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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Report is a record of the Developers Forum held on December 13 2017 at
Chippenham Town Hall. The Forum formed part of the Regulation 18 consultation
(Issues and Options) for the respective reviews of the Swindon Local Plan and the
Wiltshire Core Strategy concurrently held between 7 November and 19 December
2017. The purpose of the Forum was to inform developers of the approach to joint
working across the two councils, and to explore issues of concern and how the
respective local plan reviews could address these concerns. It complemented
consultation events held with Parish Council during the consultation period.

1.2 Invitations were sent to developers and agents with known interests in the area (a
copy of the invitation letter is copied at Appendix 1). In total 40 delegates attended the
event and a list of the businesses and organisations represented is presented at
Appendix 2. The Forum was organised and facilitated by planning officers from both
Councils.
1.3

The format of the forum was a brief presentation by the Council officers on the
approach to joint working and the work undertaken to date followed by questions and
workshop on unlocking development. The presentation can be viewed at Appendix 3.

2.

Workshop

2.1

Attendees were requested to use their experience of delivering development to
discuss the potential obstacles to development relevant to different concepts of
growth, and how we can secure timely delivery.

2.2 The concepts for growth discussed in the workshop were taken from the Joint Spatial
Framework: Issues Paper and were:
1. Urban capacity (maximising the potential for growth within Chippenham,
Salisbury, Swindon, Trowbridge and market towns in Wiltshire)
2. Urban extension (focussing growth on extensions to Chippenham, Salisbury,
Swindon, Trowbridge and market towns in Wiltshire)
3. Transport-based development (locating development where it will have the
best access by a range of transport modes)
4. More development at the larger, better served rural settlements

5. New settlement(s) (the development of one or more new settlements within
the area)

2.3 To facilitate the input of all delegates, eight groups were formed with Council officer
note takers. The notes taken during the table discussions about the different concepts
are recorded at Appendix 4. Notes of further discussions are recorded at Appendix
5.

2.4 Finally, each group was asked to identify the single biggest obstacle to development
that emerged from their discussion overall and identify the best way the two councils
can reduce the risk of delay as a consequence of those concerns. The comments are
summarised below:
Issues:
•

Lack of long-term vision to delivery infrastructure needed for growth
particularly transport

•

Lack of clear joint political direction on growth strategy

•

Lack of a balance of type and scale of sites

•

Lack of engagement between developers and the Councils

•

Uncertainty on sustainable principles

•

Lack of statutory joint plan

•

Onerous developer contributions

•

Inflexible policies particular on rural settlement boundaries

•

More certainty required on viability at plan making stage

•

Local opposition to growth

•

Programme slippage

Risk management:
•

Put in place twin strategy of long-term strategic sites beyond plan period
supplemented by smaller short-term delivery sites

•

Front –loading of infrastructure

•

Work with highways England and rail companies on transport strategy to
deliver growth and certainty to developers

3.

•

Political engagement with development sector

•

Consider deliverable sites not just the most sustainable

•

Adopt criteria based policies to deliver sites at smaller settlements

•

Supportive approach to SMEs particularly through pre-applications

Next Steps and Conclusion

3.1 It was considered important that the views and insight of agents and developers were
captured to continue to help inform the ongoing review of the two plans. It was
therefore agreed to hold further developer forums at key points in the development
plan process before completion of draft plans for consultation.

APPENDIX 1: Invite to Developers/Agents
Dear Sir/Madam,
Swindon Borough and Wiltshire Council Local Plan Reviews 2016 to 2036
Invite to developers forum - 13 December 2017
Swindon Borough Council and Wiltshire Council are reviewing their respective Local Plans to
cover the period 2016 - 2036. This involves both Councils working together and the preparation of
a Joint Spatial Framework - a non-statutory strategy setting the context for each
Plan. Consultation on the scope and content of the review started on 7 November 2017. Further
information can be found on our respective webpages (Swindon Borough Council, Wiltshire
Council) and comments are invited via the consultation portals, links to which can be found on the
webpages.
We would like to invite you to attend a forum involving housing and commercial developers to be
held on Wednesday 13 December 2017 at the Town Hall, High Street, Chippenham, BA15 3ER.
The purpose of the forum is to provide an overview of the proposed approach to joint working and
joint evidence on the housing and employment needs. We will also be seeking your views on the
issues raised and ideas on the way forward, particularly with regard to the local and national
context.
The event will take place between 9.30am and 11am. Please arrive from 9am to allow a prompt
start at 9.30am.
There has been a high demand for places at previous events. Attendance is restricted to one
representative from each organisation and to help manage the event attendees must register their
attendance by 11 December. To do this please e-mail spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk or
phone 01225 713223.
Yours faithfully,
Georgina Clampitt-Dix
Head of Spatial Planning
Economic Development and Planning
Wiltshire Council

APPENDIX 2: List of Invitees and Attendees
The table below displays a list of organisations who were invited to the Developer Forum. Highlighted in
yellow are those organisations which attended the event.

Organisation

Organisation

AECOM
Aistone Properties Ltd
AJA Architects
Alder King Planning Consultants
Alpha Design Ltd
Alpha Property Services Ltd
Amec Foster Wheeler
Ames Associates
Andrew Fleming Associates
Angus Meek Architects
Annington Property Ltd
Arcus Consulting
ARicab
Asda Stores Ltd
Asset Optimal
ATKINS Global
Atwell Martin
Baker Estates Ltd
Barrett Homes
Barton Willmore Planning
BBA Architects
BCS Group
BCS LLP
Beard Construction
Beard Swindon
Bell Cornwell LLP Planning Consultants
Bellway Homes
Benchmark Planning
Bennett Architectural Designs
Ben Williams Architectural Services
Beresford Smith & Partners
Berkeley Group
Bill Lowe Ltd
Bloor Homes Southern
Blount & Maslin
Bluestone Planning
Blue Yonder
Bovis Homes Ltd South West Region
Bower Mapson Homes Ltd
Boyer Planning Ltd
Braemon Holdings
Brimble Lea & Partners
Broadway Malyan

Brooke Smith Planning
Brooks Chartered Surveyors
Bryan Jezeph Consultancy
Build Consultants
Build Store
Burnett Planning & Development
Carter Jonas
Castleoak Care Developments
CgMs Limited
Chapman Lily Planning Ltd
Chesterton Humberts
Chippenham 2020
Chippenham RFC
CJH Land Limited
Clark and Maslin
Clearwater Construction
CMS Group
Cole Easdon Consultants
Colliers Real Estate Services
Connells
Cooper and Tanner
Countryside Solutions
Cousins Thomas Rose Associates
Cranford Developments
Crest Nicholson South West Ltd
CSJ Planning Consultants
Cushman & Wakefield Healey & Baker
Custom Made Construction
D2 Planning Ltd
David Lock Associates
Davies & Co.
DC Planning Ltd
Develop 6
Devizes Development Partnership
Dolman Building Surveyors
Doric Developments Ltd
Dorothy House Hospice
DPDS Consulting Limited
Duchy of Cornwall
Durrington Square Limited
David Wilson Homes Southern
E10 Architects
Eagle One Limited

Organisation

Organisation

Edmont

Lagan Group
Land Development & Planning Consultants
Ltd
Land User Consultants
Leith Planning Ltd
Linden Homes Ltd
LP Planning
LPC (Trull) Ltd
M J Gleeson Group PLC
Michael Lyons Architecture
Mono Consultants Ltd
Moore, Allen & Innocent LLP
Myddelton and Major
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners
Nigel Lilley Architectural Consultant
Nonsuch House Property Company
Northern Trust
Nurden Ltd
Oakley Planning & Conservation
Old Charm Properties Ltd
Origin3
Pacey Land and Development
Paul Sharpe Associates
Peacock & Smith
Pegasus Planning Group
Persimmon Homes Wessex
Peter Brett Associates
Pinsent Masons
Planning Bureau Ltd
Planning Issues Ltd
PlanningSphere Ltd
Planware Ltd
Positive Planning
Premier Design Ltd
Pro Vision Planning and Design
Prospect Land Ltd
Qdos Homes Ltd
Quartley Surveyors
R Pearce and Partners
R.J Leighfield & Sons Ltd
Raymond Brown Minerals and Recycling
Ltd
Redcliffe Homes
Redrow Homes
Richborough Estates Ltd
Robert Brett & Sons Limited
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Rolfe Judd Planning

Edward Tucker Chartered Architect
Elkins Architects Ltd
Emery Planning Partnership
Enderby Associates
Entec UK Ltd
Fairhurst
Fennell Property
Fielder & Jones
Fisher German
Fowler Architecture and Planning
Framptons Planning
Fusion Online Ltd
Gallagher Estates
Galliford Try
Giles Wheeler-Bennett
Gillespies Ltd
Gladman Developments Ltd
GL Hearn
Goadsby Planning and Environment
Greencore Construction
GVA Grimley Ltd
HAB Housing Ltd
Hallam Land Management Ltd
Hamptons International
Hannick Homes & Developments Ltd
Heritage Building Ltd
Heron Land Developments Ltd
Hills Group
Homes and Communities Agency
HPH Group
Hunter Page Planning
Hurley Estates
Impact Planning Services Ltd
Indigo Landscape Architects Ltd
Indigo Planning Ltd
JC Construction Ltd
JM Stratton & Co
John Lippett Architects
John O'Flynn Developments
Kavanaghs Ltd
Kemp & Kemp Property Consultants
Kennet Construction Ltd
Kernon Countryside Developments
Kerr Office Group
King Sturge

Organisation
RPS Group
Rural Solutions Consulting Ltd
Savills
SF Planning Link Ltd
Shepperton Homes
Slade Smith & Winrow
SLR Consulting Ltd
Smiths Gore
Southern Planning Practice Ltd
Sovereign Housing Group
Strategic Planning
St Modwen Properties
Star Planning and Development
Stow Associates Ltd
Strutt & Parker
Sustainable Relations Ltd
Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land
Terence O’Rourke Ltd
Tetlow King Planning
Thakeham Group
The Co-operative Estates
Troy Planning and Design
Turley Associates
Vincent and Gorbing
Vivera Property Ventures Ltd
W A Fairhust & Partners
Wainhomes Holdings Ltd
WebbPaton Rural and Commercial Valuers
West Wiltshire Housing Society
Westbuild Homes
Westlea Housing Association
White Design Associates
White Young Green
Whitmarsh Lockhart
Willis & Co
Woolley and Wallis
Wort Cherry

Organisation

APPENDIX 3: Presentation

Joint Spatial Framework

Swindon Borough Local Plan Review &
Wiltshire Core Strategy Review
Developers and Agents Briefing & Workshop
13th December 2017

Joint Spatial Framework
• Continue to produce individual Local Plans
• Concurrent timetables
• Shared evidence base and resources
• Production of a Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework
• Plans should have a 15 year time horizon. The
current Plan runs to 2026 - only 9 years away
• Need to ensure the Local Plan is up-to-date
Most Local Plans are likely to require updating in
whole or in part at least every 5 years
• Need to ensure it remains consistent with national
policy
• Need to take account of technological, economic
and societal changes
• Need to plan early for infrastructure delivery

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework?
• Will establish an overall strategy and distribution of
development across the area of the two Councils
• Will be produced jointly by officers of both Councils
• Will use a joint evidence base
• Will be formally agreed by both Councils
• It will not be used in the determination of planning
applications.

Joint Spatial Framework

Work undertaken so far

What does this evidence tell us?

Jointly commissioned independent studies..

• Four Housing Market Areas identified

• A Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)

• Three Functional Economic Market Areas identified

• A Functional Economic Market Area Assessment
(FEMAA)

1

Joint Spatial Framework
Swindon HMA

Chippenham HMA
Chippenham,

Swindon, Marlborough,

Corsham, Devizes,

Royal Wootton Bassett

Calne, Malmesbury,
Salisbury HMA

Melksham

Amesbury,
Trowbridge HMA

Durrington, Salisbury,

Bradford on Avon,

Tidworth, Wilton

Joint Spatial Framework

Housing Needs (SHMA figures)
Local Authority

Current plans
(2006 to 2026)
1,467 per year

Swindon
Borough Council
Wiltshire
2,100 per year
Council

New evidence
(2016 to 2036)
1,450 per year

2,200 per year

Trowbridge,
Warminster, Westbury

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

Housing
Market Area

Current plans
(2006 - 2026)

New evidence
(2016-2036)

The first step!

Swindon HMA
Chippenham
HMA
Trowbridge
HMA
Salisbury HMA

1,595
703

1,450
1,113

• Environmental constraints

586

675

• Unmet need from other HMAs – ‘duty to cooperate’

603

413

Numbers may change through:
• Economic opportunities
• Revised population/household forecasts
• This consultation

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

How many homes above existing commitments?
Trowbridge HMA
Salisbury HMA
Chippenham HMA
Swindon HMA

6500
8000
9000

6500

250
13250
22500
6500

2

Joint Spatial Framework
Economic Area
Swindon/M4 Corridor
A350/West/Central
Wiltshire
Salisbury/Amesbury/A
303
Total

Office (Ha)

Industrial
(Ha)
19.2 to 47.90 87.00
8.3 to 20.80 83.10
6.3 to 15.60

44.40

33.8 to 84.3

214.5

Joint Spatial Framework

The Joint Spatial Framework
Consultation Documents
• Issues Paper
• Settlement Profiles for
each Housing Market
Area

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework Consultation
• Proposed objectives and scope of the JSF
• Evidence based assessments of needs
• Methodology (programme of work) to test the
sustainability of delivering scales of growth
• Strategic issues identified as a result of the
review of main settlements for each Housing
Market Area

Joint Spatial Framework

Settlement Profiles
• What has happened
compared to adopted policy
• High level indicators
• Constraints

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

What we want from you
• Are the issues identified correct – what’s
missing?
• Are the current role and function of settlements
correct. Should they change?
• What are the constraints in the area?
• What are the opportunities?
• How should we shape the development
strategy?

Questions?

3

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

Potential Development Strategy

Workshop
From your experience of delivering development (homes and/or
jobs) please discuss as a table the potential obstacles to
development relevant to each concept and how we can secure
timely delivery.
Record your discussion on the sheet provided on each table.

•
•
•
•
•

Maximising urban potential?
Urban extensions?
Concentration on transport hubs and corridors?
Greater focus on larger rural settlements?
New Settlement(s)?

Thinking about the development process, when do those
obstacles emerge?

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

Feedback
• Identify what your group think is the biggest risk to the
successful delivery of homes and jobs in Swindon and
Wiltshire and

Next steps

• Identify how the two councils working with the
development industry can seek to minimise that risk.

Joint Spatial Framework

Joint Spatial Framework

Future Consultations & Engagement
Ideally use our consultation portals
Consultation closes
5:00pm Tuesday 19th December

4

APPENDIX 4: Notes taken during discussion of Development Concepts
CONCEPT NUMBER 1:
Urban capacity (maximising the potential for growth within Chippenham, Salisbury, Swindon, Trowbridge and market towns in
Wiltshire)
Potential obstacles to delivery
Minimising the risk: council led
Minimising the risk: developer led
Group 1
Concern about how much brownfield can
Use Compulsory Purchase to make it happen High density not family housing – limited
be used for employment.
appeal
Facilitate groups working together – e.g.
Not much brownfield employment land –
resolving traffic – putting in infrastructure
Too high density in town centre will undermine
what has been done has been done
first helps start project
access/town centre policies
Swindon not building enough – should take
more of the growth

Residential in the right place (environment
important)

Viability issues

Maximise realistic reuse for employment

Need a 2050 plan

Individual constraints – very different
Site too tight – car parking an issue
Sites left because they are too difficult

Group 5

Be realistic and review long term
brownfield sites
Viability
Access to sites
Council staffing – planning teams being
stretched
Inclusion of sustainable forms of transport
– notably connective cycle ways to attract
young professionals
Ecology and archaeology

Improve staffing resources where possible
Getting to ‘the right person’ (i.e. with
influence) can be difficult and timeconsuming)
Pre-application advice too formal and,
ultimately, not taken seriously. They also
contain too much wordage, which as a rule
the sector is usually familiar with –
responses could be tailored

Better and more timely utility engagement
would be useful if that can be achieved; they
are often only reactionary
Power supplier capacity is often not assured
for industrial development and this can be a
problem in securing investment – better
engagement would minimise risk by avoiding
standing charges when sites are not occupied
Flood risk can sometimes be overcome

Contamination/air quality
Flood risk, including Environment Agency
revised allowances to take account of the
climate change effects

CONCEPT NUMBER 2:
Urban extension (focussing growth on extensions to Chippenham, Salisbury, Trowbridge and market towns in Wiltshire)

Group 1

Potential obstacles to delivery

Minimising the risk: council led

Minimising the risk: developer led

Timescale too short to get infrastructure
implemented

Go big – be braver on edge of
Melksham/ Chippenham/ Swindon

Be bold at Royal Wootton Bassett –
capacity – be aware of major bridges

Western bypass round Swindon

Look at transport hubs – release Green
Belt

Passroutes – regular and reliable services
to focus into Swindon and Salisbury to
supplement other rail access

Invest in the A350 to link to the A303
Hard to open a new station
Infrastructure Delivery Plan more
important but needs to be longer term
Question posed to Cabinet on long term
planning (plan period beyond 2036)

Group 2

Land owners – expectations;
equalization
Process – making goalposts national
policy

Group 3

Masterplanning sites in multiple
ownerships
Ecological constraints
Precautionary principle
Evidence emerging later
Risk of delivery overestimated

Western relief road at Swindon – can reopen a station as part of this e.g. near
Purton
Railway re-opening – Network Rail
reluctant
Upfront showing of Section 106
expectations
Upfront expectations

Early engagement between
developer/officers before developing
options for Local Plan
Pre-application engagement – project
lead at Local Planning Authority to bring
everything together
Milestones
Interrogate developers position on
landownership/ deliverability more
robustly

Minimise length of time for determining
permissions

Group 4

Swindon boundary and politics

Front-load the plan with small/medium
sites and large sites towards the back
end
Information/evidence

Small pockets of land are sold off to allow
others to deliver

Sites that don’t need infrastructure and
Brownfield Register

Lessen capacity to land bank

Parish Council involvement

Upfront infrastructure

Local Planning Authority not
Neighbourhood Plans driving
development

Small and medium size builders

Development Wiltshire side of boundary
with Swindon has long been held up by
local politics

Infrastructure required upfront – but
understood that finding the money is a
problem for all parties

Doing what’s possible to ensure
infrastructure (and therefore attractiveness
of proposition)

Market towns – fields are valued for
votes

Custom-build a key part of offer –
diversity important

Diversifying market is in everyone’s best
interest – but big 5/6 housebuilders may
not want this!

Plan strategy often focuses
development too much

Self-build less certain as may not deliver
housing

Distribution of housing
Growth to West of Swindon
Urban extensions to both Principal
Settlements and market towns
Establishing urban capacity to
understand distributions
Churchfields (Salisbury) is never going
to deliver
Employment and infrastructure key to
delivery
Group 5

Development appraisals are not seen hence understood - by planners
Group 8

Politics – opposition to large scale
development
Large development – bigger investment

Certainty in terms of infrastructure
funding investment for major transport
networks

Improving communication and image of
urban extension to overcome local
concerns around quality of new product in
new location
Masterplanning
A lot of front loading

Frontloading of infrastructure difficult to
deliver
Community Infrastructure Levy – can
have massive impact on homes that
rely on infrastructure delivery
Swindon motorway networks at
junctions – no capacity

More engagement

Technical assessments

Need reserve sites in case large sites do
not come forward

Managing landowners expectations

More viability work upfront

More open in terms of issues – closer
working between developer and council

CONCEPT NUMBER 3:
Transport based development (locating development where it will have the best access by a range of transport modes)

Group 3

Potential obstacles to delivery

Minimising the risk: council led

Dispersed geography of Wiltshire
makes achieving this difficult

Public sector/government to invest first

Consider train station

Public transport led scenario has to be
implemented by others, not developers

Major infrastructure put forward by
Government, not private sector

Timing of investment and direct
development accordingly

Facilitating access to major transport
attributes – can’t get access to A350
etc

Public transport viability/thresholds –
number of dwellings

Minimising the risk: developer led

Only road network (junctions/M4)
Infrastructure major consideration
anyway
Blockages within the urban area to get
from outskirts into town
Group 4

Private operators

Focus on transport routes, not just main
settlements

Council needs to facilitate information from
service providers

10-15 years behind the curve

Mixed use developments

Joint work - improve
evidence/infrastructure has to be
component of joint working

Working from home

The way people work via electronics –
websites and personal
Transport links can be hugely improved

Plan not to need so much infrastructure

Not just rail, bus services are poor

Identifying sites in towns with aspirations
for development – developers compete
for them and understand what’s below
ground

Financial contributions
Linked back to employment schemes

Group 5

More joined-up thinking to placemaking still needed

Aiding with coordination & forwardfunding of infrastructure

Being able to build higher at transport
nodes would aid schemes.

A350 Corridor features a population of
200,000 people, but these are all carlinked. Road is still king, and this exerts
a limit on a product’s offer in the
marketplace

There is a wider issue about inward
investment and the commercial
attractiveness of the North & West
Wiltshire towns: can branding also be
better as a place for business to locate
to?

Some scope to improve other/wider
transport links from schemes, but this
needs to be done in concert with other
providers.

It is unrealistic to expect homes and
jobs to be co-located, but a variety of
transport connectivity is needed
Section 106 too onerous about bus
routes

North & West Wiltshire is a powerhouse
that out-commutes: development plan
needs to address this

Utilities/transport providers to share burden
– need to be involved earlier and more
earnestly in process.

More required about upskilling and
higher education provision
North & West Wiltshire could be viewed
as ‘one package’… whilst Trowbridge
has scope to become primary settlement
in North & West Wiltshire as a kind of
‘first amongst equals’

Group 6

Group 7

How will a ban on fossil fuels affect
concept?

Improved railway investment would help
image of North & West Wiltshire
Focus development on smaller
settlements

Developers tend to do the minimum
required

Time horizon – reliance on cars not so
harmful in the future

Putting charging infrastructure into
development

Funding through Community Infrastructure
Levy

Meaningful growth requires
improvements to road network e.g.
dualling A350, Melksham, Westbury
bypass
Swindon has too great a reliance on big
sites e.g. the New Eastern Villages
which should have good transport links
but so complex that it is proving difficult
to bring forward. These big sites are
expected to deliver the transport links

Broadband/live work options policies
Large scale developments to facilitate
road improvements
The Councils should work more closely
with Highways England and rail
companies to iron out transport issues
which are holding up development. For
example, West of England Combined
Authority is engaging with Highways

and this is holding up delivery of
smaller sites nearby.
The reliance on Section106 funding for
delivery of transport infrastructure but
which can take years to negotiate and
delays delivery of projects –
infrastructure trigger points need to be
set out more clearly.
Unrealistic expectations of communities
who are all requesting a local station
but this wastes time and effort.
Decisions (with timescales) need to be
made so people can plan.
There is a lack of clarity re transport
plans i.e. where roads and rail
stations/improvements will happen.
Highways England holding objections
on access roads to proposals cause
delays
Current thinking around sustainability
and transport emerged in 1990s but is
restrictive and does not reflect how
people actually live now.
Group 8

Not all about transport – uncertainty in
where settlements will be in future
Funding infrastructure if any new
transport infrastructure needed to
deliver sites
More infrastructure required – more
investment

England in identifying sites and then
modelling them to plan for the
infrastructure thereby removing the
likelihood of objections in the future
Publish a detailed and structured
transport plan with short and long term
delivery aims so that developers can
start bringing forward sites in the
certainty that the transport links will be
coming in the future.
Smaller sites which connect to main
arteries could then be fast-tracked.
These could yield strategic Community
Infrastructure Levy payments to fund new
stations/road improvements
Rethink around sustainability and
transport to reflect how people live now
and new technology such as broadband
which allows people to work from home
part of the week and recognises for
example that people commute between
towns and also commute from towns to
village schools. This would help villages
to be more socially sustainable in the
future.

CONCEPT NUMBER 4:
More development at the larger, better served rural settlements

Group 2

Group 3

Potential obstacles to delivery

Minimising the risk: council led

Minimising the risk: developer led

Neighbourhood plans (training/tools in
partnership with developers)

More plan-led allocations

Pay for facilitators (neighbourhood
planning)

Lack of brownfield opportunities.

Greater communication between
departments

Limited opportunities within settlements

Better long term strategy for education
More flexible approach in policy

Settlement boundaries too tight

Difficult as communities need to be guided
by policy

Objective analysis to better recognise
smaller settlements, more detail

Constraining sustainability opportunities
Identifying the right settlements in rural
areas that could benefit from growth
Landowner expectations in villages –
pre 2008 expectation

Removal of boundaries at smaller
settlements
Merit-based approach – elevate those
settlements

Planning system expensive

Policies for more employment too
restrictive

Community resistance

Deliverability of Local Plan sites

Lack of certainty – political constraints
Group 6

Nimby pressures/political

Proportionate growth

Focus on community engagement

Coalescence issues

Explain well to local people – get them
on board

Bring opportunity for land – developer led

Infrastructure problems – but if small,
need growth to fill schools
Housing on greenfield sites – seems to
be harder in small settlements
Changes in political landscape (parish
councils)

Recognise people will be living, working
and commuting differently
Engage with local members and help
them understand the benefits e.g.
support for facilities/services

Group 7

More community spirit
Swindon has too great a reliance on big
sites and needs to have a more diverse
distribution in order to deliver its
housing targets. However, delivery in
smaller settlements is restricted by:
• Out of date thinking re
sustainable transport
• Inflexible settlement boundaries

Local Plans should have a more flexible
approach to settlement boundaries in
order to deliver housing in smaller
settlements e.g. sites of 10 or less
homes should be tested on their own
merits against criteria based policies
close to settlement boundaries.

Lack of political leadership - too much
emphasis on views of older populations
in rural communities.

Social sustainability should be given as
much weight as sustainable transport.
Provide a more supportive approach to
SME development companies who can
bring forward smaller more deliverable
sites.

When Local Plans provide housing
numbers for villages this can actually
limit development. These numbers
should be the minimum but they are
perceived to be a maximum by
residents. Local Plan evidence base
needs to identify the capacity of each
settlement and what infrastructure
would be needed to support that much
development.

Provide political leadership so that
smaller more rural communities get the
message that they need to take small
amounts of housing.

SME development companies find the
costs of submitting planning
applications prevent them from
preparing proposals for any but the
most guaranteed sites. It would be
helpful if more certainty could be
provided from the pre-application
process.
Group 8

Political – rural opposition but good
opportunities for medium scale/quicker
sites

Ensuring timely consultee responses –
need solutions/more helpful responses
Time and resources – try to avoid
appeals

Submitting comprehensive package that
ticks all boxes
Engaging council
Smaller sites – providing there is existing
access to highway

Lack of flexibility in most local plans to
bring these sites forward when no 5
year supply
Needs to be right settlement in terms of
infrastructure and employment
Public transport – some smaller
settlements benefit from good transport
links
Affordability – prices tend to be higher
in villages
Shortage of Section 106 money from
smaller developments in villages
Scattered small sites don’t generate
infrastructure

Time between getting the issue and
outline consent – delay in issuing
conditions

CONCEPT NUMBER 5:
New settlement(s) (the development of one or more new settlements within the area)

Group 6

Potential obstacles to delivery

Minimising the risk: council led

Minimising the risk: developer led

Infrastructure – funding for
roads/education

Imber, Ministry of Defence land

Only larger housebuilders have capacity –
smaller housebuilders need to get on board

Time

Something radical (substantial expansion
of existing settlement)

Central Government support

Tap into central government funds

Dominated by large
housebuilders/developers

Need it to be quite big so it has a critical
mass otherwise it will introduce longer
commuting

Restriction on delivery – housebuilders
slow
Only an option for Wiltshire – Swindon
does not have space
Market towns already have commuting
Political will for expanding existing
small settlements

Tie into its own network (unless linked to
train station)
Allocate more smaller sites within new
settlement

APPENDIX 5 – Additional Discussion Notes
Group 1:
•

Dispersed urban extension sites rather than one or two strategic allocations – influences 5 year
supply

•

Smaller villages (200) to help maintain supply

•

Western villages (Swindon) – constrained and difficult

Group 4:
•

Swindon Borough Council – focus on urban extensions previously, Wiltshire Council have toyed
with urban extensions at Swindon but it’s been messy.

•

Swindon boundary is the main issue and politics.

•

Welcomed Housing Market Area for Swindon, more realistic about what’s happening on the ground,
with an area of opportunity on the boundary.

•

Salisbury figures are deceptive as Churchfields allocation is never going to deliver.

•

For Swindon and Chippenham the issues are political and non-planning.

•

View that Chippenham plan had stalled the Local Plan Review process to date.

•

Focus on strategic urban extensions reason for delays in delivery for Swindon Borough Council and
North and West Housing Market Area.

•

There should be a mixed strategy with towns and rural settlements too.

•

Urban extension while addressing need for high densities in town centres with transport links.
Wiltshire has nowhere else to go.

•

What is absent are urban capacity studies – understandable as they are labour intensive pieces of
work. But their absence not helpful.

•

Settlement boundaries are too tight around settlements (especially market towns) and don’t allow
for growth.

•

No pragmatic alternative to extensions to market towns.

•

Locally more challenging is infrastructure, more development means more demands. Coupled with
political reaction makes life hard.

•

Greenbelt review is not justified at Trowbridge or Wiltshire level – too much land elsewhere - waste
of time unless in Bristol or Kent.

•

Everything / all sites needs to be treated equally for all settlements

•

With 24,000 dwellings you need a holistic approach with infrastructure delivery at heart. Don’t want
fudges and compromise.

•

Weakness – critical review of sites accounted for.

•

Economic reasons – 2 bulk developments are not delivering in Salisbury – putting all eggs in one
basket – reserve sites could help

•

Neighbourhood plans don’t deliver or not in number. Wroughton given as example.

•

There is a need for Local Planning Authorities to plan no matter what stage Neighbourhood Plans
have reached. Understand politics of this however.

•

Distribution of growth would be covered by urban capacity studies.

•

Academy schools will pose a rising issue as time goes on with funding and control of education
provision beyond Local Authority control.

•

Jobs before housing – self-containment. Local Enterprise Partnership to help deliver infrastructure.

•

Principal settlements are by definition sustainable places to grow, however by continually to bolt on
developments/extensions this actually makes the edge of settlements less sustainable in terms of
transport.

•

Huge problem with accessibility in these bolt on developments and the villages with very poor bus
services.

•

Public transport is actually in the hands of private companies and therefore the council can offer
little control of services/funding.

•

Trying to work with Network Rail is almost impossible.

•

Query of figures – Objectively Assessed Need in Swindon Housing Market Area (HMA) is lower than
the smaller Swindon Borough Council area, which has a higher figure – will raise this through
consultation but makes the Swindon HMA a mockery and this will give argument for Wiltshire
politicians to not deliver development outside Swindon Borough Council.

•

Alignment of date is crucial.

