
Agenda item 8 

July 20th 2020 Full Council meeting 

 

Questions or concerns that have not been answered. 
The 40m contour line is included as Policy E4 in the NDP first draft. “All new development in Kings Somborne is to be kept within the floor of the valley (generally below the 
40m contour line ).”   
This effectively ruled out 7 sites in the village leaving only the ones in the valley floor. There is no explanation as how the NDP steering group arrived at this Policy in its 
deliberations. 
I feel that it is imperative that this policy is removed from any future drafts , especially in light of the complete re-examination of site selection criteria otherwise it 
completely negates the discussions at the last few meetings. 
I would like to query why SHELAA sites 79 and 215 are not shown on the site assessment forms. The Chairman of the NDP committee told the site review team not to review 
them as there was no access to them.  
However, we have known for quite a long time that the allotments have been sold and plans are being proposed to develop the land.  
Access to the SHELAA sites would therefore be perfectly possible through the allotment land and could be incorporated into the landowner’s planning proposal.  
I would therefore propose that these two SHELAAs should now be added to the assessment form so that they may be evaluated impartially along with all the other sites. 
At what meeting was it decided that SD would be appointed? 
With whom are South Downs communicating?  I wonder if it is solely the Parish Council Chairman. 
How can South Downs be representing the needs of the village when they appear to have no meaningful contact with residents, other than through the Parish Council 
Chairman? 
What terms of reference are South Downs working under? 
What is the scope of SD work? 
When will the contractual arrangement be published 
What information have they been given from first NDP draft feedback 
What information have they not been given from first NDP draft feedback 
What is the plan for engaging representation from the local community in South Downs’ remaining work? 
Is the NDP committee still quorate and operational?   
If so, when will its meetings be scheduled?   
If it is not quorate, how will the Plan be managed from now forwards? 
Policy E4 
All new development in King’s Somborne is to be kept within the floor of the valley (generally below the 40m contour line) ~ this is counter to the statement that all 
development on KS3 must be above the 40m contour line to reduce the flooding risk. – please advise. 
 
Environment Agency website states……… 
“Areas Where Development May Increase Flood Risk Elsewhere  



The study of flood risk in this Chapter leads to the following conclusion: careful investigation of local flood risk (with a 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 flood risk to third parties adequately low irrespective of location (see Section 11.4). A situation may arise in which there is no spare capacity at an outfall (for example a 
surface water drainage system a few kilometres from the proposed allocation). The approach could be to produce a specific policy in which development will not take place until the surface 
water drainage system is upgraded (unless an alternative outfall is identified and subject to approval by the planning authority and the Environment Agency).”  
 
Green Plan – done by the KSNDP Steering Group 

 LAG criteria are: beauty, historical significance, recreational value, tranquillity and richness of wildlife.  
 Several confirmed LAGs have only one of these criteria. Other sites that have been marked for development have at least 3 of these criteria (historical significance, 

tranquillity and richness of wildlife).  
 Council was asked to consider KS3 as a possible LAG but this was rejected as it was not deemed to be  “beautiful”, it does however have several of the other 

attributes so it is unclear as to why this was rejected. 
 Several of the sites are fallow fields that have not been intensively farmed for decades or had fertilizer used on them.  These are now perfect candidates to leave as 

they are in order to create nitrate credits for developers wishing to develop in the Test Valley during the current algal bloom in the Solent. It would seem non-
sensical to develop these sites and then the developer to have to purchase other land, and de-nitrate that, so as to hit nitrate targets. 

 
Road Access – done by SDNP 

 This was a desktop study done using OS Maps & Google! 
 Is this the same criteria as “Accessibility” on the Site Selection Forms?  If so, the SSF states that where there are issues with access to the sites, the Land Owners have 

been asked to perform a more detailed analysis in order that their sites may be carried forward into the plan.  Where is the analysis of these sites, as several that 
were acknowledged to have access issues have been carried forward to the plan? 

 SHELAA81 was removed as an option as it has no pedestrian access to the village.  This is also true of several other sites and therefore they should have been 
removed on the same basis. 

 
Landscape Assessment – done by the SDNP.   
Criteria used for this are: 

 Sense of place – how is this measured and scored? There was no interaction with residents. 
 Visibility – What are the criteria? There was much discussion as to whether sites could be seen from the Clarendon Way in previous meetings. Some sites were 

removed as they were visible and some, less appropriate sites, were kept in as they were “not visible” however residents have photographic evidence that these sites 
are indeed visible. There is not a consistent application of the criteria across all the sites. 

 Value – what does this mean? 
 Settlement pattern – how has this been measured? 

 
Design Guidance: 
2.2.3 Layout/Street Pattern  
“Where a group of dwellings is proposed, a fundamental guiding principle is that any new development should be integrated with the village and its existing street pattern. New developments 
should encourage permeability to extend opportunity for people to access existing and different parts of the village, pathways and existing routes. This means trying to avoid 'bolting' on new 
estates, often in the form of cul-de-sacs, which can be perceived as a separate and detached part of the village.  



Large-scale multiple plot development is rare in rural Test Valley and rural Hampshire generally. More common will be the development of sites which can accommodate a small number of 
houses. The main priority must be to ensure the buildings relate well to one another, as well as to neighbouring plots within a wider context.” KS3 would be a “bolt-on” estate and does not 
integrate with the existing street pattern  
 
When will all photos be provided on the website and linked to feedback. 
I was very disappointed, but not surprised, that the recently published site selection table does not include a criterion reflecting the effect of a proposed development on the 
risk of flooding to existing properties in the village.  It only appears to consider the risk of flooding to the developed properties themselves.  I would suggest that any 
increased risk of flooding to existing properties should be the highest weighted selection criterion, yet it doesn’t even exist in the table. 
 
As a number of us have explained on numerous occasions, development adjacent to flood zone 3 (whilst not actually in zone 3) will increase the area of hard surfaces, which 
will inevitably drain more quickly to the bourne during heavy rain.  Mitigation features, such as attenuation tanks, would be rendered useless as their surfaces would be 
below the water table during wet winters.  KS3, KS6 and KS7 fall into this category.  On the contrary however, attenuation tanks would perform perfectly on land developed 
at higher altitude by restricting the flow of water run-off from hard-surfaces towards the bourne.  Attenuation tanks would always be functional due to being permanently 
above the water table. 
On behalf of all those living in the village “basin”, I urge you to take this into account during your deliberations as to site selection approval. 
 
why do we need to provide any affordable houses at all when there is no demonstrable need for any in the village, in fact we have surplus. If the affordable home quota is 
what is driving all these numbers, what is the effect if this criteria is removed? Why is policy to maroon people in affordable housing in places where there is no work and no 
public transport?  
 

 


