
Test Valley Borough Council 
Consultation for Local Plan 2040 

Regulation 18 Stage 2 
 

COMMENTS FORM 
 

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

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

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

alongside allocations for residential and employment development and theme-based 

policies.   

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

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

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

  



Part A: Your Details 

Please fill in all boxes marked with an * 

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

MR First 
Name* 

ROBERT 

Surname* COLLETT 

Organisation* 
(If responding on behalf 
of an organisation) 

LUKEN BECK MDP LTD 

 

Please provide your email address below: 

Email 
Address* 

  

 

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

 

Address*  

 

 Postcode   

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

company/ organisation you are representing: 

 
PERSIMMON HOMES 
 
 
 

 

Personal Details and General Data Protection Regulation 

Please note that representations cannot be treated as confidential.  If you are 

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

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

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

by prior appointment.   

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

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

securely destroyed. 

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

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



available on our website here: 

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

Part B: Your Comments 

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

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

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

number or policy in the general comments box below.  

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

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

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

paper, or the Sustainability Appraisal), please indicate so.  

General  

 

 

 

 



 

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

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

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

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

 

Paragraph 
Ref 

Specific Comments 

POLICY 
SS1 
 
POLICY 
SS6 
 
POLICY 
NA4 
 
POLICY 
NA5 
 
POLICY 
NA6 
 
POLICY 
NA7 
 
POLICY 
NA8 

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER DATED 28th MARCH 2024 FOR 
COMMENTS 

                                                                                 

 

What happens next? 

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

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

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

behalf, correspondence will be sent directly to your agent. 

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

Plan 2040. 
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Objection – Spatial Strategy Policy 1 (SS1): Settlement Hierarchy 
The overarching aims of Policy SS1 are supported, which sets out the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable 
development’, in accordance with the aims of the NPPF. Furthermore, the recognition of Andover as a ‘Tier 1’ 
settlement, as the most sustainable settlement in northern Test Valley is also supported, appreciating its range of 
employment, facilities, services and public transport to support the residents of the town and wider area and as a 
focus for strategic growth in the north of the Borough. 
 
It is considered however that there is a significant deficiency in Policy SS1, in that development at Ludgershall forms 
a major part of the Council’s housing delivery strategy in northern Test Valley (Policy SS6), yet there is no reference 
in Policy SS1 or its supporting text to Ludgershall or any attempt to reference its relative sustainability in the 
settlement hierarchy or confirm its suitability for the strategic growth of this Borough as a sustainable location for 
development. It is acknowledged that Ludgershall is located in the neighbouring local authority area of Wiltshire 
Council, however in seeking to implement the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out at Policy 
SS1 and justifying the housing strategy at Policy SS6 then there should be an appreciation in the Test Valley Local 
Plan of the sustainability of Ludgershall relative to other settlements in Test Valley Borough, to confirm the 
approach. If not through detailed assessment, at least through cross-reference to Wiltshire Council’s Settlement 
Strategy set out at Policy 1 of the Wiltshire Local Plan – Pre-submission Draft 2020-2038 (Regulation 19), where 
Ludgershall is recognised as a ‘market town’ and accepting that it is not a highest order settlement. 
 
It is acknowledged that reference is made at Paragraph 5.113 of the Sustainability Appraisal (February 2024) to 
Ludgershall being designated as a ‘Tier 2’ market town settlement in Wiltshire in the adopted Wiltshire Local Plan 
(2015) and that whilst the northern Test Valley HMA is ‘aligned to the Borough boundary’, there is a relationship 
with the adjacent Wiltshire HMA and consequently it is reasonable to consider potential strategic allocation 
adjacent to the settlement boundary in Test Valley, that contributes to the Borough’s need, consistent with the 
HMA evidence and the emerging Wiltshire Local Plan. Furthermore, the Test Valley Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (January 2022) sets out at Paragraph 1.31 that the ‘north of the Borough, particularly around Andover is 
influenced by Salisbury and other Wiltshire settlements’. 
 
It is considered that at present due to the lack of consideration/reference to Ludgershall in the settlement hierarchy 
at Policy SS1 that this is a significant omission and consequently this policy and the whole spatial strategy for 
northern Test Valley has not been appropriately justified and is unsound, being inconsistent with the tests set out 
at Paragraph 35 of the NPPF. This is because the overall strategy of the plan to identify Ludgershall for strategic 
expansion has not been appropriately or sufficiently referenced, considered or assessed as part of this Plan to 
confirm it as a suitable and sustainable location for strategic growth. Furthermore, from references in the 
sustainability appraisal/SHMA, the Council may be heavily relying on meeting development needs of the wider 
Wiltshire HMA rather than concentrating on and meeting the specific development needs of Test Valley Borough. 
 
Objection – Policy 6 (SS6): Meeting the Housing Requirement 
 
Overall Strategy in Northern Test Valley 
The Council has sought to outline an overall housing strategy for the northern housing market area that principally 
relies on the delivery of very large strategic allocations (other than the proposed allocation south of London Road, 
East Andover), rather than to propose a range of housing allocations in terms of sizes to ensure a continuity of 
housing supply over the plan period, including in the first five years. The plan proposes the following sites: 
 

• Land South of London Road, East Andover – 90 dwellings 
• Land at Manor Farm, North of Saxon Way, North Andover – 800 dwellings 
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• Land at Bere Hill, South East Andover – 1,400 dwellings 
• Land East of Ludgershall – 350 dwellings 
• Land South East of Ludgershall – 1,150 dwellings 

 
The Plan therefore relies on sites of 350 dwellings or more to deliver more than 97% of dwellings in the housing 
allocations and sites of 800 dwellings or more to deliver over 88% of dwellings in the housing allocations.  
 
It is well established through experience of delivery in this Borough and elsewhere that there are significant time 
delays involved in delivering large strategic sites and securing residential occupations to help meet local housing 
needs (including affordable housing need). These delays are caused initially through planning timescales – for 
example community consultation, masterplanning, pre-application discussions, outline planning application, 
reserved matters consent and the discharge of planning conditions. These timescales are often further exacerbated 
through discussions/negotiations required between landowners and developers to acquire sites and enable a start 
on site with often significant levels of up-front infrastructure required on large sites before housing development 
can commence. 
 
The likely delays caused through an over-reliance on large strategic sites is demonstrated by reference to the 
SHELAA that whilst the smallest allocation, south of London Road, Picket Twenty and which is principally developer 
controlled, is identified to deliver housing in the 1-5 year period, the larger sites such as Manor Farm and the sites 
at Ludgershall are referenced to principally deliver housing in the latter part of the plan period and whilst the Bere 
Hill site is suggested as possibly delivering housing in the short term, it is not controlled by a developer and is 
constrained in terms of its access Consequently the likelihood of delivering housing in the short term has to be 
questioned.  It is also interesting to note that the reference is made in the SHELAA to the east of Ludgershall and 
south east of Ludgershall sites being promoted by the landowner, with ‘interest’ from a promoter and consequently 
they do not appear to be under developer control to provide certainty over delivery. 
 
It is considered that a strategy that relies on large strategic sites is likely to result in delays to housing delivery and 
a ‘back loading’ of delivery into the latter stages of the plan period. Furthermore, such a strategy only requires a 
delay/non-delivery to one site to cause significant issues with the Plan’s overall strategy to meet housing needs 
and maintain a deliverable housing supply. At present it is considered that this Policy is unsound as it is not 
sufficiently justified to meet the tests set out in the NPPF, due to its over reliance on large housing sites that can 
affect the maintaining of a continuous housing supply throughout the plan period in the most sustainable locations. 
Furthermore, although we support the inclusion of a buffer in the total housing supply identified at Table 3.3, to 
provide flexibility, it is not considered that the level of buffer identified actually exists and housing supply should 
be increased. It is considered that additional and smaller housing sites such as the land east of The Middleway, 
Picket Twenty should be added to the strategy to bolster, provide greater flexibility and help maintain a supply of 
deliverable housing sites, especially in the shorter term, while the larger allocations are coming forward. 
 
Locational Strategy in Northern Test Valley 
As outlined above in relation to Policy SS1, the locational strategy for housing delivery in northern Test Valley 
includes the delivery of two sites adjacent to Ludgershall as an extension to this settlement within Wiltshire. The 
relative sustainability of Ludgershall has not been considered or determined in the settlement hierarchy to confirm 
its suitability as a sustainable location for development in the Borough. Notwithstanding the apparent lack of any 
robust assessment by Test Valley Borough Council in this respect, Wiltshire Council’s own assessment has 
confirmed this as a ‘market town’ and not a highest order or most sustainable settlement. Test Valley Borough 
Council is however relying on two sites within the Borough adjacent to Ludgershall to deliver almost 40% of the 
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housing allocated in northern Test Valley (1,500 dwellings). This is considered to be unsound as it fails to be 
consistent with national policy set out in the NPPF to direct development to the most sustainable locations. 
 
It is considered that there is a disproportionate reliance placed on housing delivery at Ludgershall for a significant 
quantum of development, as a likely less sustainable settlement than Andover and which is likely to meet the wider 
needs of Wiltshire rather than Test Valley. This is further exacerbated when allocations within Wiltshire Council’s 
emerging plan are considered, resulting in 2,720 dwellings at this settlement overall and is likely to require 
coordination with delivery of the site in Wiltshire to provide a coherent development. It is considered that greater 
reliance should be placed on sites at Andover to deliver an increased quantum of development as the most 
sustainable settlement in the Borough to deliver a suitable development strategy, with a reduced reliance on 
apparent lower order and less sustainable locations. 
 
Objection - Northern Area Policy 4 (NA4): Land South of London Road, Picket Twenty 
We support the principle of allocating land south of London Road, Picket Twenty for residential development, 
seeking to reallocate the remainder of land included within Policy COM6A of the Revised Local Plan that has yet to 
come forward for development. We however object to this policy as it fails to allocate a sufficient level of 
development to make best and most efficient use of this site and proposes a significant area of open space which 
is unjustified and unnecessary in this location. 
 
The site is situated to the east of Andover, which is the most sustainable settlement in the Borough and is well 
located in terms of access by sustainable modes of travel to facilities and services in Picket Twenty and public 
transport to Andover town centre. This promotes the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out at 
Policy SS1, in accordance with the NPPF and as such is a sound basis for a housing allocation. 
 
The site has been promoted for development in the SHELAA and confirmed by the Council as suitable and available 
for development without any significant constraint for around 160 dwellings (references 258 & 441). The only 
constraint identified is its location outside the settlement boundary, which is addressed by its allocation for 
development. It is also important to note that the SHELAA has recognised that the site could deliver housing in the 
1-5 year period, as such contributing to the housing supply early in the plan period. Furthermore, the site allocation 
is principally controlled by Persimmon Homes and as such represents a deliverable form of development. 
 
As a highly sustainable location, where development has been identified as achievable in the SHELAA and is 
deliverable through its control by a developer, it is not considered that the draft allocation for ‘approximately 90 
dwellings’ sufficiently recognises the important contribution that this site could make to the housing land supply. 
In order to make the best use of this land it is considered that at the very least Policy NA4 should be amended to 
reference a ‘minimum of 90 dwellings’ to be consistent with the ‘minimum’ wording in the Borough’s housing 
requirement at Policy SS3 but preferably a ‘minimum of 160 dwellings’ to reflect the capacity set out in the SHELAA. 
 
It is noted that Figure 4.4 suggests that the eastern part of the draft allocation should be delivered as green space. 
It is considered however that such provision is unnecessary due to the significant levels of over provision of open 
space within Picket Twenty and that green space in this location would perform no function of significant value, as 
an extension to the Harewood Common green space is not necessary and furthermore the northern extent of the 
Harewood Common green space could offer additional residential development capacity (shown on the 
development concept plan in the enclosed vision document). It is important to note that the eastern extent of the 
allocation does not represent the edge of Picket Twenty, with this marked by the woodland at Houndshott Copse 
to the east and the eastern side of The Middleway site (as acknowledged at Paragraph 1.1.109 of the Council’s 
Landscape Sensitivity Study). It is considered therefore that reference to green space on Figure 4.4 should be 
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removed. This change would further recognise the importance of this site to deliver sustainable development in 
the short term. 
 
Objection - Northern Area Policy 5 (NA5): Land at Manor Farm, North Andover 
It is considered that this location for a large strategic allocation is inappropriate, as it represents a significant and 
largely uncontrolled incursion into the open countryside that is beyond the defensible northern boundary of 
Andover, marked by Saxon Way. Furthermore, the site is in close proximity to the North Wessex Downs National 
Landscape and puts potential pressure on the gap between Andover and Enham Alamein (recognised in the scoring 
at Objective 8(c) of the Sustainability Appraisal). 
 
It is noted that Policy NA5 references the need for a provision of a significant area of high quality and accessible 
green space in the north, a heritage impact assessment, a buffer to the east adjacent to Knights Enham, a buffer to 
the west to the crematorium and a sequential approach to direct development to areas of lowest flood risk. It is 
clear therefore that there are significant constraints to development on this site which significantly reduces the 
extent of the developable area and question the suitability of the site for development. 
 
It is considered that the draft Policy and accompanying sustainability appraisal has failed to appreciate the 
sensitivity of the landscape and potential harm to the open and largely undefined countryside location and the 
setting of the North Wessex Downs National Landscape. Although Objective 8(a) of the Sustainability Appraisal has 
referenced the presence of the National Landscape, it is not considered that this has appropriately assessed the 
potential landscape impact of development on the countryside or this important designation of national 
significance, where the NPPF and local plan policies make it clear that harm should be avoided (including harm to 
its setting). This is especially as the ‘Test Valley Landscape Sensitivity Study’ (January 2024) has recognised this as a 
‘landscape of high overall landscape sensitivity to change’, with a slight reduction in sensitivity to the south, to the 
west of Saxon Way (paragraph 1.1.17). In this context, it is considered that the Council has failed to appropriately 
justify that this site is a suitable location for strategic growth and that it can appropriately accommodate the level 
of development proposed without significant landscape harm. Furthermore it is considered that the ‘mixed 
performance’ scoring in the Sustainability Appraisal is incorrect and this should be re-scored based on the findings 
of the Landscape Sensitivity Study as either ‘negative’ or ‘strong negative’, to fully acknowledge this site’s location, 
context and level of sensitivity. 
 
It is also considered that the ‘mixed performance’ scoring under Objective 8(b) is unreliable and fails to 
acknowledge the location of the site outside of the settlement policy boundary and beyond the current defined 
extent of Andover provided by Saxon Way and this Objective should be rescored to ‘negative’. 
 
It is noted that the sustainability appraisal has also failed to equitably assess sites in terms of conserving and where 
possible enhance biodiversity and habitat connectivity (objective 10). It is noted that this site is scored ‘negative’ 
under Objective 10(a), in recognition of the site’s proximity to ancient woodland and SINC, but has failed to 
reference the site’s location within the Solent Nitrates mitigation catchment area where mitigation is required, 
whereas the land east of The Middleway site is scored ‘strong negative’ based on the same constraints and where 
mitigation can be provided in accordance with Natural England and Forestry Commission guidance. Another area 
where there is a lack of parity in site assessments for Objective 10(d) where similar constraints are referenced and 
the Manor Farm site is scored ‘mixed performance’ and the east of The Middleway site scored ‘negative’. 
 
It is considered therefore that the Council has inequitably scored sites within the Sustainability Appraisal to 
accurately or fairly identify the Manor Farms site as a suitable strategic allocation. In the event however that this 
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site is maintained as an allocation, it is considered that the quantum of any development should be reduced in 
recognition of the site’s constraints. 
 
Objection - Northern Area Policy 6 (NA6): Land at Bere Hill, South Andover 
It is considered that this site represents a generally logical and appropriate location for the sustainable growth of 
Andover, which is appropriately defined by the A303 and A3093 to contain development and avoid uncontrolled 
sprawl. It is noted however that the site has several key constraints – including noise impacts from traffic, access 
constraints and potential ecological and heritage impacts on Ladies Walk. It is noted that buffers have been 
indicatively shown on Figure 4.6, however it does not appear that appropriate and relevant robust assessment work 
has been undertaken to confirm whether these are sufficient to address potential impacts and consequently 
whether the site can deliver the anticipated level of development. Furthermore, whilst it is noted and appreciated 
the reasoning behind a suggested landscaped buffer to the north of the allocation, adjacent to Ladies Walk, this is 
unfortunate and may constrain the ability for the site to successfully assimilate with the wider Andover area and 
will require careful and sensitive design to create an effective integration of existing and new communities. 
 
It is unfortunate that the Sustainability Appraisal fails to assess the draft allocation as a whole and instead 
compartmentalises the site into three separate entries based on SHELAA references and as such it fails to 
comprehensively assess or consider it as a single assessment, making detailed site understanding and justification 
difficult. It is considered that the comprehensive assessment should be amended and included as a single entry for 
the site as a whole. 
 
Objection - Northern Area Policy 7 (NA7): Land to the East of Ludgershall 
The objections set out above in relation to identifying Ludgershall for major housing development and the lack of 
reference in the settlement hierarchy to confirm this as a suitable location to accommodate the level of growth 
proposed remains. Notwithstanding this, we also have serious concerns regarding the suitability of this site to 
accommodate housing development due to the significant development constraints that are identified – the ‘close 
proximity’ of the National Landscape and the need to create a ‘positive contribution to its setting’ (paragraph 4.89), 
the proximity to the Salisbury Plain SPA and the need for appropriate mitigation (paragraph 4.91), the lack of a 
confirmed suitable access (paragraph 4.92), potential for traffic noise (paragraph 4.93) and the need for an odour 
assessment (paragraph 4.94) in addition to the need for a sequential approach to flood risk (paragraph 4.95). These 
all represent significant development constraints in their own right and when combined significantly constrain 
development potential and the area of developable land available. It does not appear that relevant and robust 
assessments have been undertaken to consider development potential and furthermore no attempt has been made 
on Figure 4.8 to identify any buffer zones or mitigation areas to address potential impacts, as shown in Figures 
accompanying other draft allocations. Consequently, there is no certainty that the site could deliver the level of 
development proposed. 
 
It is considered that the Council’s site assessment set out in the Sustainability Appraisal fails to appropriately assess 
the site and consider its constraints to justify this as a suitable location for development. For example, Objective 
8(a) in relation to landscape character/protected landscapes is scored as ‘negative’ and whilst it has referenced the 
site’s location adjacent to the North Wessex Downs National Landscape and despite potential close relationship 
with nearby urbanising effects, it is set out that the relationship with the National Landscape elevates the sensitivity 
and this will need to be addressed through later design/landscape strategy. Given the importance of protecting 
National Landscapes and their setting from harm afforded in the NPPF, the lack of robust mitigation and the 
recognition of this landscape having a ‘moderate-high landscape sensitivity to change’ in the Test Valley Landscape 
Sensitivity Study (January 2024, Paragraph 1.1.342), it is not considered that this Objective has been scored correctly 
and it should be re-scored as ‘strongly negative’. It is also not considered that Objective 8(b) has been appropriately 
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scored, as whilst the site is located adjacent to development to the west, it represents a general linear style form 
of extension to the settlement, which isn’t considered to be ‘positive’ as scored and should be re-scored as ‘mixed 
performance’ at best or more likely ‘negative’.  
 
It is also noted that Objective 2(b) in relation to accessibility to strategic employment sites by sustainable modes 
of transport is scored as ‘positive’ due to its proximity to a bus stop, however the employment area falls significantly 
outside of the 5km zone.  It is considered that this objective is misleading as proximity to strategic employment 
sites and accessibility by sustainable modes of transport are separate and potentially conflicting assessment 
criteria. It is considered inappropriate for this site to score as ‘positive’ solely due to its proximity to a bus stop 
when it is relatively isolated from strategic employment sites, especially as accessibility by sustainable modes of 
travel are considered separately elsewhere under Objective 3(h). This objective should be amended to solely relate 
to proximity to strategic employment sites, which is considered to be a fairer expression of a relative sustainability 
of a site and where a score of ‘negative’ or ‘strong negative’ should be recorded. The apparent lack of equity in this 
objective is apparent when compared with the same scoring for the east of The Middleway site, where a ‘positive’ 
score is similarly identified but this site falls within the 5km of a strategic employment site criterion. 
 
In relation to conservation and the historic environment, it is noted that the site scores as ‘positive’ for Objective 
9(b) due to the proximity to the Scheduled Monument, however it is considered that this should be re-scored as 
‘no effect’. Furthermore, Objective 12(c) in terms of retention/enhancement of PRoW is scored as ‘positive’, when 
off-site linkages are required and consequently delivery cannot be confirmed, as such it is considered that this 
would be more accurately marked as ‘mixed performance’. 
 
In conclusion it is considered that there are serious uncertainties about the suitability of Ludgershall to 
accommodate future housing growth due to it being a lower order and less sustainable settlement.  Furthermore, 
there are significant issues associated with the soundness of this site in terms of suitability to deliver the level of 
development proposed due to the combination of significant constraints, in particular the potential for landscape 
harm to the National Landscape and provides a lack of justification for this site allocation. 
 
Objection - Northern Area Policy 8 (NA8): Land to the South East of Ludgershall 
Consistent with comments in relation to Policy NA7, the objections set out above relating to the identification of 
Ludgershall for major housing development and the lack of reference in the settlement hierarchy to confirm this 
as a suitable location to accommodate the level of growth proposed remain. Notwithstanding this, we also have 
serious concerns regarding the suitability of this site to accommodate housing development as Policy NA8 sets out 
significant constraints to development that could potentially affect the principle of development on this site and 
consequently question its achievability as a site.  
 
The points of development principle include a need to integrate with existing and proposed development in 
Wiltshire (paragraph 4.98) and consequently a need to coordinate with forthcoming development within the 
neighbouring local authority area that could affect overall deliverability. Furthermore, a bridge over the railway 
used by Ministry of Defence is required for access, which is described as a ‘significant piece of infrastructure’ 
requiring further discussions between Hampshire County Council, Wiltshire Council and Network Rail (paragraph 
4.103) – consequently until appropriate agreements are reached in principle with the relevant parties for this bridge 
then it cannot be confirmed that suitable access can be achieved to allow the site to come forward for development. 
 
In addition to ‘in principle’ constraints, there are also references to proximity to the North Wessex Downs National 
Landscape (paragraph 4.99), adjacent ancient woodland (paragraph 4.100), proximity to the Salisbury Plain SPA 
(paragraph 4.101), the need for an odour assessment (paragraph 4.102), possible railway noise/vibration (paragraph 
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4.105), potential for contamination (paragraph 4.106) and the need for a sequential approach to flood risk 
(paragraph 4.107). Similarly, to the above, these all represent significant development constraints in their own right 
and when combined significantly constrain development potential and the area of developable land available. It 
also does not appear that relevant and robust assessments have been undertaken to consider development 
potential and furthermore no attempt has been made on Figure 4.9 to identify any buffer zones or mitigation areas 
to address potential impacts, as shown in Figures accompanying other draft allocations. Consequently, there is no 
certainty that the site could deliver the level of development proposed. 
 
In assessing the site, it is noted that the Sustainability Appraisal has scored the site as ‘mixed performance’ in 
relation to Objective 8(a) regarding development affecting landscape character and protected landscapes. There is 
however no reference in the commentary to the proximity to the North Wessex Downs National Landscape that is 
reflected at paragraph 4.99 of the draft Local Plan. It does not appear therefore that appropriate regard has been 
had to this protected landscape of national importance, the criteria set out in the NPPF and the potential for harm 
to this area. Consequently, it is considered that this would be more accurately scored as ‘negative’ at the least or 
possibly ‘strongly negative’.  
 
It is not considered that Objective 8(b) has been appropriately scored for this site, where a ‘mixed performance’ 
scoring has been applied but the commentary states that only a small part of the northern area could be contained 
but the remainder of the site could lead to urban sprawl into the countryside. As such it is considered that this 
Objective would be more accurately marked as ‘negative’ or ‘strongly negative’. 
 
In relation to conservation and the historic environment, it is noted that the site scores as ‘positive’ for Objective 
9(b) due to the proximity to the Scheduled Monument, however it is considered that this should be re-scored as 
‘no effect’. 
 
In conclusion it is considered that there are serious uncertainties about the deliverability of this site based on a 
need for a coordinated approach for development in the neighbouring local authority area and requirement for 
bridge access over the railway.  Furthermore, there are significant issues associated with the soundness of this site 
in terms of suitability to deliver the level of development proposed due to the combination of significant 
constraints, in particular the potential for landscape harm to the National Landscape and potential for uncontrolled 
spawl into the countryside. 
 
Vision and Rationale for the Development of Land East of The Middleway, Picket Twenty 
The land east of The Middleway, Picket Twenty site is located to the east of Andover, which is acknowledged as the 
principal and most sustainable settlement in northern Test Valley and where strategic growth is promoted in the 
Council in the draft Local Plan. Consequently, the site’s location in principle accords with the Plan’s strategy to 
locate development in the most sustainable settlements. Furthermore, the site has been assessed by the Council 
in the SHELAA (January 2024) and confirmed this to be an achievable housing site without any significant 
development constraints and as the site owned by Persimmon Homes it represents a deliverable site.  
 
The allocation of this site for housing in the draft Local Plan could therefore assist in bolstering the housing supply 
to deliver a range of housing types, sizes and tenures, including much needed affordable housing, especially in the 
early part of the plan period and provide greater flexibility. This would help address many of the issues identified 
to improve the soundness of the strategy set out at Policy SS6 to allocate large strategic sites and address likely 
delays to delivery likely to be experienced with this strategy, in accordance with the tests set out at Paragraph 35 
of the NPPF – ensuring it is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. A vision 
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