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SOUTH WILTSHIRE CORE STRATEGY EiP 

 

ISSUE 6: NETHERHAMPTON ROAD AND LONGHEDGE  

 

POSITION STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF BEMERTON FARMS 

 

1. What evidence is there to support the deletion of the site South of Netherhampton Road 

 and part of the site at Longhedge as opposed to other sites? 

 

1.1 Our 2010 Representations on behalf of Bemerton Farms did not address the SSA 

 because it concluded that Land at Netherhampton Road is a sustainable location for 

 development. However, the SSA is now being used to give priority to some strategic 

 sites over others. It has therefore now been appropriate for Bemerton Farms to address 

 this use of the SSA. 

 

1.2 Section 5 of our May 2011 representations sets out Bemerton Farms’ concerns 

 regarding the Council’s review of the four proposed greenfield Strategic Site Allocations 

 and in particular the proposed deletion of land South of Netherhampton Road.  

 

1.3 In response to the first question under Issue 6 we say that there is no such evidence. On 

 the contrary, our May 2011 Section 5 provides sound evidence in favour of retaining 

 Netherhampton Road. In that respect, to assist the Inspector, we would like to add brief 

 comments on Topic Paper 20, Salisbury Vision and other Consultation responses. 

 

2. Topic Paper 20 

 

2.1 Topic Paper 201 (‘the Topic Paper’) sets out the methodology and results for the 

 Council’s review and is therefore the focus of this Statement. All paragraph references in 

 this subsection 2 below therefore relate to Topic Paper 20 unless otherwise stated.  

 

2.2 Paragraph 10.9 states that the redevelopment of Churchfields will probably take up to 15 

 years, and claims therefore that the imperative of delivering the decant land in the first 

 years of the Plan Period will not be so acute. This is illogical and flawed. In order for the 

 redevelopment of Churchfields to commence a substantial number of businesses will 

 need to have been relocated. It is therefore imperative for decant sites to be provided 

 early in the Plan Period to allow businesses to relocate in advance of redevelopment 

 works commencing. The time taken for businesses to relocate should also not be 

 underestimated.  

 

2.3 The criterion based approach used to reassess the 4 strategic sites was based on 8 

 criteria (as set out in our May 2011 representations). In concluding which sites are most 
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 suitable for development (i.e. and which sites should continue to be included in the Core 

 Strategy) all criteria were equally weighted. The equal weighting of sustainability against 

 other factors such as biodiversity/wildlife, place making and consultation feedback fails 

 to reflect Central Government’s commitment to sustainable development as set out in 

 PPS1 and reinforced in the emerging Localism Bill and Ministerial Statement on 

 Planning for Growth2.  

 

2.4 As part of our May 2011 representations we reviewed the Council’s criterion based 

 assessment in the Topic Paper and concluded that land South of Netherhampton Road 

 should score significantly (33%) higher than that stated in the Topic Paper. The Pro 

 Vision assessment is based on current up-to-date evidence and clearly shows how the 

 Council’s assessment is flawed. 

 

2.5  In addition to the points previously raised, Fugglestone Red is scored 4 (paragraph 

 11.51 and Appendix 1 (under the sub-heading ‘Place Making’)) due to its ability to help 

 facilitate the delivery of new buildings for the recently formed West Salisbury Academy, 

 as well as the delivery of a local centre. In contrast land South of Netherhampton Road 

 is concluded as being isolated and not making any contributions to community benefits 

 for the wider community.  

 

2.6 These conclusions are inconsistent as Land South of Netherhampton Road would also 

 deliver a local centre, as well as facilitating the redevelopment of Churchfields Industrial 

 Estate (a fundamentally important community benefit) through the provision of decant 

 sites. Furthermore the assessment fails to acknowledge that Land South of 

 Netherhampton Road is no more isolated than Hampton Park or Longhedge from the 

 existing built up area.  

 

2.7 A further inconsistency is that Land South of Netherhampton Road is criticised for being 

 relatively remote and separated from the existing community of Harnham, despite the 

 development including a local centre to serve new residents and being within walking 

 and cycling distance of Harnham and wider areas (including the City Centre). In contrast 

 Longhedge is supported by the Council due to its ability to support local facilities and 

 create a more self-contained community. It is illogical to conclude that the creation of a 

 self contained community at Longhedge is positive yet the creation of a self contained 

 community at Land South of Netherhampton Road would be negative in terms of place 

 making.  

 

2.8 The table provided at paragraph 5.56 of our May 2011 representations summarises and 

 compares our assessment with that undertaken by the Council. It is evident the areas 

 where the Council’s assessment is particularly flawed are: 

• Sustainability; 
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• Landscape Appraisal; 

• Potential Heritage Risk; and 

• Place Shaping. 

 

3. Salisbury Vision  

 

3.1 The Question and Answer pages on the Salisbury Vision Website formerly included a 

 section on the redevelopment plans for Churchfields Industrial Estate. It is noted that this 

 page has recently been removed from the website. A copy is however attached at 

 Appendix 1.  

 

3.2 In response to the question “So where would existing businesses at Churchfields be 

 relocated?” the website stated that “Most businesses, understandably, prefer to be 

 located in Salisbury, and this means that the majority of this land would be in or close to 

 the City. One strong contender is land at Harnham, south of Netherhampton Road, as 

 there is room for development”.  

 

3.3 In response to the question “But what about residents who live on Netherhampton Road 

 and Harnham Road” the website stated that “The western half of the A3094 is ideal for 

 heavier traffic as it is a direct route to the west via the A30 or A36. Businesses reliant on 

 HGV’s coming from the east and south would be strongly encouraged to avoid using 

 residential Harnham Road and New Harnham Road by using the Salisbury ring road and 

 coming back in from the west on the A3094”.  

 

3.4 In response to the question “Are there any sites that can completely avoid residential 

 streets?” the website stated that “Unfortunately, there are no appropriate alternative sites 

 near the city centre. Solstice Park at Amesbury does offer a great choice of business 

 space, but we know that many city businesses need and prefer to remain in Salisbury. 

 However, proposed mixed-use developments at Old Sarum and Fugglestone Red, might 

 be able to accommodate some Churchfields businesses”.  

 

3.5 It is clear from these questions and others relating to Churchfields Industrial Estate that 

 Land to the South of Netherhampton Road is key to achieving the fundamental objective 

 of decanting Churchfields and redeveloping it for residential development. Salisbury 

 Vision did not consider Solstice Park as suitable for decanting most Churchfields 

 businesses. Furthermore Salisbury Vision considered that employment land at Old 

 Sarum and Fugglestone Red might only be able to accommodate some of the 

 Churchfields businesses.  

 

3.6 Thus, the deletion of land South of Netherhampton Road would fail to fulfil a key part of 

 the Salisbury Vision and the Core Strategy objectives. Again that indicates that the 

 answer to the first question under Issue 6 is “None whatever”. 
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4. Other Consultation Responses Relevant to Issue 6  

 

4.1 Bemerton Farms support the following representations made by others: 

 

a) Representor 50 – Salisbury Civic Society 

• By deleting the proposed development south of Netherhampton Road the 

opportunity to create an alternative business park to Churchfields has been 

passed up.  

 

b) Representor 84 – Martin Hawthorn, WYG 

• Emphasises that sustainability is an over arching principle and should not be 

placed on a par with the other criteria – a more sophisticated weighting 

system needs to be used.  

 

5. What Alternatives to the deletion of these Sites have been considered and why were 

 they rejected? 

 

5.1 The Inspector refers to the case of Save Historic Newmarket Ltd v. Forest Heath District 

 Council [2011] EWHC 606.This matter is dealt with at paragraphs 6.7 and 6.8 of our May 

 2011 representations.  

 

5.2 There is no evidence whatever that the Council has considered any alternatives to the 

 Revised CS. By way of illustration that might have included, for example: 

 

 a) Reducing or eliminating Fuggleston Red to reflect the Local Plan Inspector’s                   

  criticisms of the site (the relevant extract from his report was attached as                  

  Appendix 5 to our May 2011 Representations) and retaining Longhedge and              

  Netherhampton Road. 

 

 b) Or eliminating all of Longhedge, and retaining Netherhampton Road. 

 

5.3 Furthermore we have made the point in relation to Issue 5 that alternative scenarios 

 have not been tested against the Strategic Transport Options. 

 

5.4 It would therefore appear to be a prima facie case that the Council has failed to meet its 

 requirements as identified in “Save Historic Newmarket”. 

 

6. Conclusions 

 

6.1 Proposed Review Change FOC/04 would be unsound because: 

 



5 

 

 a) It is not justified by the evidence put forward by the Council for the reduction in            

  housing and employment land, which is incomplete and flawed (as explained in            

  relation to Issue 2). 

 

 b) It is not justified by the evidence relied on by the Council for eliminating                      

  Netherhampton Road, which is flawed, for reasons set out in our May 2011                     

  Representations Section 5.0, and the additional comments above. 

 

 c) The Council has failed to evaluate any alternatives to FOC/04. 

 

6.2 In the absence of any complete consistent and reliable evidence to the contrary the only 

 way to make the Core Strategy sound in this respect is to reinstate Netherhampton Road 

 in Core Policy 2 as originally proposed in the Submission Core Strategy. 
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