency between the site assessments and the
policy objective, and there is no reference to the 40m contour in the assessment for KS5.
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5.6 Notwithstanding this, site KS5 has been scored highly at an average of 2.8, whereas KS7 scored an average
of 2. SHELAA81 scored the least at 1.1. Whilst it is recognised that sites KS7 and SHELAA81 might be more
visible from Winchester Road than KS5, these sites offer the potential to design an attractive gateway into the
village from the eastern end thereby enhancing views from Winchester Road. There appears to be no
recognition of this within the assessment, and it appears that some sites have scored low on the basis that
development will be seen so it must be harmful. This takes no account of the positive findings of the NDP
Landscape Assessment where it is acknowledged that these sites can be sensitively developed with appropriate
landscape mitigation and through good design.
5.7 There is also no recognition that other sites, including KS3 and KS5, will also be seen in wider views from
higher ground, yet it appears that Site KS7 has been singled out in reference to possible views from the north.
KS5 will similarly be seen in views from the public right of way to the north of KS7.
* Would redevelopment of the site relate well to the site surroundings?
5.8 KS5 has scored an average of 2.6 here, and both KS7 and SHELAA81 have scored 1.7. Turning to SHELAA81
first, there is positive recognition that development on the site would contribute positively to the historic
settlement pattern. The commentary however goes on to suggest that the site makes a contribution to the
setting of the listed building (presumably Manor Farm House). However, the site is separated by the main
Winchester Road and enclosed by well-established hedges and vegetation. Therefore, any contribution the site
does make would be minimal, and unlikely to lead to any harm to the heritage asset. This view is consistent
with the findings of the NDP Landscape Assessment.
5.9 Turning to KS5, we note that no reference is made to the views of the site from the public footpath to the
east, however, when assessing KS7, concern is raised that development would encroach into the countryside.
Both sites are within the countryside currently, and both are situated adjacent to existing housing development
and the same public footpath. There appears to be no reasonable explanation to score these sites differently.
5.10 In summary, the approach to site scoring appears inconsistent and on the face of it, unfair. Whilst all sites
are not without constraint, this exercise has been undertaken without any illustrative site layouts or material
from site promoters to demonstrate how the sites could be developed having regard to the suitability criteria
outlined within the Site Allocation Scoring Form. Such information surely would have been useful in enabling
those completing the assessments to visualise how a site could be developed.
Why should KS7 and SHELAA81 be allocated?
5.11 It is noted that our XXX sites are proposed for allocation within the Neighbourhood Plan. This is
welcomed, and we confirm that these sites are available now and fully deliverable without third party
involvement.
5.12 The Landscape Assessment prepared by Terra Firma, and which supports the allocation of sites within the
NDP, describes the context within which these sites sit.
5.13 For KS7, the assessment recognises that:
“The central and north-eastern parts of the field are visible from elevated downland to the south, but tucked
behind houses along Winchester Road. Mitigation of these views would be helped by existing built form and
trees, and the permitted house south-east of the site.”
“As part of the conservation area setting the area would seem to have little importance as there is limited
intervisibility and much of this side of the village is made up of modern development. However the listed
Manor Farmhouse lies to the south but separated by a thick hedge.”
“The site relates well to the settlement pattern which sits towards and along the valley bottom in this part of
the village.”
“The site sits outside of the floodplain and below the 40m contour, lower lying than sites 1, 3 and 4.”
5.14 The Assessment acknowledges that the character of and views from the footpath would change but
recognises that development on the site would provide an “opportunity to strengthen the
edge of the settlement.” The Assessment also considered that “The setting of the listed Manor Farmhouse
would be protected”.

Page 57 of 90

5.15 The Assessment concludes that the site has potential to accommodate housing, subject to minimising loss
of hedgerow and leaving the central portion of the site undeveloped to protect the backdrop setting to Manor
Farmhouse. On that basis, there is no reason why, in landscape terms, KS7 should not be allocated for
residential development.
5.16 SHELAA Site 81 was also considered by the Terra Firma Landscape Assessment and is described as being
“tucked amongst houses along Winchester Road and beyond a mature hedge”. The Assessment considered
that:
“Little additional planting would be required to mitigate impacts on these views”.
“As part of the conservation area setting the area would seem to have little importance, considering that much
of this side of the village is made up of modern development. However the listed buildings at Manor Farm are
opposite and Manor Farm Cottages lie tight against the southern corner of the site, with the site forming a
backdrop to views of the cottages from the road.”
“The site relates well to the settlement pattern which sits towards and along the valley bottom in this part of
the village. There is a mix of built form, some of which directly addresses the road and some with deeper plots
with small estates.”
“The site sits outside of the floodplain and below the 40m contour.”
5.17 The Assessment concludes that the site has potential to accommodate housing, but recommends that the
south-western part of the site be left undeveloped to main a buffer and open backdrop to Manor Farm
Cottages. It is also recommended that the access and road frontage be sensitively designed to integrate with
the rural village character. On that basis, there is no reason why, in landscape terms, SHELAA81 should not be
allocated for residential development.
5.18 Odyssey have undertaken a preliminary review of the sites and to advise on access and highway safety
matters. This Feasibility study of KS7 and SHELAA81 is attached.
5.19 Turning to flood risk, both KS7 and SHELAA81 are located outside of the flood zone. It is acknowledged
that Flood Risk Assessments including Drainage Strategies will need to be submitted as part of any application
for planning permission on these two sites. It is also acknowledged that development should be located where
flood risks can be managed and without increasing flood risk elsewhere.
5.20 XXX area immediately north of the Bourne Rivulet at the junction between New Lane and Winchester
Road. It is therefore possible that open space improvements including drainage works could be undertaken as
part of a development on KS7 to improve the storage capacity within the adjacent flood plain. This could
potentially result in wider flood risk related benefits. These are not likely to be forthcoming if development is
preferentially on other land.
5.21 In summary, we have demonstrated that sites KS7 and SHELAA81 are both suitable for development and
there is no sound reason why the sites should not be allocated for development now. The sites can be designed
and developed sensitively and in a manner that respects the character of the village and the amenity of existing
residents.
5.22 In conclusion, we consider that Policy H6 should be drafted to identify the sites which are suitable for
allocation, rather than indicating any order of preference. This is because the site identified as the “preferred
site” (KS5) may not be deliverable without a viable access to the highway which conforms with standards. We
consider, based on our analysis of the sites and the immediate context, that it may be necessary, and indeed
preferable, to achieve development on KS5 by providing an access from Winchester Road through KS7.
5.23 Following on from our concerns raised above regarding housing numbers within the NDP, we consider
that Policy H6 should specify a minimum number of dwellings to be accommodated on each site, rather than
cap or limit development on sustainable sites deemed suitable for allocation. Other Policy requirements, such
as for developments to reinforce character by reflecting the scale, mass, design etc. of the village will control
the amount of development on any site. As above, we consider the precise number of homes on each
allocation will only emerge at the detailed planning stage and it is unduly restrictive to impose limitations on
sites prior to master-planning being undertaken.
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5.24 Therefore, to make Policy H6 sound, i.e. to enable the policy to satisfy the basic conditions, we consider
that all references to sites coming forward in order of preference should be deleted and the Policy simplified to
identify the sites deemed suitable for allocation. The policy should also specify the minimum number of homes
which each site should deliver. The sites should be identified by a map and based on the evidence available and
our commentary above, should include both Site KS7 and SHELAA Site 81.
New homes are planned on five sites as set out in Policy H6. However, Policy H10 introduces a phased
approach to the delivery of those sites. This is linked to the order of preference set out within Policy H6, to
which we have significant concerns for the reasons set out above.
6.2 However fundamentally we are concerned that the phasing of sites in no way relates to the deliverability of
each individual site. The Policy is not supported by indicative delivery timetables and there is no evidence to
suggest that sites are in fact deliverable. This makes Policy H10 flawed and in our view this policy fails to meet
the basic conditions.
6.3 The Framework states that “to be deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for
development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within
5 years and in particular that development of the site is viable.”
6.4 For KS5, which is the site ranked first in order of preference in Policy H6, the deliverability of the site is
most likely severely compromised without access via adjoining land. We have discussed above our concerns
with increasing traffic onto Muss Lane, which is narrow and unlikely to be suitable to support additional traffic
arising from new residential development. It is also material that existing properties on Muss Lane sit very
close to the Lane and in some cases the highway passes directly beneath a window. We consider that
additional traffic on the Lane could be of detriment to the amenities of existing properties. This is likely to be a
material consideration for Test Valley Planning Officers in assessing a planning application for development on
KS5 and could lead to the refusal of permission if the impact is considered severe / detrimental. These
considerations did not feature in the assessment of sites undertaken by the NDP group members.
6.5 Given the above there is a reasonable prospect that an alternative access to KS5 i.e. from Winchester Road
through KS7 would need to be provided to enable that site to be delivered. This would be consistent with the
recommendations of the Landscape Assessment. Whilst such an access might be achievable, it will be over land
outside of the control of KS5. Whilst that is not a reason not to allocate KS5, it goes to the question of whether
the site can be delivered within 5 years.
6.6 For the avoidance of doubt, Sites KS7 and SHELAA 81 already have a direct access to Winchester Road and
New Lane, and therefore are deliverable within 5 years.
6.7 In our opinion, if KS7 was delivered in advance of KS5, it would be possible to create a safe access to
Winchester Road through to that adjoining land. We are confident, having sought independent highways
advice, that such an access could be delivered to meet with highway safety requirements and could be
designed in such a way so as to respect the amenity of existing neighbouring residents.
6.8 In summary, there is no certainty that all the allocated sites could be delivered as envisaged within the
three phased periods. As drafted, the policy contains no mechanism to bring forward lower order sites at an
earlier stage and could therefore mean that needs go unmet until the next phasing period. The policy therefore
fails to meet with the basic conditions.
6.9 Whilst we have focussed on the deliverability of site KS5 in access terms, it is well known that the
deliverability of sites can be delayed for a number of reasons. This might particularly be the case where a
Development Plan or planning decision places unreasonable burdens on sites (as discussed below). This can
have an impact on viability and so deliverability of the sites. Therefore, policies which phase the allocation of
site delivery, with no mechanism for review should be avoided.
6.10 In conclusion, we are concerned that Policy H10 fails to meet the basic conditions and should therefore be
deleted. Deleting this restrictive and unjustified policy will enable development to come forward on sites that
are available and suitable for development, and when there is a reasonable prospect of the development being
delivered. In that way, there will be a natural phasing to the delivery of development which might also be
dictated by market conditions at the time
7.1We have considered all policies within the dra NDP and there are a number of general concerns
regarding the appropriateness of several policies as discussed below:
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7.2 Policy E3 - The objective of this policy appears to be to prevent new housing development within existing
hamlets within the Parish which are located outside of the King’s Somborne Settlement Policy Boundary.
Although we note that the footnote to the Policy does refer to windfall developments in accordance with the
Local Plan. As drafted, we consider that this policy fails to promote sustainable development in rural areas and
is therefore contrary to Paragraph 55 of the Framework. We suggest the policy be deleted.
7.3 Policy E4 - This policy requires all new development in King’s Somborne to be kept within the valley floor,
below the 40m contour line. However, site KS5, identified in Policy H6 as the most preferred site by the 6
Members of the site assessment panel, is located above the 40m contour. This was recognised by the
Landscape Assessment of Potential Housing Sites which forms part of the evidence base, but is not
acknowledged within the site assessment scoring, which further adds to our concerns regarding the objectivity
of the assessment.
7.4 It seems clear that KS5 cannot be developed to accord with Policy E4. Therefore, any development on the
site would need to be considered having regard to the conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst this might
not preclude the site coming forward, it adds significantly to our concerns above regarding the approach to site
selection and in order of preference.
7.5 It should be noted that both KS7 and SHELAA 81 are entirely below the 40m contour and can therefore be
developed in accordance with Policy E4.
7.6 Policy E6 - Whilst we have no objection to the policy, we note that there is a spelling mistake in the first
line: ‘compliments’ should be ‘complements’.
7.7 Policy E7 - The policy requires a minimum of 1.5 times the building footprint to be provided as public open
space, on new housing developments in excess of 5 dwellings. Public open space is not a benefit ipso facto and
arbitrary quantum-based policies can deliver unwanted, unused and unmaintained space. An average 70
square metre footprint of 5 dwellings will produce only 350 square metres of public open space – about half
the size of a tennis court. This clearly would not be sufficient in size to provide recreational opportunities,
which appears to be the objective of the policy. Whilst we respect the intention behind the policy, we consider
the policy to be an onerous requirement and therefore suggest that this either be deleted and retained as
guidance only or the threshold increased to developments of 10 or more dwellings, where open space could be
designed to relate well to new dwellings, would be overlooked and would be accessible to future residents of
the development.
7.8 Policy H1 - For the reasons set out above, our clients object to this policy and consider that it fails to satisfy
the basic conditions.
7.9 Policy H2 - The policy states that affordable housing should be provided in accordance with revised Policy
COM7 of the Local Plan. It is unnecessary to repeat Local Plan policies within a Neighbourhood Plan, and we
expect this policy will therefore need to be redrafted. Notwithstanding this, and whilst our client supports the
principle of securing provision of affordable housing within the village, we object to the proposed phasing
Policy H10. Therefore, for the reasons set out above, we object to reference to Policy H10 within Policy H2. It
also seems unnecessary and inappropriate to restrict the amount of affordable housing provided within the
village in the plan period.
7.10 Policy H3 - This Policy sets out a requirement to review Affordable Housing requirements on a regular
basis, which implies that the policy could change during the plan period. The only basis to do this would be
through a review of the NDP. Further, the Policy sets out a requirement to review affordable housing needs
with the Parish and Borough Councils before submission of any application. If this is truly intended to apply to
any application, it would be onerous.
7.11 Policy H3 - However, we note that the Policy also refers to COM8 of the Local Plan, which relates to Rural
Exceptions Affordable Housing. Therefore, the Policy is ambiguous in whether it is intended to apply to all
development applications and the provision of any affordable housing, or specifically only Rural Exceptions
housing i.e. development outside of the settlement to meet specific needs. If it is the former, then this would
be of significant concern to developers since the wording of the Policy would effectively leave it open and
unknown for the Parish to change the requirements without consultation. This could be a bar to the economic
viability of bringing forward sites and will likely affect deliverability. As drafted, the policy is unsound and
should either be reworded or deleted.
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7.12 Policy H4 - The introduction of design guidance for the village is broadly welcome but the guidance in this
document is excessive, too specific and idiosyncratic (often more of an essay than clearly delivered guidance).
The tick-and-cross good and bad examples are unhelpful and questionable. Items such as that referring to “the
construction of end terrace structures”, “where sash are employed attic casements would be just as
appropriate”, or references to “fireplaces in the core of the house”, and many other aspects of this guidance
appear to be personal to the author rather than robust and justified planning policy. We consider that the
guidance needs to be edited, simplified, given more clarity and related to modern development requirements.
At present, we object to the guidance and by extension to Policy H4.
7.13 Policy H5 - We have significant concerns with the appropriateness of Policy H5 and its relevance to
planning. The policy fails to demonstrate the application of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, which is a fundamental principle of plan-making and decision-taking. This policy seeks to impose
restrictive covenants on planning permissions to ensure continual accordance with the Design Guidance.
Model Covenants are provided at Appendix 2.3 of the NDP. We consider that the imposition of covenants is
unnecessary given general development control policies set out within the Borough Local Plan. There is no
reasonable justification for any deviation from those widely used and tested policies.
7.14 Policy H5 - Further, neither the Parish Council nor Borough Council could enforce a restrictive covenant
unless being a beneficiary of the covenant. That process would become very complex and could unreasonably
delay the transfer of a new home from the developer to a purchaser. Additionally, such restrictive covenants
could be off-putting to future homeowners thereby unreasonably affecting the deliverability and saleability of
future development.
7.15 Policy H5 - We have reviewed the list of proposed covenants, and there is some overlap with planning
conditions, such as the removal of permitted development rights. There are also restrictions on owners which
stray beyond the remit of planning, such as preventing an owner from keeping a recreational boat within their
property. Whilst these covenants might be desirable for some within the village, we suggest that it be left to
the consideration of an individual application to determine whether it is reasonably necessary for any
restrictions to be imposed on the future use of the site, or buildings.
7.16 Policy H5 - In summary, Policy H5 is ultra vires and unlikely to meet the basic conditions test.
7.17 Policy H6 - Our clients objections are covered above.
7.18 Policy H7 - XXXX concern that there is limited market for two-bedroom houses within this village, yet the
policy seeks a significant proportion of two bedroom homes on each site. Whilst we note the basis for this
policy is question 12 of the Housing Needs Survey, we are concerned that the policy is to restrictive and not
reflective of the approach taken by the Council in its Local Plan. Further, there is no justification at all to
prevent any dwellings with more than four bedrooms from being built within the village, particularly when
larger properties are generally sought after in this location and characteristic of the village.
7.19 We consider that the Housing Mix policy should be deleted, and like the Local Plan, the NDP should simply
refer to developments including a mix of properties having regard to the character of the immediate area. In
this way, housing mix would be assessed on a site-by-site basis with the inclusion of smaller houses encouraged
where needed and appropriate.
7.20 Policy H8 - The intention of the policy to encourage developments with a mix of house types, sizes and
styles is generally supported. The first line of the policy achieves this, without being overly restrictive.
However, we find the second and third paragraphs of the policy unreasonable, unjustified and unduly
restrictive.
7.21 If a pair of two bed cottages were proposed within a scheme, it is reasonable to expect those dwellings to
mirror one-another. This would not be uncommon, and there are many examples of this within the village. We
are concerned therefore that the reference to avoiding “identical (or mirrored) dwellings” is impractical.
Repetition is not of necessity bad design.
7.22 Turning to the third paragraph, if read literally, then a development of, say, six dwellings would according
to this policy have to have a bungalow, two semi-detached houses and a terrace of three houses to conform.
Such a streetscene is unlikely to reflect the characteristics and context of every site and for this reason is overly
prescriptive. It should be sufficient to say inter alia that “developments should respect the local context have a
mix of dwelling types and avoid excessive repetition”.
Page 61 of 90

7.23 Policy H9 - For similar reasons as we have already set out above, we consider this policy to be
unreasonable. In determining a planning application, an Officer would consider whether there is justification /
a need to impose planning conditions removing permitted development rights to give greater control over
future development. This is done on a case by case basis, and as such, there is no need to impose Policy H9.
Further, Policy H9 removes any consideration of an application on its merits, which is a fundamental principle
of planning. It can be the case that a dwelling could be substantially extended but still be sympathetic to and
respect the character of its surroundings. The use of covenants in this context is therefore ultra vires and the
policy fails the basic conditions test.
7.24 Policy H10 - Our Clients' objections to this policy are covered above.
7.25 Policy F4 - This Policy is ambiguous. It is not explained what is meant by “smart tech” or how individual
residential developments could incorporate such “tech” to reduce the need to travel. There is also no evidence
to state why such “tech” would be necessary in King’s Somborne, particularly given that this is not a wider
Borough requirement.
7.26 Policy F4 - The NDP could, for example, encourage sustainable travel by selecting sites close to bus routes.
For example, KS7 and SHELAA 81 are both within walking distance of the bus stop and village shops. XXX
electric car charging point for each dwelling within these sites, which whilst not reducing the need to travel
could encourage residents to travel in a more environmentally friendly way.
7.27 Policy F6 - This Policy is ambiguous and as drafted is unclear. The policy implies that allowing additional
housing development within the village would likely mean additional children within the village, whose
attendance at village schools would contribute to the sustainability of those schools. If that is what is meant,
then this is quite clearly a consequence of development – we would therefore suggest this policy be turned
into an objective of the plan rather than a policy.
7.28 Policy F6 - Alternatively, if the Policy means that developments are required to contribute to the
sustainability of the schools by providing good pedestrian access to the schools, it should be clear that any
physical improvements (and particularly within the historic core of the village centre) are unlikely to be
deliverable through individual allocations since this will involve land outside of the control of individual site
promoters. However CIL Payments arising from developments will be able to fund local infrastructure
improvements which are identified by the Council in the Regulation 123 List. We are also aware that the Parish
Council should receive 25% of CIL payments collected from developments in King’s Somborne where an
Adopted Neighbourhood Plan is in place. Such CIL receipts would enable the Parish to invest in improvements
within the village.
7.29 Policy F6 - Developments should be encouraged to provide pedestrian connectivity within the site
boundaries and, where possible, connecting with the existing pedestrian network and public footpaths within
the village.
7.30 Policy F8 - The phrase “where practical” should be incorporated into the first line of this policy to
recognise that services should be routed underground where reasonably practical and where the relevant
utility companies permit.
With regard to the Design Guidance, we have already made some comments above regarding this document.
However fundamentally, the document imposes a number of onerous requirements on developments which
could compromise deliverability or achievability of sites. It could also threaten viability.
7.32 There are also aspects of the guidance that are not relevant to planning and are unlikely to be enforceable
i.e. the requirement to fit an intruder alarm system into each dwelling.
7.33 Further, the document should not stifle the ability of home owners to adapt their homes to meet their
individual tastes and needs, within the boundaries of remaining within the permitted development legislation
and achieving good design that responds to the local area through planning applications.
7.34 The Design Guidance should therefore be reviewed and modified to include only principle design
considerations which go to the heart of preserving the character of the village whilst recognising that new
development is necessary to maintain the vitality of the community.
In conclusion, we have significant concerns with the drafting of the Policies within the NDP as a whole, and also
the Design Guidance. For the reasons above, we consider that the draft NDP fails to be consistent with national
policy and as a result will fail to accord with the basic conditions.
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We do support the principle of a Neighbourhood Plan for King’s Somborne, and in particular the proposed
allocation sites KS7 and SHELAA81. We have confirmed that these sites are available for development, and
clearly have the potential to deliver new homes to meet local needs in a manner which respects the character
of the village. The evidence base for the NDP, including the Landscape Assessment undertaken by Terra Firma,
and the Feasibility Study undertaken by Odyssey, confirms that there is no reason why these two sites should
not be allocated.
Notwithstanding our support for the NDP in principle, and whilst we note the efforts put in by the Steering
Group Members, we have significant reservations regarding the soundness of the Plan as currently drafted.
These reservations are set out in detail above, but in summary go to the approach to allocation, the controls
over the amount of development and the way in which need has been assessed, and also to the
appropriateness of policies and the relevance of some aspects of policies to planning.
We therefore consider that the Plan fails to meet the basic conditions as defined by legislation and is unlikely
to be capable of being “made” at Examination. We recommend that the Parish Council undertake to
significantly amend the Plan, and revisit the evidence base, prior to submission to the Borough Council.
We would welcome the opportunity to meet with the NDP steering group members to discuss these
representations in more detail.

We live on Winchester Road and believe that the Plan has not given Conservation fair consideration.
We understand that the Conservation Officer has not been consulted at any point, despite the impact
that placing 4 of the 5 developments sites next to listed buildings and the conservation area will
have. We note this has recently been picked up by Historic England in their letter to TVBC who say
“we are very concerned at the proposed allocation of any sites identified as being important to the
character and appearance of the village and conservation area”. When looking at the balance of
factors as to why sites have been chosen and not chosen, it is apparent that the picturesque and
traditional farm setting of Manor Farm at the edge of our village has been sacrificed for the sake of
not building any more down Eldon Road.
Whilst we appreciate the need for houses we think that another site should replace KS7 and the field
in which it sits, and instead it should be listed instead as a LAG, forever protecting the green space
within this end of the village and to avoid it being overly built. The field meets all the LAG criteria
within the Green Spaces document you have provided and as well as our request as a village to
protect the farmland around us. We greatly enjoy walking with our children through the field as well
as the view of it when we walk down Redhill and would feel a great loss if the historic farm was
enveloped by housing.
If you are assessing now the sites for both flooding and conservation, surely there must be an
opportunity to reconsider site allocation as these are two of the most important concerns within our
village?"
We are also very concerned about the impact of building on KS4, KS7 and 81 from a flooding
perspective. Whilst we understand that a flooding assessment is now being done on these sites, the
collective impact of building on all these sites must be considered: not just the sites individually.
…”key requirement to protect and enhance…rural views” ~ this point is backed up by the use of the
1987 Conservation Area map which highlights the views that need to be protected. One of which is
the view from the top of Froghole Lane across the valley, taking in KS3. KS3 should therefore not be
part of this plan.
…”key considerations…safer & quieter roads” – adding extra houses with an access on to Cow Drove
Hill, which is already dangerous with the high speed Tarmac lorries that hurtle up and down in spite
of it being a single track road, is madness. KS3 should therefore not be part of this plan.
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…”spaces between (build area) contribute significantly to its character. Objectives are therefore to
ensure key views of the village and surrounding countryside from the surrounding high points are
protected.” Again, my point above regarding the views to be protected marked on the 1987
Conservation Area plan is relevant here. KS3 should not be part of this plan
“inappropriate development in areas at high risk of flooding should be avoided by directing
development away from areas at highest risk but where development is necessary, making it safe
without increasing flood risk elsewhere……” (NPPF para 100). The Environment Agency website
states “careful investigation of local flood risk…..is required at most locations in the SFRA area before
development is allocated. It is not sufficient to assume that siting development away from Flood
Zones 2 and 3 and localised flooding areas and the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)
techniques will automatically render flood risk to third parties adequately low…”. This plan bases all
the flood mitigation on the use of SUDS for all developments. If the EA is warning that this is not
sufficient to prevent third party flooding, then this is not enough of a policy in the high flood risk area
that is Kings Somborne. Those of us living next to the bourne have recently lived through a major
flood event. Any development above the bourne is going to speed up water run-off, raise the level of
the bourne too quickly for the bridges to cope with and inevitably flood homes up and downstream
of the development. We would like the council/developers to indemnify properties adjacent to the
bourne against potential flooding. KS3 should therefore not be part of this plan.

NDP states “In compliance with the sequential test, all sites that incorporate areas designated as
being in Flood Zones 3 or 2 have been excluded”. Over 60% of KS3 is in Flood Zone 3 and therefore
should also be excluded on this logic. KS3 should therefore not be part of this plan.
NDP states “notwithstanding the findings of the landscape report, the topography of the Parish
renders some areas unsuitable for either the elderly or the very young as it precludes easy access to
the facilities and amenities of the village which are largely, and conveniently gathered on the valley
floor with flat and level access. These factors are of principal interest in the site assessment process”.
KS3 is up a steep hill with no footpath down to the village floor. The only way down is Cow Drove Hill
which has an incomplete pavement to Highfield, is subject to speeding of Tarmac lorries, from the
Tarmac plant at the top of Cow Drove Hill, and is not suitable for pedestrians with pushchairs or
wheelchairs. These pedestrians then have to cross the busy A3057 trunk road from Romsey to
Andover, without any pedestrian crossings in place and with limited and poor visibility, in order to
reach the school, pre-school, shop and village hall. Speeding is already an issue in King’s Somborne –
additional pedestrians trying to cross the road, especially at peak times, is a recipe for disaster. KS3
should therefore not be part of this plan.

This paragraph states that any new development should be “integrated with the village and its
existing street pattern” and that they should allow for “access to existing parts of the village” and try
to avoid “bolt-on” new estates in the form of cul-de-sacs. KS3 will be a development on a greenfield
site with only a farm track as the existing access. This cannot be described as an existing street
pattern. It will certainly be a bolt-on cul-de-sac with only one way in and out. KS3 should therefore
not be part of this plan.
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This report states that KS3 has Moderate Sensitivity as a result of its Moderate Sense of Place and
Low Visibility. It has a High Value from the contribution it makes as an open space within the
conservation area and the setting it provides to listed buildings. There is only one listed building, Old
Froman’s, noted as adjacent to KS3 but in fact there are 3 more – Willow Cottage, Crown Hill Cottage
and Yew Tree House, which all back on to KS3. KS3 therefore has a High Sense of Place with regards
to the setting of these listed buildings. KS3 also has High Visibility in my opinion – it can be seen from
Froghole Lane, from the Clarendon Way as it goes down inside the hedge line along Cow Drove Hill
and as you drive in to the village from Romsey (Froghole Lane footpath is visible as is the top left part
of KS3). If the Low Visibility ranking was changed to High Visibility, the overall ranking would change
from Moderate Sense of Place to High Sense of Place, which in turn would change the capacity from
Moderate to Low and would therefore disqualify the site. KS1 & KS4 were both disqualified for
having High Visibility from the Clarendon Way so this criteria should be applied equally across all
sites.
NDP site assessments state “Listed Buildings close to developments especially if densely populated
will tend to be marginalised and their visual impact compromised”. Further to the discussion of the 4
listed buildings that garner their sense of place from KS3, above, I argue that by this logic, KS3 should
not be part of this plan.
The NDP states that we must “conserve open spaces”. Building on KS3 does not do that. Independent
reports demonstrate activity of Barbastelle Bats from the Mottisfont colony feeding and roosting in
KS3. There is evidence of significant owl activity, kingfishers, martins, water voles and stoats. The
nettles also create the perfect habitat for a broad range of butterflies and dragonflies. This land has
not been touched for decades, nor sprayed nor ploughed. There is an abundance of wildflowers. I
cannot understand why a council on the one hand wants to destroy a perfectly natural wildlife haven
in KS3 and on the other hand is applying for grants to create an artificial biodiversity site in a playing
field elsewhere in the village. KS3 should therefore not be part of this plan.
NDP states that additional secondary schooling is available in Winchester. This is not true as for the
last few years no child has got in to a Winchester school from Kings Somborne, due to increasing
numbers of children in Winchester.
“Any developments must not change the character or nature of the conservation area”. The
1987/1996 map of the Kings Somborne Conservation Area also includes views which are to be
protected. One of which is from the top of Froghole Lane down the valley, over KS3, and one of
which is from the church up the valley to the North West, over KS3, and one of which is down the
valley from the Clarendon Way. KS3 is visible, to a greater and lesser extent, from all of these
protected viewpoints. KS3 should therefore not be part of this plan.
1996 Local Plan ~ KS3 is included on this plan as an Important Open Area. Most other Important
Open Areas in the village were converted to LAGS. Why was KS3 not converted? Especially when it is
noted on the Conservation Area map, mentioned above. KS3 has RV042 (protected road verge)
bordering the access. None of the other sites has any SINCS, RVEIs or SSSIs so I don’t believe the
priority ranking as KS3 being 2nd in line for development is acceptable. English Heritage Report notes
a Ring Ditch (prehistoric early Bronze Age) transecting Cow Drove Hill plus a possible Bronze Age
Barrow on the site. There is also evidence presented of a possible Bronze Age burn barrow on
Froghole Lane – none of this is mentioned in the site assessment for KS3. These are important facts,
not to be ignored. Other sites have been excluded on the basis of possible archaeology and therefore
using the same logic KS3 should also be excluded.
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KS1 was rejected as not being large enough to contribute to social housing stock but the site
assessment states that 14 houses are achievable. The KS3 site assessment states that 11 houses are
achievable so therefore using the same logic, this site is not large enough either, and should also be
excluded. KS1 was rejected for having poor connection to the village and poor access. KS3 uses the
same access as KS1 (a narrow 5-bar gate next to a listed Cob wall ~ photographs below) and is
adjacent to KS1. Therefore if KS1 has poor connection to the village, it follows that KS3 must also
have poor connection to the village. If KS1 was rejected for visibility from the Clarendon Way, poor
acc
Other sites were rejected for being outside the settlement boundary and within the conservation
area. KS3 is outside the settlement boundary and within the conservation area so KS3 should also be
rejected on this basis. Each site must be measured, accepted or rejected, using the same criteria. This
does not seem to be the case with KS3. KS3 is the only site on the North of the A3057 which involves
crossing the main road to access everything in the village. All the other sites are on the other side of
the A3057, with good pavements and crossings, allowing safer and easier access to the main village
facilities and bus stops
Noise ~ the KS3 site assessment states there is minimal noise coming from the Tarmac plant. This is
not true as there are huge lorries up and down Cow Drove all night, making huge noise when they
are empty and hit a pothole. There is also the bird cannon which fires all night and all day.
Covenants ~ there should be covenants added to the land to specify a maximum number of houses
that can be built on any one site, into perpetuity
Screening ~ new developments should have mature trees planted as screening for those overlooking
it.
Remove KS3 from the NDP and I will happily get behind it and vote yes in the referendum.
We recognise that the preparation of the NDP represents an enormous input by various individuals
and Steering Groups; we thank them for their dedication and effort to this process.
The NDP already casts doubt on the ability of the drainage authorities to support additional
development without further investment. Concern about the ingress of surface water into the
drainage systems in times of high groundwater and rainfall remains a fear.
King’s Somborne is an attractive settlement with a high quality environmental setting. The heritage
features of its past ‘ life’ remain evident in the number and quality of its listed buildings, its historic
road layout and the way the agricultural landscape ‘slips’ into the village. It has a reasonable base
level of local facilities; but is significantly deficient in public transport connections; the medical
facilities are some distance away (and not accessible to all because of the limited bus services).
Children have to travel some distance to secondary schools and tertiary education. The area is
subject to increasing frequency of flooding, which significantly constrains the opportunities for new
housing along the valley bottom.
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‘To preserve the field between Horsebridge and Romsey Road...’ This site was never submitted for
assessment as a potential development opportunity because of the Parish Council’s predetermined
ideology to preserve the gap between King’s Somborne and Horsebridge. However, the Romsey road
fontage demonstrates a continually developed line of dwellings from the village centre all the way to
Horsebridge Road. This site should have been analysed as part of the plan process as it has less
significance for flooding, and could have less visual impact on the landscape, if only to demonstrate
that a full and fair selection of sites had been considered. There is potential opportunity to provide
safe access into the site from Horsebridge Road (rather than the Romsey Road) to serve a modest
development scheme.
Clarity: The plan is very difficult to navigate, with incidences of repetition between the main text and
Appendices. There is a great volume of supporting information which needs to be consolidated and
presented into a simpler document. Ultimately users of the documents are primarily interested in
reviewing how the site allocations were arrived at and assessed and their relative priority. This is not
easy in the way the document is currently presented. We consider that the document requires
considerable redrafting to clarify and condense the information to a more easily assimilated form.
This policy is unclear as to whether this policy applies to all development or just residential
proposals? Such a requirement is not normally asked for, except in the cases of very large or
prominent developments. A specific landscape study for every development application regardless of
scale or impact is a heavy handed requirement, in addition to the Design and Access Statement
which is already required on all planning applications.
KS5 - This site is not a realistic contender for development because it would require access off Muss
Lane. In the late 1990’s Berkeley Homes proposed a development of 8 houses affecting backland
between Muss Lane and Riverside Green showing Muss Lane as its access. This was unacceptable to
the Highway Authority due to the narrow width of the lane, especially at the ‘pinch point’ at the
bottom of Muss lane adjacent to Martins stores, where there is restricted visibility. Martins Stores
and the opposing cottage are significant listed features in the conservation area, any increase in
traffic generation at this point would compromise the continued satisfactory preservation of those
buildings. As a result the development was split with only 2 houses being served by Muss Lane, 2 off
Winchester Road via an existing access, and the remaining 4 from Riverside Green. Highway
circumstances have not changed since that date, indeed local traffic generation continues to increase
irrespective of new development. Occupiers of new houses now tend to have more cars per dwelling
than 18 years ago, making the likely impact of this development site even more problematic.
Alternative access from New Lane would be overlong and costly, New Lane is similarly unsuitable to
accommodate additional traffic. The junction with A3057 is not suitable for additional use without
improvement. Visibility at its junction with Winchester Road is constrained. The change in levels
between KS5 and properties in Riverside Green to the south would mean that any new housing in
this location would be overbearing on adjacent dwellings without the creation of a deep landscape
buffer. Being on the north side of existing housing with small gardens it is also likely to have a
significant environmental effect on their outlook.

This policy is rather clumsily drafted, but it requires all development sites to be located ‘generally
below the 40m contour line’. As a result of this constraint, most of the recommended site allocations
fall within the areas within a high risk flood zone, and which have previously been significantly
affected by flooding.
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Overall we believe that additional research is required into the Facilities and Infrastructure elements
of the NDP. More information is required about educational forecasts and expectations, further
liaison with the utility providers to establish whether additional development can be accommodated
within the existing framework of services. Is perhaps additional population required to support
existing facilities?
The Parish Plan needs to examine the services which are provided to the village, in the way of
education, medical facilities, community services and shopping viability to see whether we need
additional housing to support the continuation of a vibrant village life and identify where additional
development would enhance the social, economic and environmental functions of the community.
No evaluation of education services have been made, nor assessment of the needs for the elderly.
We are fortunate to have voluntary organisations which plug the gaps in such services, but they may
not be able to support much increase in demand.
This should not to apply to small scale extensions and minor developments etc. The Policy needs to
define precisely which developments are affected, and where exceptions might be made.
Does this need to be cited as a policy, No free standing development is likely to be permitted outside
the settlement boundary in the context of existing TVBC Local Plan policies.’ Built up landscape’ is an
inappropriate expression in planning terms.
The Test Valley Borough Local Plan intends that most of the wider housing growth for this area
should be directed to Andover in the north and Romsey in the south. There are detailed allocations
to accommodate this growth. This document indicates a provision for 36 homes per year to be built
in the rural areas over the plan period. There are many villages within Test Valley, which mean that
this figure could easily be accommodated by infill development shared amongst all the northern
Rural Villages of the Borough.
The Action Hampshire Housing Needs Survey does not support the need for additional affordable
housing.
Whilst it is recognised that nationally more provision needs to be made for affordable housing
throughout the nation to accommodate young people and families, King’s Somborne may not be an
ideal location to expand supply.
The LPA may consider using planning powers to impose Article 4 Directions to remove Permitted
Development Rights (PDR) to build extensions, erect fences and small buildings etc. Current
Government Policy does not however favour such restrictions on a blanket area neither by restricting
PD Rights on individual dwellings through conditions attached to the planning approval.
SHELLA 81 - This plot has no development potential whatsoever. Currently grazed by horses the land
is significantly above the road level, is very wet and subject to springs which run into the road,
draining across into the ford. This part of Winchester Road is very prone to flooding in wet weather
from run-off from the field, when Tanners Pond and the Borne Stream are in spate. It marks the start
of the area which floods through towards the heart of the village. The site is very narrow at its north
east corner; it could only accommodate a ribbon of development. Its highway frontage is bordered
by a high rural hedgerow, demarcating a blind bend where traffic approaches the village at speed.
Visibility at the existing gate is very limited, To improve sight lines at any point would necessitate the
wholesale removal of the boundary hedge, with incumbent disbenefits to the rural approach to the
village, contrary to the environmental policies set out in the opening part of the plan. Significant level
differences between the road and the site would make built development very prominent and
obtrusive to the outlook and setting of Manor Farmhouse and Manor Barn opposite; both Listed
Buildings.
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It would be unwise to promote development along the river floor without certainty about these
issues and flood risk data.
The Landscape and Environment Policies highlight the ‘nucleated settlement’ of King’s Somborne,
where ‘The roads and spaces between built forms contribute significantly to its character.’ This
character evaluation also talks about the views to ridgelines being significant features, yet several of
the allocated sites, KS3, KS6 and SHELLA 81 immediately breach these objectives and are probably
the last few ‘important open gaps’ along the valley bottom where this now occurs
The issue is not how many houses we need, but how many the village can sustainably accommodate
without adversely affecting its character, overloading existing services and exacerbating the high
level of traffic through the village; particularly through pinch points at the entry and exit to the
village on Romsey Road. Because of the transport limitations of the area and the lack of employment
opportunities, our village is not a sustainable location for expansion.
Publicity: At the date of publication of the draft NDP no information about public consultation
meetings had been put forward. It would have been helpful to galvanise public interest awareness
and debate if there had been more publicity at the initial release of the draft NDP. This could have
been more effectively by leafleting, as well as using social media to announce the opening of the
public consultation period; opening with an explanatory session, then indicating opportunities for
further discussion. The earlier meetings were not greatly attended, probably due to the short notice
period. Finally the last two meetings are too close to the deadline for clarification prior to
submission of comments.
We do not believe that phasing of the development sites is practicable within the existing planning
legal framework. It is normally only effective where there is an infrastructure deficiency constraining
development. Once an acceptable scheme for any of the various selected sites is put forward, it will
be impossible to resist development on phasing grounds. Clearly market demand in a desirable
location would ‘devour’ all the proposed development options set out in the plan at the earliest
opportunity, irrespective of the consequences for sustainability or phasing.
KS7 SHELLA 80 (A & B) - This site has adverse implications for the setting of the listed buildings which
front Winchester Road. There is no obvious acceptable access from Winchester Road, apart from via
the paddock adjacent to Spencers Farmhouse and Cottage. This area lies alongside the river where
the width is very narrow. It is normally amongst the first areas to flood. The paddock tends to act as a
holding area for surface water when groundwater is high. It is noted that in many villages along the
Test Valley there is a tendency not to find old buildings sited in the areas which flood. When water
levels are high it is interesting to see historic timber framed buildings sitting unaffected when nearby
modern properties are surrounded by water. We would suggest that the reason why this paddock
has historically remained undeveloped is because of its recurrent tendency to flood. To propose
development of this site and the land behind would seriously increase flood risk for existing houses
along Winchester Road which have experienced a number of significant floods in recent years, most
recently in 2014. The promotion of sites along this part of Winchester Road close to the stream is
irresponsible, (and where there is no capacity to widen the river to increase the flow) especially in
the context of global warming with its projected increase in extreme weather patterns. Ground
water levels continue to rise, indeed this year the stream is flowing significantly later than normal.
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There should be an early reference in the NDP to the time period it is designed to cover. We are
uncertain as to the status of the NDP within the Planning Policy statutory framework.
KS6 - This site has been consistently excluded from the settlement boundary but included within the
Conservation area in the TVBC Planning policy framework. It is designated as an important open gap
in all the existing adopted Borough Plan policies. The importance of such characteristics is
acknowledged in the preface to the NDP Environment Policies i.e. ‘The roads and spaces between
built forms contribute significantly to the character’ together with the references to the importance
of ‘ Trees typical at the break in slope between the valley bottom and sides’ and ‘ Views towards
ridgelines’. This site is probably the only open site within the village where these three characteristics
still apply. This land contributes to the ‘special character’ because it extends into the countryside, up
to a line of very significant mature trees, which the site assessment analysis fails to acknowledge.
This seems to be as relevant today as when its designation was first defined. In addition, this land
serves an important role to define and enhance the setting of the two adjacent historic listed
buildings, Cruck Cottage and Prospect House, together with Butchers End which is opposite the site.
(Please also note that Butchers End is not identified as a Listed Building on the NDP Map. There are a
number of inaccuracies in the background analysis to this site, known as Land South of Riverside
Green, which have already been passed on to the Parish Clerk, but we reiterate here.

The problem in this area is not caused just by floodwater from the stream, but from generally high
groundwater levels; also from springs which emerge from the hillside along the south side of
Winchester Road and indeed spurt up from within Winchester Road itself. To concentrate the lion’s
share of new development within this area as the plan suggests, will subject many more people to a
higher risk of flooding.
We have serious reservations about the way housing needs have been assessed for the village. The
Housing Needs survey is not a statistically sound way of achieving a justifiable estimate of the need
for new development; more a subjective or anecdotal ‘wish list’. For example the report maintains
that many people are looking for smaller accommodation to ‘downsize’. Over the past two years in
particular, several smaller house types in the centre of the community have remained vacant and for
sale; yet only one has now been sold.
At the public meeting strong emphasis was placed on installing sustainable drainage systems,
incorporating holding tanks to retain water in times of high rainfall, to address the issue. However
the frequency of significant flooding in this village is increasing. If we ‘fill these open areas’ up with
foundations for new buildings, hard road surfaces and underground storage tanks, we will be
removing the very areas for the groundwater to be naturally absorbed, thereby increasing and
expanding the risks for existing properties in the vicinity. It will also increase the surface water runoff from roofs and hard surfaces. Moreover underground storage tanks cannot deal with the springs
which cause so much of the problem.
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In particular, Winchester Road, Old Vicarage Lane and Muss Lane seem to be the focus for the
majority of the possible land releases, i.e. KS5, KS6, SHELLA 81, KS7. The Parish Council will recall that
the road was badly flooded for a considerable period in 2014 and many houses alongside were
affected by groundwater, many more were sandbagged and afflicted by the dreaded prospect of fast
approaching floodwater, saved only by installing pumps to keep the water at bay. The road was
closed for several weeks and many elderly and frail people could not get out of the village. Residents
of this part of the village had to park our cars out of the village away from our homes. It is a situation
that none of us wish to countenance again.
We believe this policy should be comprehensively reviewed by flood risk consultants because, the
implementation of such a policy in the area of Winchester Road and its side streets and lanes, will
afford serious concern to neighbouring residents, increased costs of insurance and possibly
difficulties in obtaining mortgages.
This policy also seeks to use restrictive covenants to maintain local character and to prevent new
development ‘promoting an urban feel’. When developing at the densities proposed in the NDP of
above 30 dwellings per hectare, there will inevitably be an urban character about those schemes.
Some of the land releases proposed are capable of accommodating more than 11-14 units and will
inevitably be developed to the maximum to secure a realistic capital return on the initial land costs.
The only effective way the character of this settlement can be secured is by releasing only very small
parcels of land.
KS3 - This area was included in the Conservation Area Review because of the contribution it makes as
open land to the character of this part of the village. It incorporates a well used public footpath, to
create a circular path from Froghole up to How Park and down via Cow Drove Hill. This a delightful
rural walk revealing views down into the village and along the valley which would be lost should
development be put forward. The conditions which required its inclusion into the Conservation Area
in 1987 are even more significant today. Vehicular access to this site is poor. There is no possibility of
access from Winchester Road, where the existing private drive and shared public footpath are very
narrow. Opportunity to enhance visibility at the junction is seriously compromised by the adjacent
development, especially the presence of a listed building adjacent to the entrance. Access from Cow
Drove Hill is unlikely to be acceptable to the Highway Authority because of its difficult junction with
the A3057. We would support the concerns of nearby people about the enhanced flooding risks
associated such a proposal.
This refers to the requirement for public open spaces to be provided in developments above 5 units.
Does this provision conform with statutory requirements? Who will manage these areas? It is noted
that in some of the most recent housing schemes within the village, such areas are not actively used
as childrens’ playspace or for visual amenity, particularly in the public rented sector. Without
predetermined management schemes, the so-called amenity areas become overgrown and left as
dumping grounds. Such a policy must incorporate proposals for taking over and managing open
spaces before the development is approved.
1. There has never been any previous planning permission granted for development of this site.
2. There has never been an existing house on the site, said to have been demolished as part of that
alleged consent.
Whilst sometimes a desirable objective, this type of policy restriction is not permissible. Planning
controls cannot require a developer to impose restrictive covenants of this nature. They may only be
legally binding if the landowner retains adjacent land which would benefit from the covenant.
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The reference to the allotments as a protected LAG; we now hear that the Diocese intends to sell the
allotment land. Although designated as a LAG, this land has considerable potential for development,
it is arguably the most appropriate location for new housing within the centre of the village. It has no
adverse flooding implications and good access. Naturally the long heritage of using this land for
allotments, makes this is a very unpopular suggestion, but we believe the site should be fully
evaluated as part of the plan process. Any future development would have to provide adequate
replacement land for allotment holders nearby. Such alternative land should be properly prepared
for their use.
3. There has never been an archaeological investigation of the site.
Surely some reference should be made in this policy to the legal obligation in planning statute not
only to ‘conserve’ but also ‘to enhance’ the appearance of the conservation area.
It is noted that Kings Somborne Parish has an above-average level of affordable social housing and
public rented housing compared with other villages in Test Valley, and in the county as a whole. It is
not uncommon for village houses to be offered to people without a village connection, to maintain
occupancy. This can subsequently present problems for new tenants on modest incomes, who are
unable to find work locally. This suggests that it is not appropriate to maintain or expand the current
ratio of public sector housing for the immediate future. It should however incorporate provision for
regular review, to identify when a specific need can be supported; because this area is not well
serviced for employment opportunities or transport facilities to work elsewhere.
All those issues relate to land to the North of Winchester Road, which was eventually developed by
Berkeley homes at the end of the 1990s and where an archaeological investigation did take place
prior to development. This information has been verified by Borough Council and their online
application records confirm that there is no planning history on the site. We also have serious
reservations about the highway investigations in relation to this site. Any access to serve
development in this location would have to be sited away from Cruck Cottage to secure sight lines, in
so doing it would create a virtual crossroad junction with Riverside Green. Historically, the Highway
has not been keen to permit junctions within 40 metres of an existing access. We are therefore
uncertain as to whether the Highway Authority has been consulted on this and several of the other
sites. We suspect the site has been selected because it has remained undeveloped and untidy for
some years. This is not a justifiable reason for conceding to landowners’ desire for development.
Planning Case Law is strong on resisting pressure due to poor land management, because it could be
seen to encourage dereliction. This is not a meaningful policy, It is uncertain as to whether this
objective can be achieved through the planning application process. It is unlikely that the
introduction of smart technology will reduce travel need to any great degree. Perhaps not an issue
which the NDP can realistically affect.

Manor Farm Field (KS7) is a lovely green space with a footpath for the village to use. It also was the
anicent remains of the medieval Manor House behind the present Manor House. It should be a LAG
(81) Access would be difficult as the road often floods at the Ford. The Ford is a village beauty spot
and shot not be piped. Very thin bit of land to build on. KS6 provides a green finger into a rural
village. Building on the site would urbanise this road.
So often when housing is added to a village beauty spots suffer such as the Ford. When we had the
floods they tried to divert the water in the field above the Ford. It did not work. A bridge would not
work.
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The large majority of housing along Romsey Rd only exists directly adjacent to the road.
Development on KS3 is creating a major second layer of development off Romsey Rd, which does not
exist to any major degree anywhere else along this route. This could set a precedent for future
development." 3.1 pg7

You talk about maintaining the beauty and characteristics of the villages surroundings. The KS3 site is
visible from several view points whilst walking from the village ie Froghole Lane and Clarendon Way
on the ridge above. Surely this is a contradiction." "KS3 is the only site chosen that directly affects the
borne. The borne is arguably the greatest characteristic that gives Kings Somborne it unique feel and
charm. Further development along the borne can only destroy this uniqueness. Furthermore, the
village of Kings Somborne falls within the Mottisfont Bats SAC. The borne, grassland and broadleaf
woodland of KS3 are all environments that need to be preserved. As recommended in the
environmental study concerning the Barbastelle Bat population in the Mottisfont area.
Under Designations and Constraints : “How is the site currently accessed?” a Green score under the
traffic light system is assigned to KS-3 yet the same access route is scored Orange for sites KS-1 and
KS-2. Surely this is also an Orange score for KS-3 ?
Apart from the acknowledged concerns regarding the width of the access route I would express the
following additional concerns:
1. The proposed solution of a traffic calming single track access between Little Fromans and Fromans
House corresponds to the presence of a “probably listed cob wall” (Attachment 2.4.2, page 2,
Fromans Farm). Is it realistic to believe that this listed cob wall can be protected from splashing rain
water erosion created by passing traffic or indeed the construction of an access road to KS3, without
leaving a protective verge? If protection were to be incorporated would the access then be wide
enough, even as a single track, to enable fire service and refuse collection vehicles to access the
development of 21 dwellings.
2. The significant increase in vehicular traffic associated with 21 new dwellings could represent a
significant traffic hazard risk at the junction of Cow Drove Hill and the track (Highfields corner).
Visibility for traffic pulling out onto Cow Drove Hill is restricted and the ability of heavy tarmac lorries
and speeding bicycles coming down the steep hill to avoid motorists pulling out onto Cow Drove Hill
would be an issue.
The Department of Environment Development Control Advice Note 15 (1999) regarding Vehicular
Access Standards provides some guidance (paragraph 2.1 and Table B) regarding Visibility from a
Minor Road (Visibility Splays). Assuming these standards are still current would the track be able to
achieve these Visibility Standards up Cow Drove Hill?"
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With reference to the pre-submission consultation document for the King's Sombome
Neighbourhood Development Plan dated June 2018 , as XX I would like to add some comments. I
consider the general concepts within the plan to be worthwhile and fully support the idea of
Neighbourhood Planning, allowing an opportunity for local people to have a voice. It is a positive
approach to the necessary housing needs, both within the village and generally, to help alleviate
some of the national housing shortage. I would question, however, how one completely avoids a
'NIMBY' approach, given that some of the opportunities to develop housing may well effect those on
the panel making decisions. I hope there is a level of monitoring to prevent this from becoming an
issue when and if prioritising sites. I believe the process to develop sites should not be restricted by a
predetermined scoring process, but rather be developed accoding to how available and deliverable
they are, in order to be as proactive as possible to achieve the requirements of the Neighbourhood
Plan in a timely manner. I also have some concerns given the likely housing needs of King's Sombome
in the future and question if the suggested requirements are indeed likely to be adequate overa 15
year-period? There is no doubt that the village will continue to expand, both within its own
population and as an attractive and well-situated village, so it will surely continue to be a popular
destination with people choosing to move into the area, as has been the case for several decades
and I am not convinced this has been actively considered.

In my opinion Policy H1 is too prescriptive and would suggest that there should be a minimum of 42
dwellings which should not be limited to phasing.
With reference to policy H6 there is an opportunity for KS5 and KS7 to be developed together from
the Winchester Road frontage and that all sites should be allocated without the restrictions of
phasing and also without preference.
All or indeed any of the sites should be deliverable as soon as possible and there should be no
phasing, no set period of years and no order of preference to enable to expedite the Neighbourhood
Plan in an efficient and timely manner.
Allotments, Furzedown Road–Site and Surroundings
The Site is currently used as allotment gardens, serving the local community. The Site extends
approximately 0.93ha and is located centrally within the built up area of Kings Somborne, accessed
off Furzedown Road. The Site is broadly level and bound by mature trees and hedgerows on all
boundaries. Surrounding land uses include; residential to the north, south and west. Agricultural land
lies to the east. According to the Council’s policies map, The Site is not subject to any planning policy
constraints and sits within the settlement boundary. The Flood Risk Map for Planningconfirms that
The Site lies wholly within flood zone 1 (land at lowest risk of flooding).
As above, the site is unconstrained in planning policy terms. The Site lies within the settlement
boundary, within close proximity to the village’s shops and local services. In accordance with Test
Valley Borough Local Plan Policy COM2 (Settlement Hierarchy), the principle of development on
The Site is considered appropriate due to its location within the settlement boundary of Kings
Somborne.
The Site could be accessed directly off Furzedown Road, subject to further highways advice. It is
contested, therefore, that The Site is only accessible via SHELAA Site 239 ‘Land west of Rose Cottage’
as stated within the Site Assessment Form (Attachment 2.4.5)and page 2 of the Site Access
Study (Attachment 2.4.6) of The Plan.
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Draft Policy E8 (Local Areas of Green Space) nominates The Site as a Local Area of Green Space
(LAGS) due to its recreational value to the local community, as set out within Appendix 1.2 of The
Plan. We appreciate the Site’s current function as a community recreational facility and therefore
think the plan should consider a number of potential alternative sites, considered suitable, in terms
of their location and unconstrained nature, to accommodate a new village Allotment if The Site were
to be developed for residential use. The proposed sites are briefly summarised below and illustrated
on site plan (dwg. no. J0016063-18-11), accompanying this letter. The site plan indicates the extent
of land ownership, it is not proposed that the entirety of the proposed parcels would be developed
as allotments. (See map of sites and descriptions)
Land east of existing Allotments - This site is currently in agricultural use. The site lies immediately
east of the existing Allotments, adjacent to the settlement boundary and could be accessed off The
Site if it were to be developed for housing. The iste is not subject to any planning policy constraints.
Land west of Furzedown Road - This site is currently in agricultural use. The site lies immediately east
of the settlement boundary and could be accessed off Furzedown Road or Eldon Road. The site is not
subject to any planning policy contraints.
Land west of Eldon Road - This site is currently in agricultural use. The site lies immediately est of the
settlement boundary and could be accessed off Eldon Road. The site is not subject to any planning
policy constraints.
Land west of Stockbridge Road - This site is currently in agricultural use. The site lies immediately
north of the settlement boundary and could be accessed off Stockbridge Road or Cow Drove Hill. The
site is not subject to any planning policy contraints.
Land north of Winchester Road - This site is currently in agricultural use. The site lies north east of
the settlement boundary and could be accessed off Winchester Road. The site is not subject to any
planning policy constraints.
Land south of Winchester Road - This site is curretly in agricultural use. The site lies east of the
settlement boundary and could be accessed off Winchester Road. The site is not subject to any
plannign policy constraints.
Draft Policy H1 (Quantity of New Homes Needed) sets out an additional housing requirement of 33 to
42 new homes over the next 15 years. This figure is made up of three of the proposed development
sites of 11-14 new homes. The supporting policy text states that the new homes identified in Policy
H1 does not preclude any additional housing sites that have not been specifically identified in The
Plan.
Draft Policy H6 (Development Location & Allocation) sets out the proposed development sites. The
sites are set out below with a brief summary of their constraints:
KS5: The bottom field of SHELAA 148 –Land at Spencer’s Farm adjacent to Muss Lane. The site lies
outside the settlement boundary, within the open countryside. According to the Site Allocation
Scoring Form (Attachment 2.4.9), potential access points off Winchester Road, at Spencer’s
Farm and Muss Lane are too narrow. Land owner negotiations would be required to enable access
via the field adjacent to Spencer’s Farm and access off Stockbridge Road would impact on the
surrounding landscape.
KS3: Land off Froghole Lane. The site lies outside the settlement boundary, within the open
countryside. The site lies within the Conservation Area. The southern section of the site lies
within flood zone 3 (high risk of flooding). Froman’s Farm (Grade II listed) lies to the east of the
site. According to the Site Allocation Scoring Form (Attachment 2.4.9), existing access into the
site would need to be widened.
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KS6: Land off Winchester Road (southside). The site lies outside the settlement boundary, within the
open countryside. The site lies within the Conservation Area. Grade II listed properties, Prospect
House and Cruck Cottage lie immediately to the east and west of the site respectively.
Development on this site would need to come forward in conjunction with KS3 to achieve a
minimum of 11 new homes.
KS7 SHELLA 80: Land south of Winchester Road. Thevast majority of the site lies outside the
settlement boundary, within the open countryside. Part of the site lies within flood zones 2/3
(medium to high risk of flooding). Part of the site lies within the Conservation Area and
development on site would impact on the setting of Manor Farmhouse, The Granary and the
Barn and Stables which are all Grade II listed buildings. According to the Site Allocation Scoring
Form (Attachment 2.4.9), a new bridge would be required to enable access onto Winchester Road
and access at New Lane would need widening.
SHELLA 81: Land south of Winchester Road. The site lies outside the settlement boundary, within the
open countryside. The site lies within the Conservation Area and development on the site would
impact on the setting of Manor Farm Cottages, a Grade II listed building. According to the Site
Allocation Scoring Form (Attachment 2.4.9), a significant length of road would be required to create
access onto Winchester Road.
As demonstrated above, the proposed allocated sites are all constrained in varying degrees. As
stated at paragraph 2.3 of the Site Assessments document (Attachment 2.4), the portions of the sites
incorporating land within Flood Zones 2 or 3 have been excluded from the developable area.
Paragraph 2.4 states that sites with listed buildings in close proximity will be suitable for
development at a density of only 10 dwellings per hectare, as opposed to 30. Clearly, these
constraints, affecting the majority of the proposed allocated sites, will impact on the delivery of
new housing within the village and potentially compromise the layout and design of the new
homes. It is also noted that there are access issues to overcome at all but one of the proposed
allocated sites. By contrast, The (Allotment) Site offers unconstrained developable land wholly within
the settlement boundary, allowing greater flexibility with regards to housing numbers, layout
and design than the currently proposed allocated sites. It is therefore suggested that the
Neighbourhood Plan Group considers the inclusion of The Site as a proposed housing allocation,
along with the relocation of the Allotments to one of the potential sites listed above and illustrated
on the accompanying site plan.
We support the principle of the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan for Kings Somborne, the
following modifications to The Plan are suggested: The inclusion of the Allotments as a proposed
housing allocation, in light of the constrained nature of a number of other currently proposed
allocated sites. The inclusion of a proposed re-location of the Allotments, subject to landowner
negotiations.
Overall our main objection to the current plan is the detail around KS3 and KS6. I am not a NIMBY but
I have a concern that as KS6 will not accommodate the “5-6 houses” KS3 is going to become a small
housing estate by having to accommodate the extra planned houses. This has huge implications in
the overall feel of the village, in areas such as light pollution from street lights, spoilt views looking
down from the Clarendon Way. This flies in the face of policy E9 – any development must not change
the character and nature of the conservation area.
The field has probably been fallow for the last 20 years. I know that we have bats (Mottifont?) in this
area of the village.
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The planned location of houses in KS3 will make Cow Drove Hill potentially more dangerous with the
already continual movement of heavy tarmac lorries and a very dangerous junction with the
Stockbridge Road. As one of the houses with probably the nearest backdoor to the Bourne, flooding
is a real concern, especially with recent experiences in 2001 and 2014. I understand the Environment
Agency are investigating this but only after continued pressures from residents and being carried out
after our feedback on the NDP deadline. We are already living in the flood plain with the potential
risk of flooding.
I still don’t fully understand why the land between KS5 and the Stockbridge Road is not part of the
NDP.
This is a very comprehensive document following a significant amount of work. This has obviously
been a significant effort and should be applauded. The comments below are my personal views on
more detailed elements of the plan to assist in the goal of publishing a document for Examination
which is in general conformity with the Test Valley Revised Local Plan and has regard to National
Policy.
Whilst Preserving Landscape Features, Views and Surrounding Farmland is an important objective
and is supported, policy E2 preserving a specific field seems to appear within the document with no
background evidence or testing of the boundaries or significance of the land. No other areas seem to
be tested as a strategy. Also, the sterilisation of land should be the minimum required to protect the
landscape setting of the settlement. There appears to be no robust analysis of the land, or options, to
support the specific identification. Indeed the site may be able to deliver some housing as well as the
gap, but this does not appear to have been tested. It seems to appear as a very specific policy
without technical evidence.
Support the identification of important open spaces, especially the field opposite the Old Vicarage.
However, the allotments should be removed from this list as this is based on use rather than the
landscape contribution and could easily be replaced elsewhere. They also have other protection
policies.
This does not seem in accordance with policies within TVBC Revised Local Plan.
Support the phasing of development into years to ensure a steady managed supply and not all site
developed in the short term.
This appears hugely onerous and without any justification, to the detriment of the whole NDP. For
example, the 10% restriction on additional floor space is significantly below even that by the New
Forest National Park Authority (of 30%) which has special circumstances for such a restriction. The
restriction on additional stories is without justification and contrary to emerging allowances within
the consultation NPPF. Restricting loft extensions is not based on particular local circumstances
either and appears too controlling. It is also not clear if this is proposed to apply to new development
or all existing dwellings. Either way the policy is attempting to achieve far too much and seeks to
place blanket bans on development which is highly unlikely to cause harm and would be considered
through the normal planning application process.
The desire to safeguard key facilities is supported, however the policy is too restrictive and doesn’t
allow for the fact that uses, buildings and operators may change over time (and which may be
desirable for all parties). For example, there may be a strategy to combine two community buildings
into one larger facility. This may result in the closure of one (and redevelopment to assist finances)
which may be appropriate for parishioners. Therefore I would recommend some caveat wording such
as “unless part of a wider strategy with maintains or enhances local provision or ensures its
operation in the long term”
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(REF 81) I have strong objection to the allocation of the land south of Winchester Road for housing.
There are a number of issues within the site allocation process which present the site in more
favourable terms than exist. * In terms of the site selection process, you cannot sum individual
severity of constraints/issues to then identify the least severe site. This misses the key issue of some
constraints being weighted significantly differently. This requires a reasoned professional judgment,
not a summation of views which treat issues of as equal. * The site is identified as having a small area
of high flood risk. Whilst the area may be small it is actually at the access point so is key to entering
and exiting the proposed site. It is therefore a sensitive and key issue which prevents escape from
the site in the event of an emergency. This needs detailed assessment and should not be assumed. *
Access is identified as suitable from the west. There is an existing field gate which actually has limited
visibility. Any vehicle leaving the field has to be “waved out” by a pedestrian as the curve of the road
and existing hedgerow severely restricts visibility to the east particularly. This is dangerous, and
below standard. Any improvements would require the loss of a significant amount of important
hedgerow which has been identified as a positive feature in the site analysis, and a key characteristic
of the area and approach to the village (and loss of associated ecology and habitat). Access cannot be
assumed, as seems to be the case. * The slope of the site would make development highly visible and
dominating on the rural entrance to the village, the historic conservation area and the significant
listed building opposite. * The thin nature of the site would make it difficult to develop suitably,
especially providing sufficient appropriate gardens, open space and retention of the historic tree.

Given the wide housing site selection process, it appears the village allotments have been excluded
from consideration before detailed analysis. Whilst they are a key part of the village and very
important, they can be (and often are) relocated to accommodate development in more suitable,
appropriate, and/or accessible areas. As long as allotment provision is maintained, or enhanced, then
the village benefits. Some of the potential housing sites identified that are shown to be harmful in
landscape terms could then accommodate the allotments, as a more suitable use, and release this
village centre site, which is well screened, to come forward to support important village housing
needs.
We question the need for the number of houses that this NDP suggests should be built in this Parish
over the next 15 years. The TVBC Local Plan states a requirement of 36 homes a year to be built in
rural areas over the next 18 years. There are many villages in the Test Valley and therefore 36 houses
per year could easily be achieved by infill development. Indeed, in our immediate vicinity there are
currently two large houses being built and one 2 bedroomed property is going through the planning
process. Infill housing is generally on a smaller scale and these small incremental increases in housing
stock are much easier to absorb into the life and services of the village, providing they are well
planned and include measures to alleviate, where possible, the risk of adding to our flooding
problem. Since the publication of the draft NDP, the allotments have been put up for sale. This would
be an ideal infill site for development, away from the flood problems with little impact on existing
housing and within the existing settlement boundary. The NDP is suggesting developments of
between 11 and 14 houses. But what mechanism is there in the Plan to make sure each delopment is
limited to a maximum of 14? What is to there to stop such a development becoming much larger? If
there is no such mechaism, what is the point of this part of the Plan?
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Is there really a need for Affordable Housing? In this area much of the housing that is termed
'Affordable' is still out of reach of many people. Many of the replies to the Action Hampshire Housing
Needs Survey do not support the need for affordable housing. New homes, whether 'affordable' or
not, usually come at a price premium. The Kings Somborne Parish is well provided with small to
medium sized, older stock homes which, when they come on the market, will be priced similar to
new 'affordable' homes. We also have above average provision of social housing. Affordable homes
and social housing are better located in areas with good employment opportunities and reliable
public transport. It would appear that the need to provide affordable housing is the driver to the
building of larger developments. Removing the need for 'affordable housing' therefore enables small
infill sites to be considered favourably to achieve the target number of houses required.
NDP – undertaking site selection (Traffic Light Method) In this section, the process for Site Allocation
Scoring is mapped out. However, not all factors indicated appear to have been considered when the
actual scoring of each site was undertaken (2.4.9) For example there is no section on the impact of
each development on neighbours, nor is there a section on infrastructure, specifically the problems
relating to the capacity of the existing foul water drainage system.
Site Allocation Scoring The factors considered and scored were: ▪ Existing use ▪ How the site related
to its surroundings ▪ Proximity of Listed Buildings ▪ Flood risk of the site ▪ Highways i.e. Access ▪ How
the site would be viewed from afar We would make the following observations 1. As no weighting
has been applied to the factors, this means that proximity of a Listed Building is considered to be as
important as the flood risk or access to the site. There are many instances in the village where listed
buildings stand beside more modern buildings, so a precedent is already set. Therefore it can be
argued that proximity of listed buildings should not be a major factor for consideration and scoring,
provided that an NDP policy states that housing adjacent to the listed buildings must be designed
sympathetically and/or the Planning Authorities control this aspect. Removing Listed Properties from
the calculation makes a considerable difference to the scoring of the sites and the subsequent
priority for development. 2. Furthermore, under the access heading, no consideration has been given
to the flood risk to each site access. This is very important as virtually the whole of the Winchester
Road, Old Vicarage Lane and the bottom of Muss Lane are deemed to be Zone 2 or 3 by the
Environment Agency.
Policy H.1 (page 12) clearly states that each development should be a minimum of 11 dwellings to a
maximum of 14 dwellings per development. However, Policy H.6 states only the minimum number of
dwellings and leaves out the maximum number. The maximum number of 14 should be stated in H.6,
in order to avoid any loophole that could be exploited by a property developer.
The paddock opposite the Old Vicarage in Old Vicarage Lane is included as an area to be protected
from development. By your definition in Section 3.3, LAGS are areas that are “of particular
importance and benefit to the local community “ We have lived in the village for some thirty odd
years and I have never placed particular importance to the paddock. The only benefit to the
community would appear to be the use of it as a temporary car park for the village fete. There is
currently no other use or access by the local community to this plot of land. However, it does sit
within the 40m contour and is in close proximity to the A3057 and would appear to have a moderate
flood risk. So, judging by the parameters set by the KSNDP, perhaps the paddock should instead be
looked at as a potential area for development. Alternatively, should the present allotments be sold, it
could be considered as a site for their replacement.
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1. Site ref. KS5 is listed as preferred option No.1. It is proposed that access would be via Muss Lane.
We consider KS5 to be unsuitable for the following reasons:
a) Muss Lane is not wide enough to accommodate two-way traffic, nor is there a pedestrian
pavement.
b) In Appendix 2.4.9 (site allocation scoring) this site received the lowest score for access of all the
site options, yet it is still placed as preferred option no.1.
c) Muss Lane is approached via Old Vicarage Lane. Local residents complain that this road is used as a
'rat-run' for cars entering the village and that car speed is an issue. A development of 14 houses
would increase the amount of traffic considerably.
d) The junction of Old Vicarage Lane and Muss Lane is an area prone to flooding and is classified as
Zone 2/3 by the Environmental Agency. At a time of flooding, properties in this area suffer additional
water ingress caused by the passage of vehicles as they produce a wave effect through the water.
This problem would be increased due to the additional traffic generated by a development on KS5.
e) We believe that some time ago, planning permission was refused for a development of
approximately 9 houses with access off Muss Lane. A precedent has, therefore, already been set for
the refusal of planning permission for a large development accessed via Muss Lane.
f) Policy E4 states that development should be generally kept below the 40M contour line. This site
(KS5) is largely above this contour, therefore preferred option no.1 breaks Policy E4.
Why would a site that has very little chance of being approved at the Planning Stage be listed as a
first priority for development? Such a fundamental error makes one question the validity of the
whole NDP 2. Access to sites KS6, KS7 and SHELLA 81 may well also pose problems in obtaining
planning permission as sight lines along Winchester Road are very poor.
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Giving Landscape priority over the major concerns of villagers with regard to flooding. We can only
comment on the sites around the Winchester Road area, as we do not know the other areas well
enough. However, this does not preclude the comments below being applied to other areas of the
village, particularly the potential availablity of the allotment site. Within the NDP, an arbitrary
maximum limit for development has been set at the 40m contour line. The justification for this would
seem to be purely based on the potential impact of development on views from Redhill and
Cowdrove Hill. It would appear that little account has been taken of the flooding problems that will
result from limiting development and access below this level. Flooding is a serious problem in Kings
Somborne, especially along Winchester Road. We do not consider that the existing flood risk or the
potential flood risk from developments has been sufficiently covered, or even considered, within the
NDP. We should be mindful of the floods of 2014 when Winchester Road was impassable for most
cars and the limited bus service had to be rerouted. Surely it would be advantageous to keep traffic
generated by a development away from the flooding problem area. A development above the 40m
contour line would alleviate the potential flooding problems of lower sites. Effective water
catchment options could then be employed within the development with no detrimental impact on
the flood zone. We wonder if the drive to restrict development to the valley floor area is because of
fears of a " X style" development. We are told by the Chairman at the public consultation meeting
that the NDP is an effective document against such development. Is this really true? Or by agreeing
to this NDP, are we in danger of opening the floodgates for a large development outside the existing
settlement boundary? In conclusion, the imposition of the 40m contour to improve views from afar
will mean that any proposed development will be crowded onto existing properties, changing the
character of the village and increasing traffic through the village along flood prone Old Vicarage Lane,
Muss Lane and Winchester Road.

On the parish website the NDP is introduced as being 'Driven entirely by the views of the
Parishioners'. We do not consider this to be true, nor that there has been enough consultation. We
attended 2 NDP planning events when we were asked our views on the site location priority. The
results of these meetings are not present in this report. Indeed, an extra site was added in the time
between these meetings and publication. At the date of publication of the draft NDP, no public
consultation meetings had been arranged. The date of the publication and the date of consultation
meetings should have been well advertised before publication of the draft NDP.
When the pre-submission consultation meetings were eventually arranged they were not well
advertised. They were not in the village newsletter 'The Gauntlet', which is widely read. They were
not advertised on social media, which may have attracted the interest of younger residents. Instead,
advertising was limited to signs stuck up around the village, and some of these did not include the
time of the meeting. Unless one walked in the village, they were not seen. The majority of people use
their cars and do not walk. In addition, two of the consultation meetings are far too near the
deadline for submission of comments by 22 June.
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Residents who may well be affected by these proposed developments should have been leafletted
throughout the consultation process so that they were fully aware of what was being planned.
Indeed, if the NDP was 'Driven entirely by the views of the Parishioners', the whole village should
have been leafletted. The documents are incredibly difficult to make sense of and it is not easy to
read the summary together with the relevant appendicies. This poor presentation, together with the
lack of adequate publicity makes one think that the Parish Council do not really want feedback on
this NDP. Having attended one of the pre-submission public consultations, we also feel that the
various views of those attending were not being listened to. There is no point in these meetings if it
is felt by the Parish Council that the policies stated in the draft NDP are unable to be adapted or
changed.
The most troubling events to have occurred in King’s Somborne in the last twenty years were the
floods of 2000 and 2014. Many houses lying in the village valley were flooded, caused mainly by
rising groundwater.
2. Annex A to this document is a view looking south from KS3, taken on 16 February 2014
demonstrating that KS3 is an effective and extensive flood plane.
3. Preventing, or not exacerbating, further flood risk must be the highest priority for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP).
4. The proposed NDP favours further development in the valley floor of the village, below the 40m
contour line, specifically at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 [Policy E4 and H6]. All are adjacent to a flood
zone 3 (defined by the Environment Agency as Land having a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of
river flooding) with shallow rises in altitude.
5. There is a logical risk that when a downpour combines with already high groundwater, water will
flow from a development’s roofs, roads, drives and pavements to the flood plane many times quicker
than if it remained a field.
6. In such circumstances, the borne level is likely to rise more quickly. Water will level out both up
and down-stream, adding to the flash flood risk along its length through the village.
7. Whilst Appendix 1, Section 5.2 states a plan objective … To ensure development does not increase
flood risk to the existing settlement, no flood risk assessment has been undertaken as part of the
NDP process, so the above potential flood risk associated with development of KS3, KS7 and SHELAA
81 is unknown and unquantified.
8. It is noted that use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) will be a requirement at the planning
stage, but use of attenuation tanks below the water table would be ineffective. This is likely to be the
case at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 as their altitude rise is shallow above the adjacent flood zone 3.
9. Attenuation tanks work well above the water table, however, so why is the policy not to develop
land above the 40m contour line, not below? This would surely be in the village’s best interests in
protecting against flooding?
The NDP Policy E4 states that all new development should be below the 40m contour line. No
evidence is referenced (in either NDP-Summary Section 3.1 or Appendix 1-Landscape and
Environment Section 1.3) to support this, or the following phrase driving the policy … Ensure that
new development is kept within the floor of the valley, [preferably below the 40m contour line], so it
does not obtrude into the views from the high points of the surrounding landscape and of the village,
and so that the settlement remains invisible in the wider landscape.
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The only third party assessment commissioned in support of the NDP is a Landscape Assessment by
the South Downs National Park Authority, from which the impact of flooding is excluded from scope.
The fee proposal for the assessment states "We are able to interpret evidence as it applies to local
areas ensuring the NDP takes into account its local historic environment, landscape character,
biodiversity etc., while meeting the needs of the local people and having the best chance at passing
referendum" i.e. no account of flood risk is taken in the same paragraph that states an objective to
pass the plan at referendum.
Furthermore, Appendix 1 – Detailed Methodology – states at paragraph 1.3 … "Landscape is just one
of a number of considerations required to make decisions about the acceptability or otherwise of
proposed development, and these may conflict with one another."
And finally in Section 2.6, the TVBC policies quoted do not take flood risk into account either.
From the questionnaire results, Question 11 asks …
"… areas such as How Park, Cow Drove Hill and the Clarendon Way, from which there are attractive
views of the village. Should landscape features, such as surrounding farmland be identified and
preserved?" To which there was a 94% “yes” response. Such a leading question cannot be construed
as evidence that the village prioritises landscape and vistas above flood risk.
13. Nowhere is there a reference to the potential conflict between objectives to protect landscape
[build below the 40m contour line] versus the need to prevent flood risk [build above the 40m
contour line], so one is left assuming that visual impact is prioritised above flood risk. This cannot be
in the village’s best interests.
Recommendation
Change Policy E4 to read … "All new development in King’s Somborne should be generally above the
40M contour line" SuDS would then definitely be effective and developments would not increase
flood risk
Or
Commission a flood risk assessment from a competent body for KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 before
conclusion of the consultation phase. It is surely possible to make relevant and reasonable
assumptions about the likely scale and nature of development such that the runoff risk can be
quantified and mitigation schemes evaluated. Conclusions of such an assessment should be
presented to villagers by representative(s) of the competent body for comment and questioning
before closure of the consultation phase. Then update the NDP according to the risk assessment
outcome and recommendations.
The most troubling events to have occurred in King’s Somborne in the last twenty years were the
floods of 2000 and 2014. Many houses lying in the village valley were flooded, caused mainly by
rising groundwater.
2. Annex A to this document is a view looking south from KS3, taken on 16 February 2014
demonstrating that KS3 is an effective and extensive flood plane.
3. Preventing, or not exacerbating, further flood risk must be the highest priority for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP).
4. The proposed NDP favours further development in the valley floor of the village, below the 40m
contour line, specifically at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 [Policy E4 and H6]. All are adjacent to a flood
zone 3 (defined by the Environment Agency as Land having a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of
river flooding) with shallow rises in altitude.
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5. There is a logical risk that when a downpour combines with already high groundwater, water will
flow from a development’s roofs, roads, drives and pavements to the flood plane many times quicker
than if it remained a field.
6. In such circumstances, the borne level is likely to rise more quickly. Water will level out both up
and down-stream, adding to the flash flood risk along its length through the village.
7. Whilst Appendix 1, Section 5.2 states a plan objective … To ensure development does not increase
flood risk to the existing settlement, no flood risk assessment has been undertaken as part of the
NDP process, so the above potential flood risk associated with development of KS3, KS7 and SHELAA
81 is unknown and unquantified.
8. It is noted that use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) will be a requirement at the planning
stage, but use of attenuation tanks below the water table would be ineffective. This is likely to be the
case at KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 as their altitude rise is shallow above the adjacent flood zone 3.
9. Attenuation tanks work well above the water table, however, so why is the policy not to develop
land above the 40m contour line, not below? This would surely be in the village’s best interests in
protecting against flooding?
The NDP Policy E4 states that all new development should be below the 40m contour line. No
evidence is referenced (in either NDP-Summary Section 3.1 or Appendix 1-Landscape and
Environment Section 1.3) to support this, or the following phrase driving the policy … Ensure that
new development is kept within the floor of the valley, [preferably below the 40m contour line], so it
does not obtrude into the views from the high points of the surrounding landscape and of the village,
and so that the settlement remains invisible in the wider landscape.
The only third party assessment commissioned in support of the NDP is a Landscape Assessment by
the South Downs National Park Authority, from which the impact of flooding is excluded from scope.
The fee proposal for the assessment states "We are able to interpret evidence as it applies to local
areas ensuring the NDP takes into account its local historic environment, landscape character,
biodiversity etc., while meeting the needs of the local people and having the best chance at passing
referendum" i.e. no account of flood risk is taken in the same paragraph that states an objective to
pass the plan at referendum.
Furthermore, Appendix 1 – Detailed Methodology – states at paragraph 1.3 … "Landscape is just one
of a number of considerations required to make decisions about the acceptability or otherwise of
proposed development, and these may conflict with one another."
And finally in Section 2.6, the TVBC policies quoted do not take flood risk into account either.
From the questionnaire results, Question 11 asks …
"… areas such as How Park, Cow Drove Hill and the Clarendon Way, from which there are attractive
views of the village. Should landscape features, such as surrounding farmland be identified and
preserved?" To which there was a 94% “yes” response. Such a leading question cannot be construed
as evidence that the village prioritises landscape and vistas above flood risk.
13. Nowhere is there a reference to the potential conflict between objectives to protect landscape
[build below the 40m contour line] versus the need to prevent flood risk [build above the 40m
contour line], so one is left assuming that visual impact is prioritised above flood risk. This cannot be
in the village’s best interests.
Recommendation
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Change Policy E4 to read … "All new development in King’s Somborne should be generally above the
40M contour line" SuDS would then definitely be effective and developments would not increase
flood risk
Or
Commission a flood risk assessment from a competent body for KS3, KS7 and SHELAA 81 before
conclusion of the consultation phase. It is surely possible to make relevant and reasonable
assumptions about the likely scale and nature of development such that the runoff risk can be
quantified and mitigation schemes evaluated. Conclusions of such an assessment should be
presented to villagers by representative(s) of the competent body for comment and questioning
before closure of the consultation phase. Then update the NDP according to the risk assessment
outcome and recommendations.
Policy E5 states - Any new multi-home development is to be sited close to other built-up landscape
such that it is a natural extension of the existing village, rather than as a distinct separate
development. Developing KS 3 breaches this policy as none of the houses built will be adjacent to the
existing settlement. The development will therefore not be a natural extension of the existing
village, and will be a distinct separate development. The proposed development will only have point
adjacency - at its north west corner to Rivermead - at its north east corner to Fromans House. It will
therefore be an island development of mainly affordable homes close to two properties at the
opposite end of the housing spectrum. The supporting paragraph to Policy E5 states “Ensure that
new development is sited close to other built-up landscape, so it is viewed as natural extension of
the existing village, rather than as a distinct separate development. Reason: This will not stand out as
new development but blend with existing buildings. This will look harmonious within the wider
countryside.” As an island development, KS 3 cannot be viewed as a natural extension to the village
and will be a distinct separate development. It will not blend in with existing buildings because social
housing could not be more different to the two houses closest to the proposed development (i.e.
Rivermead and Old Fromans).

We recognise that a great deal of time and effort has been invested by a valiant team of people to
produce the document over the past two years. We appreciate and thank all those people who have
undertaken this work.
We attended the meeting at the Village Hall on 30 May. When site KS6 was presented, Mr Brock
mentioned that there had been a previous planning approval on the site. I believe that information to
be factually incorrect, along with other background history which appears in the Plan in the General
Site Information on which your recommendations for site allocations are based.
This issue was queried at the meeting by a resident who has lived in the village for nearly 40 years,
during which time has there never been any planning approval on the site. Both Mr Brock and
another committee member (Mr Searle) dismissed my concern and vigously claimed that there was
an old consent and this information had come from Test Valley. XX i naturally have a particular
interest in following planning developments in the village. I have searched the TVBC historical
planning application records for the site and the database says that no planning records exist. Test
Valley Development Control Section has also confirmed there has never been any application on this
site. I beleive there has been confusion over site addresses in the Council's background search.
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Your General Site Information Analysis for KS6 considers whether the site has any "archeological
remains" and refers to an investigation by "Oxford Archeological Unit in respect of a planning
application for the demolition of the existing house and garage, and the erection of 5 new
dwellings... "
I can confirm, there has never been any dwelling on the KS6 site in the past XX years, it has always
been vacant land and therefore no house to demolish. Furthermore the land has been consistently
earmarked in the various adopted planning and conservation framework policy documents as an
"important open area to be retained."
The archeological investigation referred to in the Council's report, relates to land OPPOSITE the KS6
site, which is referred to in the planning history as land NORTH of Winchester Road. It lies
immediately behind our house in Riverside Green and adjacent properties. The original dwelling on
this site was demolished and the land subsequently developed for 6 houses by Berkeley Homes as an
extension to Riverside Green. The scheme also included a pair of semi-detached houses fronting
Winchester Road opposite Cruck Cottage. It was this land NORTH of Winchester Road for which the
archeological report was commissioned and which we witnessed.
We would also like to mention that the analysis omits to mention that KS6 is opposite a significant
listed building at Butchers End. It therefore has important listed buildings on both sides and opposite.
In relation to Trees, Vegetation and landscape issues, the report fails to recognise the importance of
the line of mature trees at the south end of the end of KS6 site, which perform an important
backdrop to the village. A feature of wider landscape significance.
I am afraid that the quality of the background information is inaccurate in a number of respects and
questions the validity of the analysis of KS6 as a suitable development option. The site is not "flat" as
described within the report , is not within the settlement boundary, and not within the SHLAA.
Access to the site has restriced visibility, constrained further by protected trees along the road
frontage. Moreover the highway authority does not normally promote a new development access
within a distance of 40m if an existing access on the opposite side of the road.
Finally one of the issues mentioned at the meeting to promote KS6, was that the land is derelict and
unmanaged, therefore its development would improve the environment. In Planning Case Law, there
is a very strong presumption against the promotion of development on grounds of poor appearance
and dereliction because of the dangerous precedent. This is not a valid justification for development.
KS5 oppurtunities for vehilcle and pedestrian access to the KS5 part of the Spencer's Farm Site. The
original proposal was to access a development of 50-60 dwellings on the Spencer's Farm land off the
A3057 Stockbridge Road close to, but opposite the access into the cemetery. After submitting
detailed proposals of the access to the highway authority based on a design, its precise location on a
topographic survey base, results of a traffic and speed survey and road accident data, the highway
authority accepted the principal of an access in this location. The access would include various items
to mitigate the impact of the proposal (extension of the speed limit, additional footway, improved
access to the cemetery etc.).
The Parish Council are currently preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan and a Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment has been undertaken of all potential development sites within the village.
These assessments have concluded that development of the land close to the A3057 (the "top" field,
identified as KS4) would be unacceptable and only the lower part of the Spencer's Farm site
(identified as KS5) could be acceptable.
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KS5 is considered suitable for about 12 dwellings. This report considers there are three options for
access to the site known as KS5, namely
a) use the previously proposed access off the A3057 with landscaping to make the access road less
intrusive
b) off Muss Lane
c) off Winchester Road
Option A - access off the A3057 Stockbridge Road
Technically this is a feasible option. The access would involve the loss of a short section of the
existing hedgerow along the south side of the A3057, but none of the existing trees nor the
hedgerow along the northern side wold be affected and new hedgerow planting could be introduced,
so when viewed from a distance, say the Clarendon Way, the "notch" would be virtually
indistiguishable. The access road would not be lit, it could be landscaped and could follow a curved
alignment. Its impact would be limited.
There are traffic benefits from adipting this alternative as new traffic would not be fed directly into
the centre of the village. Similarly during construction all large goods vehicles would only need to use
the A3057 and not any of the small village roads.
Option B - use of Muss Lane
Even to access a relatively small number of dwellings (say 12) Muss Lane is NOT suitable as a vehicle
access to a new development. The reason are as follows:
Muss Lane is narrow and curved and has no footway. Therefore any vehicle travelling along it cannot
see an oncoming vehicle and stop in a location that enables vehicles to pass. All pedestrians have to
walk along the centre of the road. There is no oppurtunity to widen the road at the narrowest
locations as existing housing occurs on either side.
The junction with Winchester Road near the Corner Stores is awkward and poorly aligned. Frequently
there are parked vehicles at this location.
The whole of Muss Lane lies within the Conservation Area, soeven if road widening and improvement
were possible it would be out of character with the existing character of the area.
All construction traffic would have to use Muss Lane to access the site.
Option C - Access off Winchester Road
The existing land ownership of Spencer's Farm is inadequate to provide a new access onto
Winchester Road over land they control. Therefore land to the north-east of Spencer's Farm would
have to be included. That raises the issue of deliverability as that landowner may not wish to see a
new access road over their land.
Subject to suitable land acquisition, there would be no technical objection to a new access east of
Spencer's Farm as Winchester Road is straight and subject to a 30mph speed restriction. The
existence of the stream / ditch running alongside Winchester Road means that clear visibility of 2.4m
x 57m can be achieved ini either direction. A short access bridge over the stream will be required but
the recent approval of a new dwelling on land adjoining Manor Farm House (ref: 16/012866/FULLS)
shows that there is no in-principal objection to a deck above the stream from the Environment
Agency.
Pedestrian Access from KS5 towards the village centre could follow a number of routes. These are; a)
onto Muss Lane, b) along Public Footpath 14 to Muss Lane (this is currently unsurfaced and muddy,
but subject to HCC Countryside approval could be improved), c) a new link along the bottom of KS4
into the recreation ground and hence in Nutchers Drove.
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Other options - we are aware of the recent (january 2018) approval for a new detached dwelling on
land at the rear of Riverside Gardens (ref 17/03021/FULLS), this site being contiguous with one
corner of the KS5 land. However, we do not consider the proposed means of access is capable of
being improved to make it suitable to serve a further 12 dwellings.
Two potential points of access for site KS7 have been identified. The first utilises the existing field
access on New Lane, while the other could be formed via a new access from the northern side of
Winchester Road. Access to SHELLA 81 would be taken from the southern side of Winchester Road. A
potential access design, as shown on Drawing 18-155/001, has been prepared for the existing field
access and demonstrates achievable visibility splays. Subject to the hedgerow being trimmed back, a
maximum visibility splay of 2.4m x 80m southeast towards the existing junction with Winchester
Road is achievable, while to the northwest a visibility splay of 2.4m x 125m is achievable. As already
noted vehicles passing along New Lane have been observed to travel at speeds well below the
posted national speed limit. Given the potential introduction of a residential access it may be
prudent to extend the existing 40mph speed limit from the New Lane / Winchester Road junction to
a suitable point northwest of the site access. A classified traffic volume and speed survey would help
to clarify visibility requirements at the access as part of any planning application submitted. An
ecological survey will also be required to determine the value of the existing hedgerow. The results
of this survey will also help to determine the achievable visibility. It is also noted on the
topographical survey that New Lane appears to narrow from a maximum width of c.5.1m north of
the field access to a minimum width of c.3.5m just south of the field access. This may benefit from
minor widening works to allow two-way vehicle movement however the traffic generation from the
development would not be ‘material’. It is understood that an existing pond near the junction, within
the applicants control and ownership could be enlarged to reduce instances and depth of the
seasonal ford occuring. A width of 4.1 - 4.8m is sufficient to allow two cars to pass each other and
would remain narrow enough to continue to act as a natural traffic calming feature. Taking the above
into account it is considered that an access from New Lane would be suitable for a development of
up to c.10 dwellings.

An alternative access to Site KS7 is also achievable from Winchester Road within the existing 30mph
section. Drawing 18-155/002 illustrates the potential access. Visibility splays of 2.4m x 43m are
achievable in accordance with guidance published in Manual for Streets (MfS). It is noted that the
HCC companion guide to MfS states that the MfS guidance will be applied to roads with an observed
85th percentile speeds below 37.5mph. Traffic passing through the village is observed to travel at or
below the posted 30mph speed limit, however this would be confirmed by way of a traffic volume
and speed survey near the potential access. An access from Winchester Road is also considered to be
a suitable access solution to land east of Muss Lane (Site KS5) which is identified as another suitable
site for development in the NP. KING’S SOMBORNE HIGHWAYS FEASIBILITY STUDY TDM/tdm/17-02701 5 The existing conditions of Muss Lane are not favourable i.e. it being narrow with substandard
surfacing with no scope for widening and already serving as access to c.30 dwellings some of which
are listed and within the Conservation Area. It is therefore considered that a new access constructed
to adoptable standards would help to unlock Site KS5 thus ensuring its delivery.
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The site south of Winchester Road would potentially sustain a total of nine dwellings. Given the
existing character of Winchester Road i.e. it features numerous driveways and direct accesses to
existing dwellings along its length, it is considered that direct access to the proposed dwellings would
be the most appropriate access solution. As previously discussed visibility splays of 2.4m x 43m are
achievable along Winchester Road in keeping with guidance in MfS and the existing character of the
village. By providing additional driveways and accesses along Winchester Road towards New Lane,
the presence of the village will also be extended adding to the natural traffic calming effect such
features have. Each access would generally be shared between two / three dwellings so as to reduce
the impact of the development frontage. Further enhancements in the form of a gateway treatment
or similar feature near New Lane can also be explored which would add to the village setting and
further reinforce the low speed environment. Drawing 18-155/003 illustrates potential direct access
points to Site SHELAA 81.
This highways feasibility study report has been prepared in support of Sites KS7 and SHELAA 81 as
identified for development in the draft Kings Somborne Neighbourhood Plan. Both sites are
considered sustainable being located within easy walking distance of existing facilities such as the
village shop and primary school and within 150m - 200m of local bus stops.
Two means of access to Site KS7 have been identified. The existing field access from New Lane would
potentially be suitable for upgrade to serve as access to c.10 dwellings, subject to a full ecological
and traffic / speed survey. Alternatively, and additionally access can also be achieved from
Winchester Road by way of a new access beside the new dwelling, currently under construction
which could also serve and help to enable the delivery of site KS5. Access to site SHELAA 81 would be
achieved through direct accesses and driveways consistent with the existing street scene in the
village. Each access could however be shared between two dwellings to reduce the impact of the
development frontage. It is therefore considered that the development sites are suitable for
achieving the vision of the NP without compromising the existing character of the village.
We act on behalf of XXXXX Please find attached the written representations prepared on behalf of
our clients to the consultation draft King’s Somborne Neighbourhood Plan. In preparing these
representations, we have reviewed the evidence base available on the Parish Council’s website.
Whilst supporting the principle of a Neighbourhood Plan for King’s Somborne, and in particular the
proposed allocation of our clients’ sites (referred to as XXXX), we have significant reservations
regarding the soundness of the Plan as currently drafted. Our attached representations set out these
concerns in further detail, however in summary we consider that the draft Plan fails to meet the
basic conditions and is therefore unlikely to be capable of being “made” at Examination.
We therefore recommend that the Parish Council undertake to amend the Plan, prior to submission
to the Borough Council.
We also attach in XXXXXX a Highways Feasibility Study prepared by Odyssey.
Our Clients would be pleased to meet with the NDP Group and/or Parish
Council to discuss the representations within this letter and their plans for XXXXXXXXXXXXX.
Yours sincerely
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